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Legally Compliant:  
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Representation: 

Welcome the proposal to allocate this site for five net additional permanent Gypsy and 
Traveller pitches, and the potential for meeting the assessed need for the Lewes District 
outside the SDNP. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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05 November 2018 

 
Tondra Thom 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

BN7 1AB 

 

 

Dear Tondra 

 

Subject: SDNPA representation to Lewes Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Pre-Submission Document consultation (Regulation 

19) 

 

Thank you for consulting the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) on the Pre-

Submission version of the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 (LLPP2).  

 

The SDNPA and all relevant authorities are required to have regard to the purposes of the 

South Downs National Park (SDNP) as set out in Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995.  

The purposes are ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage 

of the area’ and ‘to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the 

special qualities of the national park by the public.’ 

 

Duty to Cooperate 
 

The SDNPA has a set of six strategic cross-boundary priorities. I would like to take the 

opportunity to again highlight these which provide a framework for ongoing Duty to 

Cooperate discussions: 

• Conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area. 

• Conserving and enhancing the region’s biodiversity (including green infrastructure 

issues). 

• The delivery of new homes, including affordable homes and pitches for Gypsies, 

Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. 

• The promotion of sustainable tourism. 

• Development of the local economy. 

• Improving the efficiency of transport networks by enhancing the proportion of 

travel by sustainable modes and promoting policies which reduce the need to travel. 

 

Housing 

 

The housing provision figures set out in the emerging LLPP2 and the South Downs Local Plan 

(SDLP) both flow from and need to be consistent with the Lewes Joint Core Strategy 

notwithstanding the quashing of Policies SP1 and SP2 of the JCS insofar as they relate to the 

SDLP.  This set a figure of 6,900 net additional dwellings to be provided in the plan area, 

which is equivalent to approximately 345 net additional dwellings per annum.  Table 1 of the 
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Statement of Common Ground between LDC and the SDNPA signed in March 2018, which I 

am attaching for your reference, sets out a SDLP housing provision figure of 1,307 for the 

plan period 2014-2033.  Table 1 of the LLPP2 gives a housing figure of 1,432 for that part of 

Lewes District within the SDNP for the plan period 2010-2030.  The difference of 125 is 

most likely due to the different plan periods.  It would be good to meet and discuss the 

matter and consider whether a focused review of the Statement of Common Ground is 

needed. 

 

Site Allocations 

 

Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough 

Welcome the proposal to allocate this site for five net additional permanent Gypsy and 

Traveller pitches, and the potential for meeting the assessed need for the Lewes District 

outside the SDNP. 

 

Policy E1: Land at East Quay, Newhaven Port 
The planned expansion of Newhaven Port is already committed to with permission granted 

for the building of a new road link and bridge that will come into the area allocated as site E1 

and connecting to the scheme with planning consent for the redeveloped East Quay area to 

the south west of the allocation.  Under the conditions of the planning permission for the 

redeveloped East Quay area is the agreed provision for an area of nature reserve 

immediately to the east of site E1 and adjacent to the SDNP boundary in the area of Tide 

Mills.  Part of the Tide Mills area is within the SDNP to the east. 

 

Emerging SDLP Local Plan Policy SD18: The Open Coast describes the area of Tide Mills, up 

to the SDNP boundary adjacent to the proposed nature reserve, as the Zone of 

Undeveloped Coast as shown on Figure 5.6 relating to that policy. At the coast this zone 

extends from west of Seaford to the SDNP boundary and the edge of the agreed nature 

reserve.  Paragraph 5.162 of the supporting text for emerging Policy SD18 asserts the 

landscape sensitivity of this coastal area and the need for a coordinated approach to 

development which recognizes the adjacent pressures on this vulnerable area. 

 

Core Policy 10 (CP10) of the Joint Core Strategy (JCS), Lewes Local Plan Part 1 refers to the 

first purpose of the SDNP, to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 

heritage of the area. CP10 also refers to appropriate mitigation and compensation where 

development impacts on the SDNP.  The SDNP is in close proximity to site E1 and through 

the open nature of the coastline and the adjacent agreed nature reserve is visually connected 

to the allocated site.  Therefore it is suggested Policy E1 cross-references policy CP10 and 

refers positively to the setting of the SDNP, and the need to respect the landscape character 

of this connected area with appropriate mitigation and compensation as required. 

 

Also it is suggested the preamble paragraphs to the policy also make reference to the South 

Downs Integrated Landscape Character Assessment (SDILCA), specifically the Landscape 

Management and Development Considerations described in Appendix F, Landscape Type F: 

Major River Floodplains, and F2: Ouse Floodplain area http://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/03/ILCA-Appendix-F-Major-River-Floodplains.pdf  The wording should 
include the need for Visual and Landscape Character Assessment to be carried out on 

detailed proposals for site E1 using the SDILCA, due to the proximity of the SDNP and the 

setting it provides to the proposed allocated site. 
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It is suggested Policy E1 cross references Policy DM24: Protection of Biodiversity and 

Geodiversity, given the Local Nature Reserve and Local Wildlife Sites that are likely to be 

effected by development on site E1, especially the proximity to the east of the agreed nature 

reserve. 

 

In addition it is suggested the policy contains wording on the protection of existing 

connectivity on non-motorised travel routes through site E1, including to the nearby area to 

the east in the SDNP. This reflects the intention in the JCS Core Policy Policy 13: Sustainable 

Travel, bullet point c, and the policy intention for the adjacent area of the National Park as 

covered by Strategic Policy SD20: Walking, Cycling and Equestrian Routes in the Submission 

SDLP. 

 

Policy E2: Land Adjacent to American Express Community Stadium, Village 

Way, Falmer 

 

The SDNPA supports the wording in paragraph 3.19 in the preamble to the policy regarding 
key views into the SDNP, the stadium and the setting of the SDNP, and in paragraph 3.20 

that the stadium has been designed to sit within the natural curves of the downland.  We 

strongly support the wording in paragraphs a) and b) of Policy E2. 

 

To be consistent with the SDNPA’s response to the Brighton and Hove Draft City Plan Part 

2 Consultation (Regulation 18), Policy SSA7 (site adjacent to E2) the following comments are 

made.  We suggest adding to the preamble paragraphs that the site is also a gateway into the 

SDNP from the City of Brighton and Hove.  We suggest adding to the policy the need to 

provide visual connectivity to the SDNP, and therefore consideration of the setting in 

proximity to the SDNP, in terms of the design of any proposed development. In the 

preamble paragraphs suggest adding wording referencing the proposal site as a gateway to 

the SDNP when exiting the City along a key transport route. Also suggest adding the need to 

use materials and design reflecting the setting of the SDNP and referencing the SDILCA, 

specifically the Landscape Management and Development Considerations described in 

Appendix A, Landscape Type A: Open Downland and A2: Adur to Ouse Open Downs area 

http://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/ILCA-Appendix-A-Open-

Downland.pdf 

 

Lewes Local Plan Part 2 and Neighbourhood Plans Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA) 

 

The SDNPA overall supports the methodology and conclusions of the HRA in particular the 

use of the Joint Habitat Regulations Assessment Addendum which forms Appendix B of the 

Lewes Local Plan Part 2 HRA. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Lucy Howard 

Planning Policy Manager 

Lucy.howard@southdowns.gov.uk 

01730 819284 

South Downs Centre, North Street,  
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Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

2. PPC has major comments on Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough. 

2.1 PPC recognises LDC’s obligations under the Government's national Planning Policy 
for Traveller Sites (PPTS). We note that paragraph 2.132 introduces this policy, but 
without reference to which version. Paragraph 2.142 explicitly refers to a 2012 version of 
this document. PPC understands that the current version is 2015, and our responses 
refer to that version of the PPTS. 

2.2 First, PPC comments that the PPTS explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence 
to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7): 

'In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
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planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 
engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' 
accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 
support groups).' 

PPC has had a long, collaborative and successful relationship with LDC throughout the 
Neighbourhood Planning process. However, Policy GT01 was first communicated to 
PPC via a meeting on 05/09/18. This is not consistent with 'early and effective 
engagement' with the settled community; there has been very little time for quantitative 
assessment of Policy GT01 in a consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It 
is not in accordance with the introductory aim of the PPTS (i) 'to reduce tensions 
between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and planning decisions' and 
suggests to us that either there was deliberate concealment of these plans or that the 
decision to allocate this site was made hastily, without due consideration, which we 
regard as inappropriate for such a sensitive proposal and when the village community is 
already having to come to terms with large-scale development within the settlement 

3.0 Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

With respect to planning policy, and in the spirit of localisation, comments hereafter are 
presented with reference to the made Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP), the 
Local Plan, NPPF and 

PPTS incorporated into that framework, as relevant. With respect of the PPTS, 
comments are restricted to those relevant to Plan-making as enacted in the Part 2 
Document. PPC has concerns about further information received from LDC in respect of 
PPTS Decision-taking, but these are not immediately relevant to this response. 

While GT01 specifically addresses the needs of gypsies and travellers, the PPC 
response reflects the fact that the policy primarily represents an additional new 
development of five permanent dwellings. 

With regard to the made Plumpton Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded as 
not in accordance with the following policies: 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

Policy 5: New housing 

Policy 6: Local employment 

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

The consultation response will deal with these in policy order. 

3.1 PPNP Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

PPNP Policy 1 states the primary objective: 

'New development proposals within the planning boundary for Plumpton Green (see 
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Map C) will be supported, provided they accord with the other provisions of the PPNP 
and the development plan for the area.' 

LDC retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing planning 
boundaries unless it meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement in the 
parish that has a planning boundary, and the land allocated in Policy GT01 is not within 
the Plumpton Green planning boundary, or indeed near that boundary (it lies 
approximately 650m to the north). The 'certain criteria' rider of Policy CT1 is covered in 
subsequent paragraphs. 

While it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local 
Plan Part 2 once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional 
new development targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary 
to areas regarded as unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies. 

The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two distinct characteristics: 

* Plumpton Green – a Service Village where new development should be sited  

* Plumpton –- a Hamlet where no development should be sited. 

While some regard the hamlet as only existing to the south of the Parish, and largely 
within the South Downs National Park (SDNP), it is clearly identifiable on Policies Map 
Inset Map 8 Plumpton Green that the character of the parish to the northern boundary is 
very similar to that of the 

3 southern hamlet, and that is reflected in PPNP Policy 1. We therefore regard this as an 
unsuitable area to site permanent dwellings, in which category we include static 
caravans. The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation, which sets the objectives: 

'To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way', and 

'To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area.' 

On the first objective, we do not regard the proposed site as sufficiently sustainable by 
virtue of its likely impact on local employment, discussed below under PPNP Policy 6. 
On the second objective, the proposed site is greenfield and we regard its development 
as adversely changing the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential 
development, in addition to the previously discussed spatial plan issues. 

In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy 
statement 2: 'The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with 
existing services and facilities such as schools, health services and shops.' Accordingly, 
the site would not score well under the sustainability assessment criteria applied under 
PPNP Policy 1 for the selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and cycling and other 
forms of sustainable transport with the aim of reducing the need to travel by car), as it is 
approximately 650m outside the existing planning boundary (which represents the 800m 
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recommended maximum distance limit for walking), and completely lacks safe 
pedestrian access, as residents must walk along a national speed limit minor road to 
reach the village amenities, including the primary school and shop. 

LDC asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by providing a 
footpath north to the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus service that is 
currently under threat and therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near future (PPC is 
unsure whether the provisions of the Bus Services Act 2017 will provide any protection 
against the deficit in funding for ESCC and REP). 

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 also appears not to confidently address the 
responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13 c) to 
'ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis'. 

The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and 
Landscape Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as: 

'To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area' 
and 

'To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district's towns, villages, 
and rural environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are designed to a 
high standard and maintain and enhance the local vernacular and "sense of place" of 
individual settlements.' 

The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for 
up to 10 caravans (static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch's residents. Accordingly, 
we consider the choice of site for GT01 does not adequately address the responsibility 
within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (10 e) to 'protect local 
amenity and environment'. 

Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as 'Fails proximity 
Assessment' and regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has 
subsequently documented (in its presentation to parishioners at the PPC meeting of 
09/10/18) that the proximity criteria for residential development will need to be adapted 
to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the same presentation, it was stated that the 
site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing development and would 
be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if GT01 was implemented. 

PPC questions under what planning statute LDC is applying a different test of suitability. 
This appears contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), which states: 
'Criteria based policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic 
life of travellers whilst respecting the interest of the settled community.' It appears 
potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would seem to apply to the proposed 
gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of permanent, brick built housing, 
especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether the site will be used for gypsies 
and travellers with protected characteristics under English law, or whether it is available 
to all travellers as under the definition of 'gypsies and travellers' under PPTS Annexe 1. 

3.2 PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design 
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PPNP policy 2 states: 'New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, 
landscape design and material of surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton 
Design Statement.' 

Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile 
caravans (as stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping 
with the rural hamlet nature of the site. 

3.3 PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

PPNP policy 3 states: 'Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be 
informed by the landscape character of the area.' 

Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green 
corridors, ponds and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green 
corridor used by wildlife, including deer. 

3.4 PPNP Policy 5: New housing 

PPNP Policy 5 states: 'Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated 
in Neighbourhood Plan Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within 
Plumpton Green.' 

We do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under 
PPNP Policy 1 

(and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 3.1). 

3.5 PPNP Policy 6: Local employment 

PPNP Policy 6 states: 'New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing 
employment or business use will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its 
continued use is no longer viable.' This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 
(especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the JCS policy E1 (point (i)), which reflects NPPF 
paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to secure the future of the existing employment uses 
within the parish and plan for their growth to serve parish needs. PPNP Policy 6 also 
records under paragraph 5.67: 'Comments made during the consultation events made it 
clear that parishioners wished to see existing businesses preserved as far as possible 
and that they had no wish to see Plumpton become a dormitory community.' 

There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications 
of Policy 

GT01. There are 3 major employers in the parish: 

* Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 acres, 
predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses  

* Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green 
that saw its first race in 1884  

* The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton Green 
and directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01. Of the three, the Old Brickworks is 
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the only one in the northern section of the parish. 

It comprises 21 businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses 
between them employ in excess of 50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or 
locally to Plumpton. The businesses are categorised as 'quiet, non-industrial 
businesses', and the site is well respected and supported within the parish. 

The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): 'Supporting a 
prosperous rural economy', as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, 
and not well served by public transport, but is on previously developed land and is 
sensitive to its surroundings. 

The businesses at the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy 
through business rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses 
such as the village shop (and post office) and local public houses - the Plough 
immediately to north of the site proposed in GT01, the Fountain in Plumpton Green, and 
The Half Moon to the south of the parish. GT01 proposes to locate the site directly 
adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no meaningful separation between the two. The 
businesses of the Old Brickworks have made it clear that they chose the site because of 
its quiet, rural location and existing 'soft security' and that their continued use of it is 
dependent on those conditions continuing. They have all stated that any kind of 
development adjacent to the boundary could result in re-location of their businesses 
elsewhere, at some cost and inconvenience. They are prompted by concerns about the 

 potential restriction on current and future operations due to 
their proximity to residential development. 

Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a 
residential development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to 
result in  

 security lighting in what is 
'dark skies' parish where 91% of respondents to one questionnaire informing the PPNP 
supported preservation dark skies as one of their primary valued aspects of current 
village life. Dark skies is also a policy of the SDNPA. The challenges of maintaining 
public houses in general, and rural ones in particular, is well documented. Plumpton 
Green has already lost one pub in the past five years. 

3.6 PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

PPNP Policy 7 states: 'New development proposals requiring planning permission that 
result in the loss of existing shops or commercial units in the village centre and 
elsewhere in the parish will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that their 
continued use is no longer viable.' 

It further states in paragraph 5.68: 'Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green 
has lost one general store, one public house and a garage to housing. The remaining 
businesses in the village centre, in particular the village shop/post office, are important 
to the community as a whole but especially to residents without their own transport, as 
public transport services are limited. Development proposals that might negatively affect 
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the remaining facilities and businesses will be resisted.' 

While it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the businesses 
located at the Old Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the same concerns 
as under PPNP Policy 6 discussed above. The income arising from the occupants of the 
new development is unlikely to offset the likely loss in custom from the departing 
businesses. 

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the 
wider responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to 
'ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically'. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies DPD – Pre-Submission version  

Plumpton Parish Council 

15 October 2018 

 

Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) offers the following consultation responses to Lewes District Local 
Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD – Pre-Submission version 
(the Part 2 Document): 

1. PPC has one minor comment, relating to paragraph 2.117:  

This paragraph reads: ‘Any future planning applications, or potential review of the Newick 
Neighbourhood Plan which considers housing allocations, will need to take into consideration 
policies within the adopted development plan.’ 

PPC presumes that the reference to ‘Newick Neighbourhood Plan’ is a typographical error and 
should read ‘Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan’. 

2. PPC has major comments on Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough. 

2.1 PPC recognises LDC’s obligations under the Government’s national Planning Policy for Traveller 
Sites (PPTS). We note that paragraph 2.132 introduces this policy, but without reference to which 
version. Paragraph 2.142 explicitly refers to a 2012 version of this document. PPC understands that 
the current version is 2015, and our responses refer to that version of the PPTS. 

2.2 First, PPC comments that the PPTS explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan 
positively and manage development (paragraph 7):  

‘In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should: 

pay particular attention to early and effective community engagement with both settled and 
traveller communities (including discussing travellers’ accommodation needs with travellers 
themselves, their representative bodies and local support groups).’ 

 
PPC has had a long, collaborative and successful relationship with LDC throughout the 
Neighbourhood Planning process. However, Policy GT01 was first communicated to PPC via a 
meeting on 05/09/18. This is not consistent with ‘early and effective engagement’ with the settled 
community; there has been very little time for quantitative assessment of Policy GT01 in a 
consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It is not in accordance with the introductory 
aim of the PPTS (i) ‘to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making 
and planning decisions’ and suggests to us that either there was deliberate concealment of these 
plans or that the decision to allocate this site was made hastily, without due consideration, which we 
regard as inappropriate for such a sensitive proposal and when the village community is already 
having to come to terms with large-scale development within the settlement. 
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3. Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan  
 
With respect to planning policy, and in the spirit of localisation, comments hereafter are presented 
with reference to the made Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP), the Local Plan, NPPF and 
PPTS incorporated into that framework, as relevant.  
 
With respect of the PPTS, comments are restricted to those relevant to Plan-making as enacted in 
the Part 2 Document. PPC has concerns about further information received from LDC in respect of 
PPTS Decision-taking, but these are not immediately relevant to this response. 
 
While GT01 specifically addresses the needs of gypsies and travellers, the PPC response reflects the 
fact that the policy primarily represents an additional new development of five permanent 
dwellings. 
 
With regard to the made Plumpton Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded as not in 
accordance with the following policies: 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 
Policy 2: New-build environment and design 
Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 
Policy 5: New housing 
Policy 6: Local employment 
Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

 
The consultation response will deal with these in policy order. 
 
3.1 PPNP Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 
 
PPNP Policy 1 states the primary objective:  
 

‘New development proposals within the planning boundary for Plumpton Green (see Map C) 
will be supported, provided they accord with the other provisions of the PPNP and the 
development plan for the area.’  

 
LDC retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing planning boundaries unless it 
meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement in the parish that has a planning 
boundary, and the land allocated in Policy GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning 
boundary, or indeed near that boundary (it lies approximately 650m to the north). The ‘certain 
criteria’ rider of Policy CT1 is covered in subsequent paragraphs. 
 
While it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local Plan Part 2 
once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional new development 
targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary to areas regarded as 
unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies. 
 
The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two distinct characteristics: 

• Plumpton Green – a Service Village where new development should be sited 
• Plumpton –- a Hamlet where no development should be sited. 

 
While some regard the hamlet as only existing to the south of the Parish, and largely within the 
South Downs National Park (SDNP), it is clearly identifiable on Policies Map Inset Map 8 Plumpton 
Green that the character of the parish to the northern boundary is very similar to that of the 
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southern hamlet, and that is reflected in PPNP Policy 1. We therefore regard this as an unsuitable 
area to site permanent dwellings, in which category we include static caravans. 

The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation, 
which sets the objectives: 

 
‘To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the housing 
growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way’, and 
  
‘To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan for new 
development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character of the 
area.’ 

 
On the first objective, we do not regard the proposed site as sufficiently sustainable by virtue of its 
likely impact on local employment, discussed below under PPNP Policy 6. 
 
On the second objective, the proposed site is greenfield and we regard its development as adversely 
changing the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential development, in addition 
to the previously discussed spatial plan issues.  
 
In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy statement 2:  
 

‘The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing services and 
facilities such as schools, health services and shops.’ 
 

Accordingly, the site would not score well under the sustainability assessment criteria applied under 
PPNP Policy 1 for the selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and cycling and other forms of 
sustainable transport with the aim of reducing the need to travel by car), as it is approximately 650m 
outside the existing planning boundary (which represents the 800m recommended maximum 
distance limit for walking), and completely lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must walk along 
a national speed limit minor road to reach the village amenities, including the primary school and 
shop.  
 
LDC asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by providing a footpath north to 
the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus service that is currently under threat and 
therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near future (PPC is unsure whether the provisions of the Bus 
Services Act 2017 will provide any protection against the deficit in funding for ESCC and LDC). 
 
Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 also appears not to confidently address the responsibility 
within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13 c) to ‘ensure that children can attend 
school on a regular basis’.  
 
The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and Landscape 
Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as: 
 

‘To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’ and 
  
‘To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district’s towns, villages, and 
rural environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are designed to a high 
standard and maintain and enhance the local vernacular and “sense of place” of individual 
settlements.’ 
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The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for up to 10 
caravans (static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch’s residents. Accordingly, we consider the choice 
of site for GT01 does not adequately address the responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: 
Planning for travellers sites (10 e) to ‘protect local amenity and environment’.  
 
Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as ‘Fails proximity Assessment’ and 
regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has subsequently documented (in its 
presentation to parishioners at the PPC meeting of 09/10/18) that the proximity criteria for 
residential development will need to be adapted to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the same 
presentation, it was stated that the site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing 
development and would be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if GT01 was 
implemented. 

 

PPC questions under what planning statute LDC is applying a different test of suitability. This appears 
contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), which states: ‘Criteria based policies 
should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting the 
interest of the settled community.’ It appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would 
seem to apply to the proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of permanent, brick-
built housing, especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether the site will be used for gypsies 
and travellers with protected characteristics under English law, or whether it is available to all 
travellers as under the definition of ‘gypsies and travellers’ under PPTS Annexe 1.  
 
3.2  PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design 
 
PPNP policy 2 states: 
 

‘New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape design and material 
of surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton Design Statement.’ 

 
Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile caravans (as 
stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping with the rural hamlet 
nature of the site. 
 
3.3 PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 
 
PPNP policy 3 states: 
 

‘Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed by the landscape 
character of the area.’ 

 
Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green corridors, 
ponds and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green corridor used by wildlife , 
including deer. 
 
3.4 PPNP Policy 5: New housing 
 
PPNP Policy 5 states: 
 

‘Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within Plumpton Green.’ 
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We do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under PPNP Policy 1 
(and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 3.1). 
 
3.5 PPNP Policy 6: Local employment 
 
PPNP Policy 6 states: 
 

‘New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment or business 
use will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is no longer viable.’ 

 
This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the JCS policy E1 
(point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to secure the future of the existing 
employment uses within the parish and plan for their growth to serve parish needs. 
 
PPNP Policy 6 also records under paragraph 5.67: 
 

‘Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that parishioners wished to 
see existing businesses preserved as far as possible and that they had no wish to see 
Plumpton become a dormitory community.’ 

 
There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications of Policy 
GT01. There are 3 major employers in the parish: 
 

• Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 acres, 
predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses 

• Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green that 
saw its first race in 1884 

• The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton Green and 
directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01. 

 

Of the three, the Old Brickworks is the only one in the northern section of the parish. It comprises 21 
businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses between them employ in 
excess of 50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or locally to Plumpton. The businesses are 
categorised as ‘quiet, non-industrial businesses’, and the site is well respected and supported within 
the parish. 
 
The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): ‘Supporting a prosperous rural 
economy’, as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, and not well served by public 
transport, but is on previously developed land and is sensitive to its surroundings. 

 
The businesses at the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy through 
business rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses such as the village shop 
(and post office) and local public houses - the Plough immediately to north of the site proposed in 
GT01, the Fountain in Plumpton Green, and The Half Moon to the south of the parish. 
 
GT01 proposes to locate the site directly adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no meaningful 
separation between the two. The businesses of the Old Brickworks have made it clear that they 
chose the site because of its quiet, rural location and existing ‘soft security’ and that their continued 
use of it is dependent on those conditions continuing. They have all stated that any kind of 
development adjacent to the boundary could result in re-location of their businesses elsewhere, at 
some cost and inconvenience. They are prompted by concerns about  
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potential restriction on current and future operations due to their proximity to residential 
development. 
 
Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a residential 
development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to result in  

 
security lighting in what is ‘dark skies’ parish where 91% of respondents 

to one questionnaire informing the PPNP supported preservation dark skies as one of their primary 
valued aspects of current village life. Dark skies is also a policy of the SDNPA. 
 
The challenges of maintaining public houses in general, and rural ones in particular, is well 
documented. Plumpton Green has already lost one pub in the past five years. 
 
3.6 PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 
 
PPNP Policy 7 states: 

 
‘New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the loss of existing 
shops or commercial units in the village centre and elsewhere in the parish will be resisted, 
unless it can be demonstrated that their continued use is no longer viable.’ 

 
It further states in paragraph 5.68: 
 

‘Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general store, one public 
house and a garage to housing. The remaining businesses in the village centre, in particular 
the village shop/post office, are important to the community as a whole but especially to 
residents without their own transport, as public transport services are limited. Development 
proposals that might negatively affect the remaining facilities and businesses will be 
resisted.’ 

 
While it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the businesses located at 
the Old Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the same concerns as under PPNP Policy 6 
discussed above. The income arising from the occupants of the new development is unlikely to 
offset the likely loss in custom from the departing businesses. 
 
Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the wider 
responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to ‘ensure that 
traveller sites are sustainable economically’. 
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Representation ID: REP/018/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/018/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/018 

Name: Sarah Osborne 

Organisation: Lewes District Council 

Consultation Body: Specific 

Stakeholder Type: Parish Council 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to submit a comment re GT01 on LP2 as the Ward Councillor for 
Plumpton,Streat,East Chiltington and St John Without. 

I do not consider the site off Station Road Plumpton in GT01 suitable or sustainable as a 
Gypsy and Traveller site for the following reason;It will not be possible for those settled 
there to access by foot the amenities in the village,in particular the primary school,shop 
and train station as the road has no pavement and is too dangerous to walk along due to 
fast (60mph speed limit) and often heavy traffic. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Representation ID: REP/018/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: sarah osborne 
Sent: 25 September 2018 16:44
To: ldf
Subject: Comments on LP2 re GT01

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Outstanding - needs attention, Vanessa to deal with

I would like to submit a comment re GT01 on LP2 as the Ward Councillor for Plumpton,Streat,East 

Chiltington and St John Without. 

 

I do not consider the site off Station Road Plumpton in GT01 suitable or sustainable as a Gypsy and 

Traveller site for the following reason;It will not be possible for those settled there to access by foot the 

amenities in the village,in particular the primary school,shop and train station as the road has no pavement 

and is too dangerous to walk along due to fast (60mph speed limit) and often heavy traffic. 

 
All the best 
 
Sarah 
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Representation ID: REP/019/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/019/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/019 

Name: Marguerite Oxley 

Organisation: Environment Agency 

Consultation Body: Specific 

Stakeholder Type: National group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: marguerite.oxley@environment-agency.gov.uk 

Address: Guildbourne House 
Chatsworth Road 
Worthing 
West Sussex 
BN11 1LD 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound: No 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

There is no reference in the policy as to how wastewater will be disposed of. There is 
the potential for the allocation to have an adverse impact on water quality. We therefore 
suggest that the wording of this policy be strengthened to take account of para 170 e) 
(preventing new and existing development from contributing to …..unacceptable levels 

of water pollution and …. and wherever possible should help to improve local 
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Representation ID: REP/019/GT01 

 

  
 

environmental conditions such as ……water quality) of the NPPF 2018. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

This allocation has been added since the consultation draft and hence we have not had 
the opportunity to comment on this previously. 
 
To be consistent with the other allocations within the plan and for clarification purposes, 
we would recommend that policy wording should added to explain the arrangements for 
wastewater treatment for the site. These arrangements should ensure protection of the 
water environment and ensure there will be no deterioration under the Water Framework 
Directive. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/020/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/020/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/020 

Name: Lois Partridge 

Organisation: Mid Sussex District Council 

Consultation Body: Specific 

Stakeholder Type: Other Local Authority 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: lois.partridge@midsussex.gov.uk 

Address: Oaklands Road 
Haywards Heath 
E Sussex 
RH16 1ss 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 

MSDC welcomes the inclusion of the proposed allocation of Land south of the Plough for 
5 additional permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches in Policy GT01, and notes that this 
allocation meets the need identified in the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment, 2015, for Lewes District outside of the National Park, over the Plan period. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Representation ID: REP/020/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Oaklands Road Switchboard: 01444 458166 
Haywards Heath 
West Sussex DX 300320 Haywards Heath 1 
RH16 1SS www.midsussex.gov.uk 

 

Working together for a better Mid Sussex 
 
 

Councillor Andrew MacNaughton 
Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 

 
  

Contact: Your Ref:  Date: 
Councillor Andrew MacNaughton   Tel: 01293 522817 Our Ref: AMN/LP 5th November 2018 
email: andrew.macnaughton@midsussex.gov.uk    

 
 
BY EMAIL 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Polices 
Pre-Submission Document September 2018 

Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Lewes District 
Plan Part 2 Pre-Submission document (‘the Plan’). The Council has a number of comments it 
wishes to make. 

Planned Housing Growth 

Spatial Policy 2 of the Joint Core Strategy Lewes District Local Plan Part 1 identified that provision 
would be made for 6,900 new homes in Lewes District between 2010 and 2030. Provision was 
made for 1,073 units through strategic allocations, with 2,216 units built or committed as at 1 April 
2015, and supply from windfall and rural exceptions sites allowance of 545 units.  

MSDC notes that the residual housing requirement to be provided in the Plan is 1,660 units. 
However, the Plan only allocates sites to meet 432 units of that residual need, with the other 1,250 
units to be delivered from made and emerging Neighbourhood Plans. MSDC has concerns with 
this approach.  

Of the 1,250 homes identified in the Plan which are anticipated to be delivered from 
Neighbourhood Plans, a total of 865 units are identified in the Newhaven, Peacehaven and 
Telscombe and Seaford Neighbourhood Plans. These plans are still emerging, and are at a 
relatively early stage of their preparation.  

Peacehaven and Telscombe have only this year carried out a Call for Sites, Seaford has not yet 
consulted on its Regulation 14 draft Plan, and Newhaven Town Council has not yet consulted on 
its Regulation 16 draft Plan. As such, the allocation of sites through these plans has not been 
tested through the Examination process, nor approved through a referendum.  

It is acknowledged that Lewes District Council (LDC) commits to closely monitor the progress of 
the Neighbourhood Plans, and has set out a mechanism to review the Council’s approach to 
Neighbourhood Planning, if any concerns arise regarding timings.   

Paragraph 2.16 of the Plan notes that LDC will consider what, if any, measures are needed to 
resolve the issue. These might include LDC recovering the role of identifying allocations through a 
subsequent development plan document or a future review of the Local Plan. 
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This would have been a pragmatic approach, if all the Neighbourhood Plans were already ‘made’. 
However, as several of the Neighbourhood Plans on which the Plan relies to deliver housing are 
not yet close to this stage, there is a significant risk that they may not deliver the required housing, 
and a further risk that if the housing does come forward, it will not be delivered by 2030, the end of 
the Plan period.  

MSDC notes the requirements of the NPPF, paragraph 23 of which states that: 

‘Strategic policies should provide a clear strategy for bringing sufficient land forward, and at a 
sufficient rate, to address objectively assessed needs over the plan period, in line with the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. This should include planning for and allocating 
sufficient sites to deliver the strategic priorities of the area.’ 

MSDC questions whether the reliance on emerging Neighbourhood Plans represents a clear 
strategy for bringing sufficient land forward, to deliver the strategic priorities of the area.  

Lewes District Council is therefore encouraged to identify further sites to allocate for housing 
through the Plan preparation process, to remove the uncertainty of delivery associated with as yet 
untested, draft Neighbourhood Plans.  This approach will seek to ensure that there is minimum 
unmet need within Lewes District, and that neighbouring authorities are not asked to review 
whether they are able to meet this unmet need.  

Policy BHO1 (Land at The Nuggets, Valebridge Road)  

Policy BH01 allocates land at The Nuggets for 14 homes, which is proposed to be accessed 
through the property ‘Woodreeves’. The site lies immediately adjacent to the border with Mid 
Sussex District, with the proposed access to the site from land in Mid Sussex District.  

In response to Lewes District Council’s previous, Regulation 18 consultation on the draft Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies document, MSDC noted that the policy should 
acknowledge the impact of the proposed development on services and facilities provided in Mid 
Sussex District, due to the proximity of the development to the district boundary. This is particularly 
relevant now, as there is a current planning application for 25 homes on this site, rather than the 14 
units set out in the draft allocation.  

It is disappointing to note that, while paragraph 2.47 of the supporting text to Policy BH01 notes 
that the proposed access for the site lies within the county of West Sussex, the text and the policy 
still do not acknowledge that the shops, services and public transport provision which will support 
the new residents of the development lie within Mid Sussex District.  

As set out in our previous response, in line with the spatial strategy set out in our District Plan 
Burgess Hill is subject to a major growth programme for 5,000 new homes, and 25 hectares of 
employment land along with associated infrastructure.  MSDC is working closely with service and 
infrastructure providers to ensure that the corresponding social, community and highways 
infrastructure is provided in a timely manner to support this strategic development.   

MSDC will be responding to future Lewes District Council ‘Community Infrastructure Levy Window 
for Bidding’ to ensure that development on the border with Mid Sussex makes a proportional 
contribution to the impact that the development will have on local services and facilities.   
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BH02 (Land at Oakfields, Theobalds Road) 

Mid Sussex District Council welcomes the removal of the draft allocation of Land at Oakfields, 
Theobalds Road, Burgess Hill which was in the previous version of the Plan.   

Gypsy and Traveller Provision 

MSDC welcomes the inclusion of the proposed allocation of Land south of the Plough for 5 
additional permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches in Policy GT01, and notes that this allocation 
meets the need identified in the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment, 2015, for 
Lewes District outside of the National Park, over the Plan period.  

Policy DM1: Planning Boundary 

MSDC welcomes the fact that the Planning Boundary on the Plan’s Policies Map, Inset Map 11 – 
Edge of Burgess Hill, has been amended since the previous consultation, to exclude land east of 
Valebridge Road, which is not allocated for development.  This will help to ensure that this land is 
protected as open countryside, and will help to deter speculative development in this area.  

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

The District Council remains committed to co-operating with the other affected local authorities 
through the Ashdown Forest Officer Working Group and looks forward to working in partnership to 
protect the Ashdown Forest SAC in an appropriate manner. 

If you would like to discuss any of these comments, please contact Alice Henstock, Senior 
Planning Policy Officer, alice.henstock@midsussex.gov.uk 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Councillor Andrew MacNaughton 
Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 
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Representation ID: REP/022/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/022/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/022 

Name: Jess Price 

Organisation: Sussex Wildlife Trust 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: swtconservation@sussexwt.org.uk 

Address: Woods Mill 
Henfield 
West Sussex 
BN5 9SD 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

(SEE PDF FOR FULL REPRESENTATION)  

SWT are pleased to see that these policies all now include a requirement for an 
ecological impact assessment, however the wording of the relevant criterion is not 
consistent with national policy and therefore the policies are unsound.  

In particular, the 2018NPPF is clear in paragraph 170 that planning policies and 
decisions should minimise impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity. There is no 
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Representation ID: REP/022/GT01 

 

  
 

longer the caveat of 'where possible 'indicating that all development should achieve net 
gains. We do note that policy BH01 already does not contain the caveat.  

Additionally, a principle of planning, which should contribute to achieving net gains, is 
the mitigation hierarchy of first avoiding harm, then mitigating for any residual harm, 
before, as a last resort, considering compensation (2012NPPF paragraph 118 and 
2018NPPF paragraph 175). It is not acceptable permit through policy wording mitigation, 
before avoidance.  

We therefore recommend the following amendments to the criteria in order to make the 
policies listed above consistent with national policy:  

''...An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified 
and implemented accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on biodiversity. 
Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and compensation 
measures must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or 
other status of the species or habitat. Development allows for the protection of 
biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and... ' 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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By email only 
ldf@lewes.gov.uk  
 

Contact: Jess Price 

Direct Dial: 01273 497511 

E-mail: swtconservation@sussexwt.org.uk 

Date: 5 November 18 

Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD Pre-
Submission Version – November 2018 

 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT) recognises the importance of a plan led system as opposed to a 
developer led process and supports Lewes District Council’s (LDC) desire to produce a cohesive Site 
Allocations Local Plan. Therefore, we hope that our comments are used constructively to make certain 
that this pre-submission version properly plans for the natural capital needed within the district and 
ensures that any development is truly sustainable. 
 
Where we are proposing a change to policy or the supporting text, recommended additions are 
highlighted in bold and deletions are struck through. 
 
We note that LDC’s Guidance Notes for Making Representations states that it is anticipated that the Plan 
will be examined in the context of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (2012NPPF). However 
the timeline for the progression of this plan could slip and paragraph 213 of the 2018NPPF states that 
due weight should be given to policies according to their degree of consistency with the new Framework. 
SWT has therefore related its comments to both the 2012 and 2018 versions of the NPPF. 
 
 
SECTION 2 – RESIDENTIAL SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 
As SWT stated in our regulation 18 comments, the allocation of strategic areas for development and 
delivery policies should always be informed by evidence of the functioning of ecological networks at a 
landscape scale and underpinned by up-to-date, site specific data as per paragraphs 114 and 165 of the 
2012NPPF and 31 and 174 of the 2018NPPF. We are still concerned that LDC has not taken this aspect 
of the NPPF into full consideration. In particular there appears to be little information of how the site 
allocations relate to the district’s ecological and green infrastructure networks or what the current 
biodiversity value of the sites are. 
 
 
Policies NH01, BA01, BA02, BA03, CH01, CH03, RG01 and GT01 
SWT are pleased to see that these policies all now include a requirement for an ecological impact 
assessment, however the wording of the relevant criterion is not consistent with national policy and 
therefore the policies are unsound.  
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In particular, the 2018NPPF is clear in paragraph 170 that planning policies and decisions should 
minimise impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity. There is no longer the caveat of ‘where 
possible’ indicating that all development should achieve net gains. We do note that policy BH01 already 
does not contain the caveat.  
 
Additionally, a principle of planning, which should contribute to achieving net gains, is the mitigation 
hierarchy of first avoiding harm, then mitigating for any residual harm, before, as a last resort, considering 
compensation (2012NPPF paragraph 118 and 2018NPPF paragraph 175). It is not acceptable permit 
through policy wording mitigation, before avoidance.  
 
We therefore recommend the following amendments to the criteria in order to make the policies listed 
above consistent with national policy: 
 
‘…An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on biodiversity. Where adverse impacts are 
unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and compensation measures must be employed, commensurate to the 
importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or habitat. Development allows for the 
protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
 
 
Policy NH02 – Land at the Marina 
SWT are pleased to see that this policy now includes a requirement for an ecological impact assessment, 
however as stated for policies NH01, BA01, BA02, BA03, CH01, CH03, RG01 and GT01, we do not 
believe the wording is currently compliant with national policy.  
 
We also support the inclusion of paragraphs 2.35 to 2.37 which highlight the potential impacts of 
development on habitats of principle importance. However, in SWT’s experience, supporting text does 
not carry the same weight as policy wording in planning decisions and is instead used to explain the 
reasoning of the policy wording. Indeed, the importance of policy wording in determining decisions is 
reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 (pre submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that the 
policy wording is strengthened. In particular we do not believe it is currently compliant with paragraphs 
117 or 118 of the 2012NPPF or paragraphs 170, 174 or 175 of the 2018NPPF. SWT requests the 
following amendments:  
 
‘g) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on biodiversity, particularly priority habitats. 
Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and like for like compensation measures 
must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or 
habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
 
 
Policy BH01 – Land at the Nuggets, Valebridge Road 
SWT note that our regulation 18 comments have resulted in an amendment to the supporting text for this 
policy. However as stated above, in SWT’s experience, supporting text does not carry the same weight as 
policy wording in planning decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. 
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The importance of policy wording in determining decisions is reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local 
Plan Part 2 (pre submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that the 
policy wording is strengthened to include a requirement for at least a 15 metre buffer between the 
development and the ancient woodland. We note that policy CH01 does include a minimum figure for the 
buffer and we believe this is consistent with the national policy on irreplaceable habitats.  
 
We also seek amendments to criteria d) and f) which currently does not comply with the principle of the 
mitigation hierarchy as stated paragraph 118 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 175 of the 2018NPPF. In 
order to be made sound, SWT recommends that the following changes are made to policy BH01:  
 
‘d) Tree surveys undertaken and appropriate measures, including proper buffers of at least 15 metres, are 
identified and implemented accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on the Tree 
Protection Order group and Ancient Woodland on and/or adjacent to site; 
e) Development is subject to appropriate assessment and evaluation of archaeological potential and 
mitigation measures implemented accordingly; 
f) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measurers identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts, either directly or indirectly on biodiversity, 
including irreplaceable habitats. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and 
compensation measures must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other 
status of the species or habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement; 
and ’ 
 
 
Policy CH01 – Glendene, Station Road 
We strongly support the addition of ‘at least 15m’ into criterion f. It is unclear why this requirement has 
not been added to other site allocations containing/adjacent to ancient woodland. Please see our 
comments above in relation to amendments required for criterion e).  
 
 
Policy CH02 – Layden Hall, East Grinstead Road 
SWT does not believe that this policy is currently compliant with paragraph 118 of the 2012NPPF or 
paragraph 175 of the 2018NPPF. In particular there is a clear requirement to avoid adverse impacts to 
biodiversity before mitigation is considered. Additionally, given the proximity of the site to the SSSI, net 
gains to biodiversity should be required as per paragraph 170 of the 2018NPPF. We therefore 
recommend that criterion d) is amended as follows: 
 
 ‘d) An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and implemented 
accordingly to mitigate avoid potential adverse impacts on Chailey Common SSSI and the local 
biodiversity. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation and compensation measures 
must be employed, commensurate to the importance, the legal protection or other status of the species or 
habitat. Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; and…’ 
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SECTION 3 – EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 
 
Policy E1 – Land at East Quay, Newhaven Port 
SWT strongly objects to the inclusion of this policy and does not consider it to be sound as it is neither 
justified nor consistent with national policy.  
 
Whilst there is no acknowledgement of this in the policy or the supporting text, the whole of policy area 
E1 is designated as Tide Mills Local Wildlife Site (LWS), which is designated in particular for it importance 
as an area of feeding and breeding ground for a good number of waders and for its rare vegetated shingle 
habitat (a habitat of principle importance). A significant proportion of the LWS has already been 
destroyed through development and it is unacceptable for the LWS to be encroached on further.  
 
Both paragraph 117 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 171 of the 2018NPPF are clear that locally 
designated sites are key components of the local ecological network and that priority habitats, such as 
vegetated shingle, should be protected and restored through the planning process (paragraph 117 
2012NPPF and paragraph 174 2018NPPF). However the ecological value of this site seems to have been 
disregarded.  
 
SWT accepts that the LWS area to the east of policy area E1 has been lost through the expansion of the 
East Quay permitted in 2016. An additional area that is allocated to the Port Access Road (PAR) will also 
be lost and given that East Sussex County Council consider that they have planning permission for this, 
SWT do not see why this area has not also been removed from the policy area. The remaining area to the 
east and the south of the PAR route should be allocated as countryside and fall outside the development 
boundary for Newhaven.  
 
It is stated in paragraph 3.5 that policy E1 is carrying forward saved policy NH20 ‘with appropriate 
amendments to bring it up to date’. Since 2003 there have been significant changes in Newhaven Port and 
in national policy and SWT do not consider that LDC have taken this into account. In particular, NH20 was 
part of an overarching policy to regenerate the port, however paragraph 3.13 states that the East Quay 
development, permitted in 2016, is anticipated to allow the port to remain competitive. 
 
Similarly, paragraph 3.3 of the plan states that there is no requirement for additional employment space 
within the district. It should also be noted that policy area E1 also falls outside of the Newhaven 
Enterprise Zone which is the focus for sustainable regeneration of Newhaven and its shift towards a 
higher value economy.  
 
Core Policy 10 states that ‘the natural environment of the district, including landscape assets, 
biodiversity, geodiversity, priority habitats and species and statutory and locally designated sites, will be 
conserved and enhanced by:… 
ii. Ensuring that new development will not harm nature conservation interest, unless the benefits of 
development at that location clearly outweigh the harm caused…’ 
 
The pre-submission Lewes Local Plan part 2 provides no rationale for why the allocation of a Local 
Wildlife Site is justified or how the benefits of development of this site, which have not been made clear, 
will outweigh the significant harm.  Given that there is no objectively assessed need for additional 
employment space and that the NPPF requires that development is sustainable in terms of the economy, 
society and environment, and in particular achieves net gains to biodiversity, the destruction of a Local 
Wildlife Site is not acceptable.  
 
SWT believe that this policy should be removed. Or if LDC would like a policy to cover the area for the 
PAR, then the policy area covered by E1 should be significantly reduced to exclude any of the LWS to the 
east or south of the PAR route.  
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SECTION 4 - DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES 
 
 
Policy DM4 – Residential Conversions in the Countryside  
SWT are encouraged to see that our comments from the regulation 18 consultation have been 
implemented, so that the supporting text for this policy talks more broadly than just habitat surveys and 
now includes wording related to Ecological Impact Assessments. However this wording is not reflected in 
policy DM4 itself and as such we do not believe the policy is compliant with national policy.  
 
In SWT’s experience, supporting text does not carry the same weight as policy wording in planning 
decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. The importance of policy 
wording in determining decisions is reflected in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 (pre 
submission), which states: 
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
It is significant that the supporting text to the policies is not referred to and therefore we request that an 
additional criterion is added to policy DM4 to ensure it is in line with section 165 of the 2012NPPF: 
 
‘(9) the proposal would not have an unacceptable impact on biodiversity, particularly protected species. The 
Council will normally require this to be demonstrated through the submission of an ecological assessment.’ 
 
We acknowledge LDC’s comments made within the Summary of Consultation on the Consultation Draft 
Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018) in relation to SWT’s proposed modification to this 
policy. We respect the council’s approach to ensure the Local Plan Part 2 should be concise and should 
avoid undue repetition or duplication by using generic policies to set out principles that may be common 
to different types of development. However, neither Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft Policy 
DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for planning decisions to be 
informed by up to date environmental information. Therefore, if our modification is not accepted for this 
policy we will be seeking an amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for planning decisions to be 
informed by up to date ecological information to ensure the policy is compliant with section 165 of the 
2012NPPF.  
 
 
Policy DM6 – Equestrian Development 
SWT welcomes the inclusion of the bullet point which considers the cumulative impact on of equestrian 
developments on landscape character and biodiversity.  However we are concerned the policy fails to 
refer to the importance of determining the value of the existing site for biodiversity and the need to 
deliver net gains to biodiversity via development.  
 
As said, in our previous representation on DM4, we respect LDC’s approach to ensure the Local Plan Part 
2 should be concise and should avoid undue repetition or duplication by using generic policies to set out 
principles that may be common to different types of development. However neither Core Policy 10 in 
Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need 
for decisions to be informed by up to date environmental information and as per paragraph 165 of the 
2012NPPF. 
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Due to our proposed modification not being accepted within this policy, we will be seeking an amendment 
to policy DM24 to reflect the need for decisions to be informed by up to date ecological information to 
ensure the policy is compliant with section 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
 
Policy DM9 – Farm Diversification.  
As stated in our regulation 18 response, SWT are supportive of bullet point (4). We also continue to 
acknowledge the need to create a concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or duplication by using 
generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of development. However, as 
we have stated previously we do not feel that the current Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 1 or Draft 
Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for decisions to be informed 
by up to date environmental information, as per paragraph 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
Therefore, because our proposed modification has not been accepted for this policy, we will be seeking an 
amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for decisions to be informed by up to date ecological 
information to ensure the Lewes Local Plan part 2 complies national policy. 
 
 
Policy DM10 – Employment Development in the Countryside 
SWT are pleased to see that our recommendation for the reference to ‘habitat surveys’ in the previous 
consultation draft to be replaced with ‘ecological surveys’ has been delivered through the requirement 
for Ecological Impact Assessments in paragraph 4.39 of the pre-submission plan.  However, as expressed 
previously in our response, in our experience supporting text does not carry the same weight as policy in 
planning decisions and is instead used to explain the reasoning of the policy wording. This is reflected in 
the wording in section 2.22 of the Lewes Local Plan part 2 (pre-submission), which states:  
 
‘Whilst the site allocations identified in this document establish the principle of development, planning 
permission must still be obtained through the planning application process. Planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, including Core Policies of the Local Plan Part 1, 
Development Management (DM) and Site Allocation policies of the Local Plan Part 2, once adopted, and 
policies contained within neighbourhood plans where sufficient weight can be given. Other relevant 
plans, such as the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan, will also be 
given appropriate consideration at the time.’ 
 
We acknowledge the need to create concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or duplication by 
using generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of development. 
However, as we have stated previously we do not feel that the current Core Policy 10 in Lewes Local Part 
1 or Draft Policy DM24 (Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity) capture the need for decisions to be 
informed by up to date environmental information, as per section 165 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
Therefore, because our modification as highlighted in our regulation 18 consultation response was not 
accepted for this policy, we will be seeking an amendment to policy DM24 to reflect the need for 
decisions to be informed by up to date ecological information. 
 
 
Policy DM11 – Existing Employment Sites in the Countryside 
We are encouraged to see the changes to the policy wording that acknowledge that landscape and 
biodiversity are not mutually exclusive. 
 
 
Policy DM14 – Multi-functional Green Infrastructure. 
Having re-examined our regulation 18 comments, SWT note that we supported the inclusion of the Green 
Infrastructure policy and highlighted the need for LDC to commit to undertake a Green Infrastructure 
(GI) Strategy. Producing a GI strategy would help LDC to meet the requirements of Core Policy 8 in the 
Lewes Local Plan Part 1 and ensure DM14 is deliverable. 
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However, we are concerned that our comments have not been reflected in this way on page 34 of the 
Summary of Consultation on the Consultation Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018). 
The document states: 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust objects because the policy is called 'multi-functional green infrastructure' and 
should therefore relate to all types of GI. 
 
SWT’s actual comment stated: 
 
Given the inclusion in the plan of a specific policy on Children’s Play Space (DM16), we are unclear why it 
is singled out in DM14. This policy is called ‘multi-functional green infrastructure’ and therefore it should 
relate to all types of GI. We recommend the following changes to widen out the policy and make it more 
effective at achieving positive contributions to the GI network: 
 
In relation to our comments, we remind the council that section 7.80 of Lewes Local Plan Part 1 covers a 
number of types of green spaces that are included in the LDC’s GI network. 
 
In our regulation 18 response we also sort specific changes to the policy wording so that it could reflect 
Core Policy 8. LDC has suggested that our proposed changing to wording is too vague in relation to the 
term ‘need.’  
 
Below highlights the proposed changes we suggested to the policy text in our regulation 18 consultation 
response: 
 
‘Development will be permitted where opportunities for the provision of additional green infrastructure 
have been identified, fully considered and would will be provided where justified by need the character of 
the area or the need for outdoor playing space. The additional provision should seek to enhance the 
district’s existing green infrastructure network and should be multifunctional and creative in its approach.  
Green infrastructure provided as part of new development should incorporate features to encourage 
biodiversity and retain or, where possible, enhance existing features of nature conservation value within 
and adjacent to the site. Existing ecological networks should be identified and ecological corridors should, 
where practical and appropriate, form an essential component of green infrastructure provision to ensure 
habitat connectivity.’ 
 
We suggested the term ‘need’ so that it could reflect the ‘need’ as identified in the evidence base for the 
allocation/application. The evidence base might be either a district Green Infrastructure Strategy (or 
equivalent) and/or an Ecological Impact Assessment of the site. The intention is not for the term to be 
vague but to deliver the ‘need’ as identified by the evidence base that informs the allocation/application, 
as aspired to in Core Policy 8 of the Lewes Local Plan Part 1.  
 
In particular, Core Policy 8 states: 
 
‘The local planning authority will promote a connected network of multifunctional green infrastructure by 
protecting and enhancing the quantity, quality and accessibility of open spaces throughout the district. 
This will be achieved by:  
1. Identifying in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD or SDNPA Local Plan 

areas where there is potential for the enhancement or restoration of existing green infrastructure and 
opportunities for the provision of new green space...’ 

 
We remind LDC of their obligations to ensure the local plan takes a strategic approach to maintaining and 
enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure, as per section 114 of the 2012NPPF and 
section 171 of the 2018NPPF. We therefore ask what evidence base has been used to ensure a consistent 
approach to the identification of GI provision and enhancements within the site allocations? In particular, 
we note that only policy E2 specifically refers to the provision and enhancement of Green Infrastructure 
being delivered through the development. This appears inconsistent with the Core Policy 8. 
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As demonstrated above, we do not believe that policy DM14 is currently consistent with national policy 
or the Lewes Local Plan Part 1. We again ask for the following amendments to ensure the policy is 
effective in delivering green infrastructure network enhancements as required in both the 2012 and 
2018 NPPF: 
 
‘Development will be permitted where opportunities for the provision of additional green infrastructure 
have been identified, fully considered and would will be provided where justified by need the character of 
the area or the need for outdoor playing space. The additional provision should seek to enhance the 
district’s existing green infrastructure network and should be multifunctional and creative in its approach.  
Green infrastructure provided as part of new development should incorporate features to encourage 
biodiversity and retain or, where possible, enhance existing features of nature conservation value within 
and adjacent to the site. Existing ecological networks should be identified and ecological corridors should, 
where practical and appropriate, form an essential component of green infrastructure provision to ensure 
habitat connectivity.’ 
 
 
Policy DM17 – Former Lewes /Sheffield Park Railway Line 
We are pleased to see that LDC have taken on board SWT’s constructive comments in relation to this 
policy and have made amendments that help to reflect the importance of this route for biodiversity. 
 
 
Policy DM18 – Recreation and Rivers 
SWT are encouraged to see that our comments relating to the natural functioning of the river and 
associated wetland are now reflected in the policy wording.  
 
 
Policy DM22 – Water Resources and Water Quality 
SWT supports the adoption of our comment reflecting the importance of Chalk Streams in the supporting 
text of this policy.  
 
 
Policy DM24 – Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
SWT acknowledge that some amendments have been made to this policy in light of comments and 
suggestions made by ourselves and Natural England. However, we remain concerned that this policy still 
fails to consider LDC’s responsibility to the district’s wider biodiversity assets. This is because neither 
Core Policy 10 in the Lewes Local Plan Part 1 or this pre-submission policy specifically stipulate the need 
for decisions to be based on up to date environmental information or for development to result in net 
gains to biodiversity.  
 
We note LDC’s response to our regulation 18 comments on this matter on page 42 of the Summary of 
Consultation on the Consultation Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018): 
 
A policy requirement for all development proposals to submit information on biodiversity is considered to 
be unduly onerous and unlikely to be justified for the majority of planning applications. It would therefore 
fail to have regard to the NPPF and no amendment is proposed to Draft Policy DM24 in this respect. 
 
In response to this, SWT would highlight that we recognised the need for a proportionate response to 
applications, but section 165 of the 2012NPPF states Planning policies and decisions should be based on 
up-to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area….. 
 
Both the 2012 and 2018 NPPFs are clear that achieving sustainable development means pursuing 
opportunities to secure economic, social and environmental net gains in an interdependent way. SWT 
does not agree that requiring that ecological information is submitted with planning application is 
onerous. Indeed many other adopted local plans include this requirement, for example in policy NE3 of 
the East Herts District Plan1. 

                                                
1 https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/districtplan  
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By incorporating wording into policy DM24 that stipulates the need for up-to-date environmental 
information and net gains this will enable LDC at development management stage to swiftly assess 
applications to ensure they are fulfilling their requirements to deliver net gains to biodiversity as per 
paragraph 109 of the 2012NPPF and paragraph 170 of the 2018NPPF. 
 
We also refer back to comments made throughout the Summary of Consultation on the Consultation 
Draft Document (30 November 2017 – 25 January 2018) where LDC have resisted modifications to 
earlier policies that sought to seek policy wording to include the submission of ecological assessments. 
LDC reasoning was that they wish to create concise plan that should avoid undue repetition or 
duplication by using generic policies to set out principles that may be common to different types of 
development. We understand this view point and therefore seek the modifications to draft policy DM24 
to enable the plan to ensure it is consistent with national policy and deliver the responsibilities 
consistently and effectively. As it stands we do not believe this policy is sound. 
 
Therefore, SWT seeks the following addition to ensure that the DM24 is consistent with national policy:  
 
‘All development proposals must provide adequate up-to-date information about the biodiversity which 
may be affected and any avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures required to ensure no net loss 
to biodiversity and ensure measurable net gains are delivered. 
 
Development which would be likely to adversely affect a designated Ramsar site, designated or candidate 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or a classified or potential Special Protection Area (SPA) will only be 
permitted where adverse likely significant effects can be avoided and/or mitigated against…’ 
 
 
 
We hope our recommendations are adopted to ensure that the policies within the Lewes Local Plan Part 2 
are as robust and effective as possible. SWT would be happy to discuss any of the above points with LDC.  
 
We do wish to attend the Examination in Public to ensure our views are given due consideration in light of 
any contrary comments that are received.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Jess Price 
Conservation Officer 
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Representation ID: REP/023/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/023/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/023 

Name: Sandra Rogers 

Organisation: Brighton and Hove City Council 

Consultation Body: Specific 

Stakeholder Type: Other Local Authority 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: Sandra.Rogers@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 

The council welcome that the Pre-submission Local Plan now proposes a Gypsy and 
Traveller Site in order to fully meet  the identified need for permanent gypsy and traveller 
pitch provision to serve the area of Lewes District outside the South Downs National 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/023/GT01 
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Representation ID: REP/033/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/033/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/033 

Name: Ian Airey 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 

Although understanding the government policy and consequent pressure exerted on 
Lewes District for the provision of sites for Gypsies and Travellers, this site fails in all 
respects other than it may have been made available at a price by the landowner. One 
of the problems fundamental to this project mentioned but not dealt with is the 
identification of tenants/licensees, how abuse will be controlled, particularly multiple 
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Representation ID: REP/033/GT01 

 

  
 

occupation on one pitch and multiple occupation of pitches in different counties.  

The proposed site was previously rejected for residential development and it is difficult to 
understand how it can be deemed acceptable for Gypsies and Travellers unless the 
council applies different standards. It may be similar standards to that expressed by a 
council officer at the recent meeting in Plumpton Village Hall who stated there would be 
no Irish. If this was a joke it was in very poor taste and says much about the standards 
of the other officers that this was not at once dismissed.  

This site is flawed in several respects:  

Site. The site will require levelling to form the pitches, car parking and turning areas. 
This will create an earth bank cut back into the hill also taking the spoil which will need 
to be stabilised to avoid collapse. It will also create a potential lake where the levelled 
areas are formed which will pose a flood problem without effective drainage.  

Drainage. This subject was forbidden at the recent village meeting for reasons that were 
not made clear. However both rain water and foul water drainage and disposal will be 
necessary for which at present there appears to be no provision.  

Access: Motor: Satisfactory access is not available however we were assured that this 
could be achieved but only by the purchase of more land.  

Access pedestrian: We were assured that there was a bua stop at 200m. However as 
any one who has tried to walk on that verge will know the verge is rough and dangerous 
and would pose a threat to life for families, particularly for children and particularly at 
night. The suggestion by a council officer that a pedestrian footpath could be installed 
shows clearly that no one in the council has taken the trouble to examine this project. 
Walking these foorpaths at dusk the other evening I was forced by opposing traffic to 
take refuge on the verge , stumbled on a disguised pothole and nearly fell into the path 
of a car. We will be creating a ghetto where families are trapped on the site.  

Utilities: Electricity and water are or not provided. Will individual supplies be provided 
and metered at each pitch?  

Boundaries/security. As the report states the site is secure on only two sides. The 
boundary between the industrial estate and the site would definitely need to be secured 
in the interest of all.  

Employment. The existence of this camp site presents a threat to the security of the light 
industries on the Old Brickwords who may feel obliged to leave thus removing jobs from 
the village. If the owners of the businesses also leave this could have a deleterious 
affect on the village.  

Cost. At the village meeting we were told that there was no idea of the price to be 
charged by the landowner and there is clearly no idea as to the cost of site formation. All 
the necessary works can be done but at what cost? If to be funded by council capital if 
such exists or if by loans, who will pay the cost of capital, the ratepayer or will it be 
included in the licence fee for the pitch?  

Policing/Management. We were assured that the site would be inspected and managed 
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Representation ID: REP/033/GT01 

 

  
 

on a regular basis but it is difficult to see how a family could be ejected for having one 
car too many or light industry on their pitch or too many children. We would be facing a 
policy similar to the one child policy in China.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

To make my views known. 
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Representation ID: REP/035/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/035 

Name: Shan Allan 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The inclusion of the proposed site in the LDP is unsound because: 
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* it is more than 1km from a primary highways route;  

* it does not allow for required visibility splays at the site entrance (2012 site 
assessment);  

* it is out of keeping with the area and would fail to preserve the open space;  

* it is not included in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan which has been widely 
researched and consulted on and which already offers up more housing sites in the 
Parish than were asked for;  

* it is on a greenfield site close to residential properties;  

* it would open onto a fast road with no pedestrian access which is unsafe;  

* it is more than 1km from village amenities - school, shop etc.;  

* it would impact adversely on the neighbouring 'Old Brickworks' site. This is long 
established, provides employment and is a valuable contribution to the local economy. It 
is hard to see how businesses could satisfy insurance requirements  

 in a dark skies zone much valued by the 
local community and SDNP. 

Consultation with the local community and elected representatives has also been 
woefully inadequate. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/037/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/037/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/037 

Name: Gill Andersson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to oppose the proposed gypsy site in Plumpton Green on the following grounds: 

there is inadequate pedestrian access to the village, the only access being via a busy 
road 

the site will impact negatively on local businesses, already the 21 businesses at The Old 
Brickworks have informed the landlord that should the site be permitted they will feel 
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forced to relocate. This would cause job losses and have a detrimental effect on the 
local economy both in Plumpton and the adjoining villages. 

it is a green field site in a quiet location  
 

 

the site will be extremely difficult to contain and manage 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Gill Andersson 

Sent: 24 October 2018 20:23

To: ldf

Cc: Sharon Davy

Subject: Proposed gypsy site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

 

I wish to oppose the proposed gypsy site in Plumpton Green on the following grounds: 

 

there is inadequate pedestrian access to the village, the only access being via a busy road 

 

the site will impact negatively on local businesses, already the 21 businesses at The Old Brickworks have 

informed the landlord that should the site be permitted they will feel forced to relocate. This would cause 

job losses and have a detrimental effect on the local economy both in Plumpton and the adjoining villages. 

 

it is a green field site in a quiet location  

 

 

the site will be extremely difficult to contain and manage 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Gill Andersson 
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Representation ID: REP/038/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/038 

Name: Tosca Anstis 

Organisation: The Old Brickworks 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to notify you of my objection to the proposed gypsy and traveller site next to The 
Old Brickworks at Plumpton Green. 

I'm on the committee of The Old Brickworks business park.  
 
 

- if the site goes ahead they will find somewhere else to 
take their business. 

Rightly or wrongly, there is a genuine fear of having this site so close to The Old 
Brickworks and whether I agree with them or not makes no difference. If they take their 
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business elsewhere then the Business Park will not be able to survive and this will have 
a negative impact on the local economy. 

I attended the meeting at Plumpton Village Hall on 9th October and learnt that this site 
had been previously proposed some years ago but had been discounted as unsuitable. 
As far as I can understand nothing about the site has changed and that it is only being 
reconsidered because there is no alternative. Surely it is better to find a site that is 
suitable rather than forcing an unsuitable site on they gypsy and traveller community and 
the population of Plumpton? 

Thank you for taking my objections into consideration. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tosca Anstis < >

Sent: 14 October 2018 17:02

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed gypsy and traveller site, Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I wish to notify you of my objection to the proposed gypsy and traveller site next to The Old 

Brickworks at Plumpton Green. 

I’m on the committee of The Old Brickworks business park.  

 

 - if the site 

goes ahead they will find somewhere else to take their business. 

Rightly or wrongly, there is a genuine fear of having this site so close to The Old Brickworks and 

whether I agree with them or not makes no difference. If they take their business elsewhere then 

the Business Park will not be able to survive and this will have a negative impact on the local 

economy. 

I attended the meeting at Plumpton Village Hall on 9
th

 October and learnt that this site had been 

previously proposed some years ago but had been discounted as unsuitable. As far as I can 

understand nothing about the site has changed and that it is only being reconsidered because 

there is no alternative. Surely it is better to find a site that is suitable rather than forcing an 

unsuitable site on they gypsy and traveller community and the population of Plumpton? 

Thank you for taking my objections into consideration. 

Yours faithfully, 

Mrs Tosca Anstis 
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Representation ID: REP/040/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/040 

Name: Jason Aubrey 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have received notification of your proposal for 5 permanent caravan pitches adjacent to 
The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 

As a resident of Plumpton Green with a young family, I wish to express my concerns to 
this proposal. 

Plumpton Green has existing plans for new housing and will therefor already have its 
amenities and council services under pressure. Plumpton Green is highly populated by 
the elderly and young families who are vulnerable. I am deeply concerned  

preservation of our beautiful village and its residents. 
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Please receive this letter as my expressed Objection to your proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From:

Sent: 24 September 2018 09:29

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers site Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added, LLPP2 comment to 

put on Inovem

To whom this may concern 

 

I have received notification of your proposal for 5 permanent caravan pitches adjacent to The Old 

Brickworks in Plumpton.  

 

As a resident of Plumpton Green with a young family, I wish to express my concerns to this proposal.  

 

Plumpton Green has existing plans for new housing and will therefor already have its amenities and 

council services under pressure. Plumpton Green is highly populated by the elderly and young families 

who are vulnerable. I am deeply concerned  preservation of our beautiful 

village and its residents. 

 

Please receive this letter as my expressed Objection to your proposal. 

 

Kind regards 

Mr Jason D Aubrey 
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Representation ID: REP/041/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/041 

Name: Beverley Aubrey 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have received notification of your proposal for 5 permanent caravan pitches adjacent to 
The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 

As a resident of Plumpton Green with a young family, I wish to express my concerns to 
this proposal. 
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Plumpton Green has existing plans for new housing and will therefor already have its 
amenities and council services under pressure. Plumpton Green is highly populated by 
the elderly and young families who are vulnerable. I am deeply concerned  

 preservation of our beautiful village and its residents. 

Please receive this letter as my expressed Objection to your proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: bev gunster 
Sent: 24 September 2018 09:27
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers site Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added, LLPP2 comment to 
put on Inovem

To whom this may concern 

 

I have received notification of your proposal for 5 permanent caravan pitches adjacent to The Old 

Brickworks in Plumpton.  

 

As a resident of Plumpton Green with a young family, I wish to express my concerns to this proposal.  

 

Plumpton Green has existing plans for new housing and will therefor already have its amenities and council 

services under pressure. Plumpton Green is highly populated by the elderly and young families who are 

vulnerable. I am deeply concerned  preservation of our beautiful village and its 

residents. 

 

Please receive this letter as my expressed Objection to your proposal. 

 

Kind regards 

Mrs Beverley Jane Aubrey 
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Representation ID: REP/042/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/042 

Name: Mark Baker 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

I would like to log an objection to an aspect of the Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site 
Allocations and Development (p52-55 of PDF) for a proposed permanent travellers' site 
next to the 'Old Brickworks', Plumpton Green.  

My objection is based on the following:   
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The proposed site is not included in the Plumpton Village Plan.  

Insufficient scope and boundaries of the proposed site.  

Inadequate access from the road with no pedestrian access.  

Would undoubtedly adversely effect the village economy with 21 businesses at the Old 
brickworks to relocate if site is permitted.  

The proposal would look to develop a 'green field' site in a rural location and would 
adversely effect the character of the village and fail to preserve the open and green 
spaces outside of residential development applications, of which there are many.  

The site will be difficult to contain and manage.  

Please could you consider my and related objections to the proposal.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/043/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/043 

Name: Peter and Kathy Baker 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We wish to object to the proposal to put a permanent travellers'/gypsy site in the field 
next to the Plough Pub at Plumpton Green. 

We are not against travellers/gypsies and we understand it is necessary to find suitable 
permanent sites for them in the District. However this site, which has been ruled as 
unsuitable for housing by SHELAA, must also be unsuitable for providing a dwelling site 
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for travellers/gypsies. For housing it was ruled out 1. because it was beside a fast road 
without safe access and 2. because it was not easily accessible to school, shops and 
other village facilities ("failed the proximity assessment"). As a gypsy site it must 
therefore be ruled out for the same reasons. There is no footpath on either side of the 
road to walk either North or South from the site, confirming further that it is the wrong 
place to place dwellings for individuals or families. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Peter Baker 

Sent: 25 October 2018 11:06

To: ldf

Subject: comment on PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs 

 

We wish to object to the proposal to put a permanent travellers’/gypsy site in the field next to the Plough Pub at 

Plumpton Green. 

 

We are not against travellers/gypsies and we understand it is necessary to find suitable permanent sites for them in 

the District. However this site, which has been ruled as unsuitable for housing by SHELAA, must also be unsuitable 

for providing a dwelling site for travellers/gypsies. For housing it was ruled out 1. because it was beside a fast road 

without safe access and 2. because it was not easily accessible to school, shops and other village facilities (“failed 

the proximity assessment”). As a gypsy site it must therefore be ruled out for the same reasons. There is no footpath 

on either side of the road to walk either North or South from the site, confirming further that it is the wrong place to 

place dwellings for individuals or families. 

 

Peter & Kathy BAKER 
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Representation ID: REP/047/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/047 

Name: Rob Banks 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I am writing with reference to Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations 
and Development Management Policies – Pre-Submission Document ("the Draft Plan") 
refers at paragraphs 2.132 to 2.142 to a proposal to provide 5 permanent pitches for 
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Gypsy, Traveller and/or Travelling Showpeople at land south of the Plough in Plumpton 
Green ("the Site"). This proposal is termed "Policy GT01". 

I live in Plumpton Green and wish to make representations in relation to proposed Policy 
GT01 on the basis that it is not "sound", and in particular in that it is not positively 
prepared or consistent with national policy. 

I understand that Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Parish Council via a 
meeting on 05/09/18. This is not consistent with 'early and effective engagement' with 
the settled community; there has been very little time for quantitative assessment of 
Policy GT01 in a consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It is not in 
accordance with the introductory aim of the PPTS ( Planning Policy for Traveller Sites) 
(i) 'to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and 
planning decisions' and the decision to include this site at the last minute has been 
made hastily, without due consideration, which I regard as inappropriate for this proposal 
and when the village community is already having to come to terms with large-scale 
development within the settlement. 

The modification sought is the deletion of (1) the second two sentences of paragraph 
2.135; and (2) all of the remainder of the relevant section (that is, the text from the end 
of paragraph 2.135 to the end of paragraph 2.142). 

My comments below are a summary of the points that I wish to be taken into account in 
assessing the necessity to modify the relevant section of the Draft Plan. My postal and e 
mail addresses are at the top of my comments. 

I have not annexed copies of documents referred to as they are either in the local 
planning authority's possession or are readily available to download from the internet. I 
would however be happy to provide PDF copies on request. 

B: Policy Requirements Provision for traveller sites ought to comply with the 
requirements of the Department for Communities and Local Government "Planning 
Policy for traveller sites" dated August 2015 ("PPTS"). This accompanies the March 
2012 National Planning Policy Framework and must be taken into consideration in 
preparing local plans and making planning decisions. 

The government's overarching aim is stated to be "to ensure fair and equal treatment for 
travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers 
while respecting the interests of the settled community". 

A series of matters contributing towards the achievement of the overarching aim are 
listed at paragraph 3 PPTS, including at sub-paragraph 3(j): 

"to enable provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure". This aim is elaborated upon 
at paragraph 13 PPTS as follows: 

"Local planning policies should ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, 
socially, and environmentally. Local planning authorities should therefore ensure that 
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their policies: 

* a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local 
community b) promote, in collaboration with commissioners of health services, access to 
appropriate health services c) ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis 
d) provide a settled base that reduces both the need for long- distance travelling and 
possible environmental damage caused by unauthorised encampment e) provide for 
proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality (such as noise and air 
quality) on the health and well being of any travellers that may locate there or on others 
as a result of new development f) avoid placing pressure on local infrastructure and 
services g) do not locate sites in areas at risk of high flooding, including functional 
floodplains, given the particular vulnerability of caravans h) reflect the extent to which 
traditional lifestyles (whereby some travellers live and work from the same location 
thereby omitting many travel to work journeys) can contribute to sustainability" 

The use of the word "should" indicates that compliance by local planning authorities with 
these requirements is mandatory. 

Paragraph 26 PPTS states that weight should be attached to inter alia "effective use of 
previously developed (brownfield) untidy or derelict land". 

C:Gypsies and Travellers House of Commons Briefing Paper Number 08083 dated 8th 
May 2018, headed "Gypsies and Travellers" ("the Briefing Paper") details inter alia 
inequalities experienced by gypsies and travellers, including: 

(a) Poor health experiences compared with the general population, including low child 
immunisation levels, and a higher prevalence of anxiety and depression. 

(b) The lowest employment rates and highest level of economic inactivity of all ethnic 
groups, including 28% long term sick and disabled and 31% looking after the family. 

Further: 

(a) The most common family household type was lone parent at 24%, compared with 
11% of all households in England and Wales (paragraph 1.5). 

(b) 45% of Gypsy and Traveller households had dependent children in 2011, well above 
the average for the whole of England and Wales (29%) (paragraph 1.5). 

The site also appears to be contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), 
which states: 'Criteria based policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional 
and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting the interest of the settled community.' It 
appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would seem to apply to the 
proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of permanent, brickbuilt 
housing. I therefore consider the council could be also going against the Public Sector 
Equality Duty. 

In addition, this site was rejected for housing in the 2018 Plumpton Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan, with concerns over sustainable transport a key consideration. 
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D: Planning History of the Site In December 2012, Lewes District Council and the South 
Downs National Park Authority produced a Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment 
Addendum ("the Assessment"). 

This used an agreed set of criteria to score a long list of 14 sites in public ownership. 
One of the sites listed at Table 1 is "Land between the Plough and the Old Brickworks, 
Station Road, Plumpton". This is termed Site I. 

At Table 3, this site was stated to be subject to a highway authority objection. 

Details of Site I, and the relevant objection, are contained in Appendix 1, page 39ff. The 
site referred to within Policy GT01 is in the south east corner of Site I. 

The commentary states as follows: 

"ESCC Highway Authority assessed two potential access points, the first fronting St 
Helena Lane, west of the site, and the second from Station Road in the east, at an 
existing field entrance in the south east corner of the site. 

……. The achievement of required visibility splays on Station Road is also a highway 
concern due to … obstructions from a bus shelter, slight curve and uphill gradient of 

road to the north of the considered access point. 

Due to the site's rural and isolated location it is over a kilometre from a Primary Route 
Network. 

The village of Plumpton Green, as a local village, to the south of the site has some key 
services including primary school, convenience store and post office. Further services 
can be accessed via bus from within 800m of the site, or bus and train from Plumpton 
Green. ….. 

The main constraint to development of this site is the lack of suitable access as the 
required visibility splays are not considered achievable. The site is also considered 
isolated in terms of access to facilities". 

E:Assessment of the Site 

The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). It has 
no pavement and is unlit, and traffic can go up to the national speed limit of 60 MPH. 

There are also concerns about the impact on businesses at the Old Brickworks. Even if 
those businesses remain, the presence of a residential development (of whatever 
nature) immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to result in the need 
for additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) that will be highly 
intrusive, such as security fencing and also security lighting in what is 'dark skies' parish 
where 91% of respondents to one questionnaire informing the Plumpton Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan supported preservation dark skies as one of their primary valued 
aspects of current village life. Dark skies is also a policy of the SDNPA. 

E.1Transport The nearest bus stop is some distance away, along a busy road without 
pavements or lighting. 
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There is an irregular bus service on Route 166 and it only runs on weekdays. The 
earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. Services to Haywards 
Heath also run at limited times, with the earliest departure being at 07.58 and the latest 
18.13. And there is no guarantee that this bus route will continue to run in the future. 

Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again 
along a busy road without pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the 
beginning of the main section of Plumpton Green, but there are no lights at all in the 
village. 

E.2 Access to facilities As was acknowledged within the Assessment, the Site is isolated 
in terms of access to facilities. 

Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience 
store/post office. Both are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey 
again being along a busy road without pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit 
pavements. 

From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School 
to the site in the afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 

The village stores are too expensive for a large weekly shop for families on low budgets. 
The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton 
train station, taking a train into Lewes, walking circa 0.5km from Lewes train station to 
the supermarket and then taking the same journey back carrying shopping. 

E.3Access to Healthcare and welfare facilities 

The nearest surgery for the village is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by 
taking the train or bus into Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery, 
there is no direct bus route. 

Welfare facilities are not available in Plumpton Green and employment opportunities are 
very limited. 

E.5Flood Risk The Site is in an area with between a 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year flood risk. 

F: Why should the Policy GT01 be modified? In summary, I contend that the site outlined 
in Policy GT01 is not acceptable as: 

(a) The Site does not provide suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure, in direct contravention of the 
overarching aim set out at sub-paragraph 3(j) of the PPTS (see paragraph 7 and 
Sections E.1 to E.4 above). 

(b) The policy does not promote access to appropriate health services, in contravention 
of paragraph 13(b) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.3 above). 

(c) The policy does not ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis, in 
contravention of paragraph 13(c) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.2 above). 

(d) The Site is in an area at a risk of flooding, in contravention of paragraph 13(g) of the 
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PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.5 above). 

(e) The policy does not ensure that the proposed traveller site is sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally, in contravention of the first sentence of 
paragraph 13 of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Sections E.1 to E.5 above). 

(f) The policy is not justified in that the Site cannot be utilised for the intended purpose 
due to lack of suitable access and egress from the Site. See paragraph 19 above. 

(g) The policy fails to consider adequately or at all the inequalities experienced by 
gypsies and travellers and/or the higher than usual prevalence of larger families and/or 
single parents, factors which render the Site unsuitable due to its isolated nature and 
lack of access to facilities. See Sections C, D and E above. 

(h) The policy fails to comply with paragraph 25 PPTS, which states that strict limitations 
should be placed on new traveller site developments in open countryside, away from 
existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan. 

(i) The policy is not justified in that no or no adequate weight has been given to using 
previously developed (brownfield) land. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Rob Banks < >

Sent: 05 November 2018 16:21

To: ldf

Subject: Comments regarding Policy GT01 in the Lewes District Local Plan - Proposed 

traveller site, Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Robert Banks, 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I am writing with reference to Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies – Pre-Submission Document (“the Draft Plan”) refers at paragraphs 2.132 to 2.142 to a 

proposal to provide 5 permanent pitches for Gypsy, Traveller and/or Travelling Showpeople at land south of the 

Plough in Plumpton Green (“the Site”). This proposal is termed “Policy GT01”. 

I live in Plumpton Green and wish to make representations in relation to proposed Policy GT01 on the basis that 

it is not “sound”, and in particular in that it is not positively prepared or consistent with national policy. 

I understand that Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Parish Council via a meeting on 05/09/18. This is 

not consistent with ‘early and effective engagement’ with the settled community; there has been very little time 

for quantitative assessment of Policy GT01 in a consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It is not 

in accordance with the introductory aim of the PPTS ( Planning Policy for Traveller Sites) (i) ‘to reduce tensions 

between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and planning decisions’ and the decision to include 

this site at the last minute has been made hastily, without due consideration, which I regard as inappropriate for 

this proposal and when the village community is already having to come to terms with large-scale development 

within the settlement. 

The modification sought is the deletion of (1) the second two sentences of paragraph 2.135; and (2) all of the 

remainder of the relevant section (that is, the text from the end of paragraph 2.135 to the end of paragraph 

2.142). 

My comments below are a summary of the points that I wish to be taken into account in assessing the necessity 

to modify the relevant section of the Draft Plan. My postal and e mail addresses are at the top of my comments. 

I have not annexed copies of documents referred to as they are either in the local planning authority’s 

possession or are readily available to download from the internet. I would however be happy to provide PDF 

copies on request. 

B: Policy Requirements 

Provision for traveller sites ought to comply with the requirements of the Department for Communities and Local 

Government “Planning Policy for traveller sites” dated August 2015 (“PPTS”). This accompanies the March 2012 

National Planning Policy Framework and must be taken into consideration in preparing local plans and making 

planning decisions. 

The government’s overarching aim is stated to be “to ensure fair and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that 

facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers while respecting the interests of the settled 

community”. 

A series of matters contributing towards the achievement of the overarching aim are listed at paragraph 3 PPTS, 

including at sub-paragraph 3(j): 

“to enable provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, welfare and 

employment infrastructure”. This aim is elaborated upon at paragraph 13 PPTS as follows: 
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“Local planning policies should ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, socially, and 

environmentally. Local planning authorities should therefore ensure that their policies: 

a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local community 

b) promote, in collaboration with commissioners of health services, access to appropriate health services 

c) ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis 

d) provide a settled base that reduces both the need for long- distance travelling and possible environmental 

damage caused by unauthorised encampment 

e) provide for proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality (such as noise and air quality) on 

the health and well being of any travellers that may locate there or on others as a result of new development 

f) avoid placing pressure on local infrastructure and services 

g) do not locate sites in areas at risk of high flooding, including functional floodplains, given the particular 

vulnerability of caravans 

h) reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles (whereby some travellers live and work from the same location 

thereby omitting many travel to work journeys) can contribute to sustainability” 

The use of the word “should” indicates that compliance by local planning authorities with these requirements is 

mandatory. 

Paragraph 26 PPTS states that weight should be attached to inter alia “effective use of previously developed 

(brownfield) untidy or derelict land”. 

C:Gypsies and Travellers 

House of Commons Briefing Paper Number 08083 dated 8th May 2018, headed “Gypsies and Travellers” (“the 

Briefing Paper”) details inter alia inequalities experienced by gypsies and travellers, including: 

(a) Poor health experiences compared with the general population, including low child immunisation levels, and 

a higher prevalence of anxiety and depression. 

(b) The lowest employment rates and highest level of economic inactivity of all ethnic groups, including 28% 

long term sick and disabled and 31% looking after the family. 

Further: 

(a) The most common family household type was lone parent at 24%, compared with 11% of all households in 

England and Wales (paragraph 1.5). 

(b) 45% of Gypsy and Traveller households had dependent children in 2011, well above the average for the 

whole of England and Wales (29%) (paragraph 1.5). 

The site also appears to be contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), which states: ‘Criteria 

based policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting 

the interest of the settled community.’ It appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would seem to 

apply to the proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of permanent, brickbuilt housing. I 

therefore consider the council could be also going against the Public Sector Equality Duty.  

In addition, this site was rejected for housing in the 2018 Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan, with concerns 

over sustainable transport a key consideration. 

 

D: Planning History of the Site 

In December 2012, Lewes District Council and the South Downs National Park Authority produced a Gypsy and 

Traveller Site Assessment Addendum (“the Assessment”). 

This used an agreed set of criteria to score a long list of 14 sites in public ownership. One of the sites listed at 

Table 1 is “Land between the Plough and the Old Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton”. This is termed Site I. 

At Table 3, this site was stated to be subject to a highway authority objection. 

Details of Site I, and the relevant objection, are contained in Appendix 1, page 39ff. The site referred to within 

Policy GT01 is in the south east corner of Site I. 

The commentary states as follows: 

“ESCC Highway Authority assessed two potential access points, the first fronting St Helena Lane, west of the 

site, and the second from Station Road in the east, at an existing field entrance in the south east corner of the 

site. 

……. The achievement of required visibility splays on Station Road is also a highway concern due to … 

obstructions from a bus shelter, slight curve and uphill gradient of road to the north of the considered access 

point. 

Due to the site’s rural and isolated location it is over a kilometre from a Primary Route Network. 
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The village of Plumpton Green, as a local village, to the south of the site has some key services including 

primary school, convenience store and post office. Further services can be accessed via bus from within 800m 

of the site, or bus and train from Plumpton Green. 

….. 

The main constraint to development of this site is the lack of suitable access as the required visibility splays are 

not considered achievable. The site is also considered isolated in terms of access to facilities”. 

 

E:Assessment of the Site 

The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). It has no pavement and is 

unlit, and traffic can go up to the national speed limit of 60 MPH. 

There are also concerns about the impact on businesses at the Old Brickworks. Even if those businesses 

remain, the presence of a residential development (of whatever nature) immediately adjacent to commercial 

activity is highly likely to result in the need for additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) 

that will be highly intrusive, such as security fencing and also security lighting in what is ‘dark skies’ parish 

where 91% of respondents to one questionnaire informing the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan supported 

preservation dark skies as one of their primary valued aspects of current village life. Dark skies is also a policy 

of the SDNPA. 

E.1Transport 

The nearest bus stop is some distance away, along a busy road without pavements or lighting. 

There is an irregular bus service on Route 166 and it only runs on weekdays. The earliest bus to Lewes departs 

at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. Services to Haywards Heath also run at limited times, with the earliest 

departure being at 07.58 and the latest 18.13. And there is no guarantee that this bus route will continue to run 

in the future. 

Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again along a busy road without 

pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the beginning of the main section of Plumpton Green, but there 

are no lights at all in the village. 

E.2 Access to facilities 

As was acknowledged within the Assessment, the Site is isolated in terms of access to facilities.  

Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience store/post office. Both 

are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey again being along a busy road without 

pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit pavements. 

From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School to the site in the 

afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 

The village stores are too expensive for a large weekly shop for families on low budgets. The alternative means 

of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton train station, taking a train into Lewes, walking 

circa 0.5km from Lewes train station to the supermarket and then taking the same journey back carrying 

shopping. 

E.3Access to Healthcare and welfare facilities 

The nearest surgery for the village is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by taking the train or bus into 

Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery, there is no direct bus route. 

Welfare facilities are not available in Plumpton Green and employment opportunities are very limited. 

E.5Flood Risk 

The Site is in an area with between a 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year flood risk. 

F: Why should the Policy GT01 be modified? 

In summary, I contend that the site outlined in Policy GT01 is not acceptable as: 

(a) The Site does not provide suitable accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, 

welfare and employment infrastructure, in direct contravention of the overarching aim set out at sub-paragraph 

3(j) of the PPTS (see paragraph 7 and Sections E.1 to E.4 above).  

(b) The policy does not promote access to appropriate health services, in contravention of paragraph 13(b) of 

the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.3 above). 

(c) The policy does not ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis, in contravention of paragraph 

13(c) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.2 above). 

(d) The Site is in an area at a risk of flooding, in contravention of paragraph 13(g) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 

and Section E.5 above). 
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(e) The policy does not ensure that the proposed traveller site is sustainable economically, socially and 

environmentally, in contravention of the first sentence of paragraph 13 of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and 

Sections E.1 to E.5 above). 

(f) The policy is not justified in that the Site cannot be utilised for the intended purpose due to lack of suitable 

access and egress from the Site. See paragraph 19 above. 

(g) The policy fails to consider adequately or at all the inequalities experienced by gypsies and travellers and/or 

the higher than usual prevalence of larger families and/or single parents, factors which render the Site 

unsuitable due to its isolated nature and lack of access to facilities. See Sections C, D and E above. 

(h) The policy fails to comply with paragraph 25 PPTS, which states that strict limitations should be placed on 

new traveller site developments in open countryside, away from existing settlements or outside areas allocated 

in the development plan.  

(i) The policy is not justified in that no or no adequate weight has been given to using previously developed 

(brownfield) land.  

 

Yours Sincerely 

Robert Banks 
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Representation ID: REP/048/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/048 

Name: W Banks 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I would just like to say that we are happy about the proposed Gypsy site near the Plough 
and Brickworks. The whole village will be affected, worrying about the garden and sheds 

 Also you say 5 units that will be the whole field will eventually 
be filled up what with drainage and  No thank you we do not want 

 W. Banks 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/052/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/052 

Name: Daniel Barr-Richardson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to strongly object to the proposed travellers site currently being consulted on 
which is to be established in Plumpton Green. 

I am a resident of Plumpton Green. 

The reasons for my objection are as follows; 

1. The site is much larger than is necessary for the proposed 5 static and 5 mobile 
caravans and will inevitably lead to more caravans on the site either by extension of the 
site or by additional visitors. 

2. The industrial estate located next to the site will have to dramatically increase its 
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security and their insurance premiums will increase which will lead to businesses moving 
out of the area which will reduce employment and damage the essential local economy. 

3. There is no footpath access from the site to the local amenities which will encourage 
more people to walk down a road not suitable for pedestrians which could well lead to 
people getting hurt or worse. 

4. The proposal conflicts with Plumpton Parish Council and Lewes District Council's 
policies for developments 

5. It is out of keeping with all surrounding buildings and environment 

Please do not grant planning permission for this site in this location 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Daniel Barr-Richardson 
Sent: 04 November 2018 17:20
To: ldf
Subject: Objection to Travelers Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir, 

 

I wish to strongly object to the proposed travellers site currently being consulted on which is to be 

established in Plumpton Green. 

 

I am a resident of Plumpton Green. 

 

The reasons for my objection are as follows; 

 

1. The site is much larger than is necessary for the proposed 5 static and 5 mobile caravans and will 

inevitably lead to more caravans on the site either by extension of the site or by additional visitors. 

 

2. The industrial estate located next to the site will have to dramatically increase its security and their 

insurance premiums will increase which will lead to businesses moving out of the area which will reduce 

employment and damage the essential local economy. 

 

3. There is no footpath access from the site to the local amenities which will encourage more people to walk 

down a road not suitable for pedestrians which could well lead to people getting hurt or worse. 

 

4. The proposal conflicts with Plumpton Parish Council and Lewes District Council's policies for 

developments 

 

5. It is out of keeping with all surrounding buildings and environment 

 

Please do not grant planning permission for this site in this location 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

DC Barr-Richardson FMAAT BA(Econ) Hons ACIB 

 

 

 

Information contained in this email is intended for the use of the addressee only, and is confidential and may also be privileged. If you receive this message in error, please 

advise us immediately. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that any form of distribution, copying or use of this communication or the information in it is 

strictly prohibited and may be unlawful 
 
Financial Director Services (Sussex) Ltd. Registered Address - The Manse, Station Road, Plumpton Green, Lewes East Sussex BN7 3BX. Registered in England and Wales. 

Registered Number 05036782. Association of Accounting Technicians Licence No. 1900. 
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Representation ID: REP/053/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/053 

Name: Milly Bassett 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to object to the proposal of five permanent traveller pitches situated in the 
pretty dowland village of Plumpton Green between the Plough pub and the Old 
Brickworks. 

My first concern is that of safety for pedestrians, the proposed site is very close to the 
entrance of the village. Station Road is the main access road into Plumpton Green and 
as such can be an extremely dangerous and busy road. Heavy Goods Vehicles, buses, 
railway maintenance vehicles, farm machinery (tractors with trailers) and professional 
horse boxes for the race days at the racecourse and hunt days make this a hazardous 
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Representation ID: REP/053/GT01 

 

  
 

road to walk. 

The risk of accidents to pedestrians and traveller vehicles entering and leaving the site 
would increase, traffic parked outside of the site entrance would cause accidents. The 
road is far too busy to accommodate the travellers site. It's just not safe! 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

The proposed site is for caravans, what happens to the natural production of grey water, 
this would be a very unhygienic site without proper amenities, especially if you consider 
the summer we have just enjoyed. There are no public loos in the village! How would the 
council deal with generated human waste and the extra domestic waste? The 
countryside is not a public toilet, what about our horses, herds and wildlife welfare? 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

In summary, it Is my belief that Plumpton Green is not a suitable place for this site for 
the following reasons; road safety, lack of human amenities . 
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I must stand up for the countryside so others 

may enjoy it too without threat of harm to the environment and village life. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From:

Sent: 25 September 2018 13:25

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Green - Proposed Permanent Gypsy and Travellers Site

Categories: Vanessa to deal with

 

 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

I am writing to object to the proposal of five permanent traveller pitches situated in the pretty dowland 

village of Plumpton Green between the Plough pub and the Old Brickworks. 

 

My first concern is that of safety for pedestrians, the proposed site is very close to the entrance of the 

village. Station Road is the main access road into Plumpton Green and as such can be an extremely 

dangerous and busy road. Heavy Goods Vehicles, buses, railway maintenance vehicles, farm machinery 

(tractors with trailers) and professional horse boxes for the race days at the racecourse and hunt days make 

this a hazardous road to walk.  

 

The risk of accidents to pedestrians and traveller vehicles entering and leaving the site would increase, 

traffic parked outside of the site entrance would cause accidents. The road is far too busy to accommodate 

the travellers site. It's just not safe! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

The proposed site is for caravans, what happens to the natural production of grey water, this would be a very 

unhygienic site without proper amenities, especially if you consider the summer we have just enjoyed. 

There are no public loos in the village! How would the council deal with generated human waste and the 

extra domestic waste? The countryside is not a public toilet, what about our horses, herds and wildlife 

welfare?  
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In summary, it Is my belief that Plumpton Green is not a suitable place for this site for the following 

reasons; road safety, lack of human amenities  

. I must stand up 

for the countryside so others may enjoy it too without threat of harm to the environment and village life. 

 

Regards, 

 

Ms. Milly Bassett 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/054/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/054 

Name: Julie Bates 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to strongly object to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site in the land South of 
the Plough in Plumpton Green: 

* There is a lack of suitable access as the required visibility splays are not considered 
achievable as outlined by the Highway Authority.  

* The site is Isolated with a lack of access to facilities.  

* Increase in Traffic through the village resulting in extra pollution.  
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* It would impossible to manage containment of this site.  

* It will result in local business leaving the village.  

* It will affect the whole marketability of properties within the village having a negative 
impact on all property prices.  

 

What benefits does a Gypsy site bring ? Can you explain this…. Is there not a more 
appropriate site outside of a small village where it won't have a negative impact on a 
whole village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Julie Bates 

Sent: 11 October 2018 12:24

To: ldf

Subject: Propsed Gypsy/Traveller site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Re Policy GT01  

 

 

 

 

 

To Lewes District Council, 

 

I would like to strongly object to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site in the land South of the Plough in Plumpton 

Green: 

 

1. There is a lack of suitable access as the required visibility splays are not considered achievable as outlined by 

the Highway Authority. 

2. The site is Isolated with a lack of access to facilities. 

3. Increase in Traffic through the village resulting in extra pollution. 

4. It would impossible to manage containment of this site. 

5. It will result in local business leaving the village. 

6. It will affect the whole marketability of properties within the village having a negative impact on all property 

prices. 

7   

 

What benefits does a Gypsy site bring ? Can you explain this…. Is there not a more appropriate site outside of a small 

village where it won’t have a negative impact on a whole village. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Julie Bates 

 

 

The information in this message is confidential. It is intended solely for the addressee. Access to this 

message by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, 

distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. 

We do not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message and whilst any attachments to this 

message may have been checked for viruses, you should rely on your own virus checker and procedures. If 

you contact us by e-mail, we will store your name and address to facilitate communications. Any statements 

contained herein are those of the individual and not the organisation. 

Page  756



Representation ID: REP/055/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/055/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/055 

Name: Lynn Baxter 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to register my comments and objections to the above proposed 
development. Firstly that this hardly constitutes an 'early and effective' community 
engagement with only six weeks for such an important issue. This shows total disregard 
of the need for due consideration and has been sprung upon the Parish Council and 
parishioners in a cavalier manner. 

The development goes against the criteria laid down by Lewes District Council in relation 
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to the neighbourhood plan. This site is a rural greenfield site which is outside the village 
planning boundary and does not have reasonable access to existing services. The 
UNLIT road has the national speed limit, no pavements and extremely limited bus 
service which remains under threat of withdrawal.The walk to the school or into the 
village can only be described as dangerous and only for the foolhardy. 

The site does not comply with Lewes District Council key strategic objectives "to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wild life and cultural heritage of the area". 
The 2018 SHLAA regarding this site says this site is not suitable for residential 
development for many of the reasons already given here and yet you think it acceptable 
for Gypsy and Traveller community to accept lower standards. This is discriminatory. 

A very well screened and unobtrusive business park has existed for some years on a 
former brownfield site which is immediately adjacent to the proposed camp.  

 
 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: lynn.c.baxter >

Sent: 29 October 2018 20:38

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site allocation and development

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Re: Consultation Gypsy and traveller site Plumpton Green 

 

I would like to register my comments and objections to the above proposed development. Firstly that this 

hardly constitutes an 'early and effective' community engagement with only six weeks for such an important 

issue. This shows total disregard of the need for due consideration and has been sprung upon the Parish 

Council and parishioners in a cavalier manner. 

 

The development goes against the criteria laid down by Lewes District Council in relation to the 

neighbourhood plan. This site is a rural greenfield site which is outside the village planning boundary and 

does not have reasonable access to existing services. The UNLIT road has the national speed limit, no 

pavements and extremely limited bus service which remains under threat of withdrawal.The walk to the 

school or into the village can only be described as dangerous and only for the foolhardy. 

 

The site does not comply with Lewes District Council key strategic objectives "to conserve and enhance the 

natural beauty, wild life and cultural heritage of the area". The 2018 SHLAA regarding this site says this 

site is not suitable for residential development for many of the reasons already given here and yet you think 

it acceptable for Gypsy and Traveller community to accept lower standards. This is discriminatory. 

 

A very well screened and unobtrusive business park has existed for some years on a former brownfield site 

which is immediately adjacent to the proposed camp.  

  

 

Lynn Baxter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Sent from Samsung tablet. 
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Representation ID: REP/057/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/057 

Name: Polly Beaumont 

Organisation: 1955 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I am a resident of Plumpton and wish to object to the Policy GT01 which proposes the 
building of 5 permanent pitches for Travellers and Gypsys on land South of the Plough 
in Plumpton Green. This is a greenfield site approximately 1km away from the Village 
centre. The site is not included in the Neighbourhood Plan which the village residents 
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supported by a majority of 80% at the referendum in March 2018.   

Residents were told at the public meeting on 9th October that planning permission to 
build traditional homes on this site would not be granted since the distance from the 
village centre makes it unsustainable. Yet use of this site for 5 permanent pitches would 
mean the building of a permanent structure to house the toilet block and the hard 
standing for 10 mobile homes (2 per pitch). The residents of these mobile homes would, 
it was confirmed, consider the site to be their home. It follows therefore that LDC are 
proposing 5 additional homes in excess of the 68 already allowed for in the Plumpton 
Parish Neighbourhood Plan. This policy blatantly ignores the wishes of residents as 
expressed by the 'made 'Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan.   

This site is not suitable and would not provide Travellers with easy access to health care 
(none in Plumpton) or the local primary school. There is no pavement between this site 
and the village centre, the road is fast (national speed limit) and unlit. There is a bus 
stop 200m to the North but again there is no pavement to the bus stop, the route is unlit, 
the bus service is not regular and in any event the service's very existence is under 
threat. Therefore policy does not follow the provisions of the Planning policy for Traveller 
sites  (August 2015)  Policy B, paragraph 13  a) to d) .   

LDC should look for a more economic and sustainable site by either developing 
brownfield sites or expanding existing Traveller sites.   

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

This policy does not follow the provisions of the Planning policy for Traveller sites  
(August 2015)  Policy B, paragraph 13  a) to d)  

Policy GT01 should be deleted in its entirety from the Lewes District Local Plan Part 2. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/058/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/058 

Name: Nicholas Beaumont 

Organisation: 1955 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I strongly object to the inclusion of GT01.  

I co-chaired the Steering Group of the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) 
from mid 2016 through to the successful referendum in March 2018. The process of 
creating the PPNP started in 2014 and we had a representative from Lewes District 
Council Planning department at most of the Steering Group meetings. The REP 

Page  762



Representation ID: REP/058/GT01 

 

  
 

contribution was very helpful and necessary to the process but at no point in the 
development of the plan was there any suggestion that we should make provision for 
Travellers.  We were given guidance that sites should be sustainable and that sites 
away from the village centre could be deemed unsustainable in planning terms. Indeed 
at a public meeting on the 9th October 2018, representatives from the REP Planning 
department confirmed that the GT01 site is not regarded as suitable for traditional 
housing development. 

If a permanent traveller site were to be built, any future residents will consider the site to 
be their home (confirmed by the ESCC Traveller Team Manager, Jim Alexander at the 
public meeting on 9th October) just as any residents of traditional housing would. This 
proposal for a permanent traveller site is therefore no different from traditional housing 
and should be dismissed since, by the planning departments own criteria, the site is not 
suitable.  In any event the PPNP allows for 68 homes, exceeding the allocated quota of 
homes (50), and to force the Parish to take even more is unacceptable and 
unnecessary.  

The PPNP went to referendum on 8th March 2018 and was supported with an 80% 
majority. I was at the REP meeting on 2nd May 2018 when the PPNP was made. 
Councillors expressed the view that Neighbourhood Plans and thus the wishes of local 
residents should be respected. This proposal for GT01 completely ignores the plan and 
proposes development on a site previously deemed unsustainable. I expect councillors 
to keep their word and protect the residents wishes. 

GT01 is a greenfield site with no pavement access to the village centre and is on a 
straight section of Station Road where vehicles are permitted to travel at 60mph. ESCC 
highways have previously made their objections known on page 142 of the Sustainability 
Appraisal LPP2 Cabinet Version August 2018 it states 

'"Land between The Plough and the Old Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton -  ESCC 
Highway Authority objection - required visibility splays not considered achievable for 
proposed use. Showstopper. Possibility of land contamination due to previous uses on 
site."  

Impact on local businesses - This is a greenfield site next to two light industrial parks 
(The Old Brickworks and Plumpton Green Studios) which between them employ in 
excess of 50 people. Owners of businesses at these sites have expressed grave 
concerns as to the future viability of their businesses should this proposal move forward.  

The Plough public house and gardens, which borders the site to the North, is owned by 
Harveys Brewery. I am very concerned that this business would be closed should the 
proposal go ahead and hope the Harveys management have made their intentions 
known as part of this consultation. 

There is already a Traveller site in Offham, 5 miles from Plumpton. I would have thought 
it unnecessary to propose another site in such close proximity.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Remove the policy GT01.  
 
Respect the wishes of residents as expressed by the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood 
Plan.  
 
Existing sites should be expanded or alternative brownfield sites considered -  for 
example  at the old St Anne's School site in Lewes could be put to good use here. I 
assume this site is ignored in this document only because of the administrative 
boundaries but I would hope SDNP and REP can work together to provide the best 
solution for all residents. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/059/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/059 

Name: Sarah Beaumont 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I object strongly to the inclusion of GT01, a proposed permanent Traveller and Gypsy 
site in Plumpton Green. This proposal calls for permanent development on a greenfield 
site away from the village centre. The policy proposes permanent development on a site 
that is not included in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan. This is unacceptable, and I 
expect LDC to respect and protect the Neighbourhood plan which represents the wishes 
of the residents. The GT01 site is unsuitable, it is away from the village centre with no 
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pedestrian access. Station Road at the point of suggested access, is straight and traffic 
moves quickly. The difficulty in providing a safe vehicular access here was deemed a 
"showstopper" for future development by ESCC Highways in the Sustainability Appraisal 
document. It appears the LDC planning policy team ignored this and are happy to bend 
the rules in favour of the Travelling community over the established settled community. 

Similarly with the principle of development at that site, which LDC planning department 
were happy to tell us at the public meeting on 9th October that planning permission for 
traditional housing would be refused. Indeed the 2018 SHLAA document shows this site 
(03PL) as failing the proximity assessment yet the LDC planning policy team are 
prepared to ignore this criteria in favour of Travellers and Gypsy's over the established 
settled community. 

It has also been suggested that a speed limit could be introduced at this end of the 
village - presumably the same speed limit that ESCC Highways wanted to charge the 
Parish £27,000 to install (ESCC doc: ABSL-0342 Feasibility Appraisal, March 2018). 
Now it seems this money is 'insignificant' and can be found from public funds. Again, it 
appears the LDC planning policy team are happy to bend the rules in favour of one 
section of society over the established settled community. 

The factors above taken together could be interpreted as examples of discrimination 
against the settled community and certainly seems at odds with paragraph (B) 11 of the 
Planning Policy for Traveller sites August 2018 which states that "Criteria based policies 
should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst 
respecting the interest of the settled community". I suggest it is in the interests of the 
settled community that the LDC planning rules should apply equally to everyone. 

I am also concerned for the businesses at the Old Brickworks where there are several 
businesses that operate heavy machinery right next to the proposed site. For health and 
safety reasons, and as a condition of insurance, security along this boundary would 
have to be upgraded at considerable cost. As a result, many business owners will have 
to consider moving their business out of the area. This Policy GT01 is therefore directly 
at odds with paragraphs 83 and 84 of the NPPF (2018) that call for planning policies to 
promote all types of rural business. 

Policy GT01 should be deleted from the LPP2. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sarah Beaumont 
Sent: 02 November 2018 17:37
To: ldf
Subject: Comments on  LDC Local Plan Part2 - Policy GT01

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Re: LDC Local Plan Part2 

I object strongly to the inclusion of GT01, a proposed permanent Traveller and Gypsy site in 
Plumpton Green. This proposal calls for permanent development on a greenfield site away from 
the village centre. The policy proposes permanent development on a site that is not included in 
the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan. This is unacceptable, and I expect LDC to respect and protect 
the Neighbourhood plan which represents the wishes of the residents. The GT01 site is 
unsuitable, it is away from the village centre with no pedestrian access. Station Road at the point 
of suggested access, is straight and traffic moves quickly. The difficulty in providing a safe 
vehicular access here was deemed a “showstopper” for future development by ESCC Highways in 
the Sustainability Appraisal document. It appears the LDC planning policy team ignored this and 
are happy to bend the rules in favour of the Travelling community over the established settled 
community.  

Similarly with the principle of development at that site, which LDC planning department were 
happy to tell us at the public meeting on 9th October that planning permission for traditional 
housing would be refused. Indeed the 2018 SHLAA document shows this site (03PL) as failing the 
proximity assessment yet the LDC planning policy team are prepared to ignore this criteria in 
favour of Travellers and Gypsy’s over the established settled community. 

It has also been suggested that a speed limit could be introduced at this end of the village - 
presumably the same speed limit that ESCC Highways wanted to charge the Parish £27,000 to 
install (ESCC doc: ABSL-0342 Feasibility Appraisal, March 2018). Now it seems this money is 
‘insignificant’ and can be found from public funds. Again, it appears the LDC planning policy team 
are happy to bend the rules in favour of one section of society over the established settled 
community.  

The factors above taken together could be interpreted as examples of discrimination against the 
settled community and certainly seems at odds with paragraph (B) 11 of the Planning Policy for 
Traveller sites August 2018 which states that “Criteria based policies should be fair and should 
facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting the interest of the settled 
community”. I suggest it is in the interests of the settled community that the LDC planning rules 
should apply equally to everyone. 

I am also concerned for the businesses at the Old Brickworks where there are several businesses 
that operate heavy machinery right next to the proposed site. For health and safety reasons, and 
as a condition of insurance, security along this boundary would have to be upgraded at 
considerable cost. As a result, many business owners will have to consider moving their business 
out of the area. This Policy GT01 is therefore directly at odds with paragraphs 83 and 84 of the 
NPPF (2018) that call for planning policies to promote all types of rural business. 
 
Policy GT01 should be deleted from the LPP2. 
 
with regards 
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Sarah Beaumont 
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Representation ID: REP/060/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/060 

Name: Alice Beaumont 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am a resident of Plumpton and registering my objection to the Policy GT01 which 
proposes the building of 5 permanent pitches for Travellers and Gypsies on land South 
of the Plough in Plumpton Green. This is a greenfield site approximately 1km away from 
the Village centre. The site is not included in the Neighbourhood Plan which the village 
residents supported by a majority of 80%. 

We were told at the public meeting on 9th October that planning permission to build 
traditional homes on this site would not be granted since the distance from the village 
centre makes it unsustainable. This is confirmed in the LDC 2018 SHLAA (ref 03PL). Yet 
use of this site for 5 permanent Traveller and Gypsy pitches would mean the building of 
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a permanent structure to house the toilet block and the hard standing for 10 mobile 
homes (2 per pitch). The residents of these mobile homes would, it was confirmed at the 
public meeting on 9th October, consider the site to be their home. It follows therefore 
that LDC are proposing 5 additional homes in excess of the 68 already allowed for in the 
Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan. 

There is no pavement between this site and the village centre, the road is fast (national 
speed limit) and unlit. There is a bus stop 200m to the North but again there is no 
pavement to the bus stop, the route is unlit, the bus service is not regular and in any 
event the service's very existence is under threat. 

This site is not suitable and would not provide Travellers with easy access to health care 
(there is no Doctors surgery or medical centre in Plumpton) or the local primary school. 
This policy GT01 should be deleted and LDC should look for a more economic and 
sustainable sites by either developing brownfield sites or expanding existing Traveller 
sites. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From: Alice Beaumont 

Sent: 03 November 2018 17:39

To: ldf

Subject: Consultation - Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 - Submission Version

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Re: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 – Pre Submission Version 

I am a resident of Plumpton and registering my objection to the Policy GT01 which proposes the building of 5 permanent pitches for Travellers and Gypsies on land 

South of the Plough in Plumpton Green. This is a greenfield site approximately 1km away from the Village centre. The site is not included in the Neighbourhood Plan 

which the village residents supported by a majority of 80%.  

We were told at the public meeting on 9
th
 October that planning permission to build traditional homes on this site would not be granted since the distance from the 

village centre makes it unsustainable. This is confirmed in the LDC 2018 SHLAA (ref 03PL). Yet use of this site for 5 permanent Traveller and Gypsy pitches would 

mean the building of a permanent structure to house the toilet block and the hard standing for 10 mobile homes (2 per pitch). The residents of these mobile homes 

would, it was confirmed at the public meeting on 9
th
 October, consider the site to be their home. It follows therefore that LDC are proposing 5 additional homes in 

excess of the 68 already allowed for in the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan.  

There is no pavement between this site and the village centre, the road is fast (national speed limit) and unlit. There is a bus stop 200m to the North but again there is 

no pavement to the bus stop, the route is unlit, the bus service is not regular and in any event the service’s very existence is under threat.  

This site is not suitable and would not provide Travellers with easy access to health care (there is no Doctors surgery or medical centre in Plumpton) or the local 

primary school. This policy GT01 should be deleted and LDC should look for a more economic and sustainable sites by either developing brownfield sites or 

expanding existing Traveller sites.  

 

Alice Beaumont 
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Representation ID: REP/062/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/062 

Name: Daisy Bees 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Other group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

To Whom it may concern. 
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Proposal: Five pitches Hardstanding and a toilet block. Immediately not of the old 
brickworks Industrial area, On the west side of station rd. 

I was needing to express my concern and desire some responses as to how this site will 
be managed. 

My name is Daisy on the committee of the old brickworks plumpton my aunt and my 
mother own this site and it is my mothers full income. This Site was my Grandfathers 
Chicken Business. We have a huge amount of money and emotion invested in this site, 
Its not just something thats been built up in a day it's taken generations to create this 
site. I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site for several reasons and not 
just for our own purposes. 

I am extremely fearful we will loose our tenants many have already voiced concern and 
are looking for other premises, this sets a scene of the amount of fear placed in this kind 
of development that is ingrained in the consciousness of society rightly or wrongly, If this 
happens and the old brickworks ceases to be financially viable my mother and my aunt 
will loose her income, and the remaining tenants their businesses and the Brickworks 
employees their jobs. 

It is more than 0.5KM to the nearest settlement with services,  

Evidence provided to Select Committee 'Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to have 
small compact and well-managed sites located in areas where they have historically 
resided and have a network of local family support.  

Response There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has 
historically resided at , or near the proposed site at Plumpton. There is no evidence that 
local family support existing in the vicinity of these sites.  

Caution should be used when seeking locations for sites to ensure that they are based 
on need in a particular area.  

To avoid disputes and provide defensible space, it is important to provide clear 
delineation of public communal areas eg play areas and private space, with boundaries 
that indicate clearly where individual pitches begin and end. It is recommended that 
communal areas without a clear usage are avoided in the design as they may attract 
vandalism, fly tipping or unauthorised caravans.   

Response: This government 'statement of fact 're-enforces the fear that a degree of 
unlawful activity can be associated with some traveller sites, this does nothing to ensure 
community cohesion as it outlines particular behaviour traits that the established 
community are very much concerned about."   

Taken from   

staffs moorlands letter  

We will all be very concerned regarding how they intend to get in and out of the village 
with no walk way to the facilities in the local area, including getting children to school, 
hospital appointments, doctors appointments, receiving post. Where will they dispose of 
their  refuse and waste products, and who will monitor resident activity and the amount 
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of caravans and people residing here  and future projects to build on the adjacent land 
once this has gone ahead, affecting the village. And how much will this cost the local 
council.  

Many thanks for taking the time to read my enquiry I look forward to your response in 
time.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

To Whom it may concern. 
 
The site was well down on the list of suitable sights, so the criteria was changed, and 
this site approved. This means this site is not suitable due to the type of land, and 
heritage of the site. The access for the town and distance to the Old Brickworks 
businesses. It will be too noisy and not a suitable place to live in a static caravan. The 
site needs to be scored again using reasonable thought into sustainability for the future 
of the residents of the site and the local community. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Globe Design 

Sent: 14 October 2018 15:34

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Traveller gypsy site in Plimpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To Whom it may concern. 

 

Proposal: Five pitches Hardstanding and a toilet block. Immediately not of the old brickworks Industrial 

area, On the west side of station rd. 

 

I was needing to express my concern and desire some responses as to how this site will be managed. 

 

My name is Daisy on the committee of the old brickworks plumpton my aunt and my mother own this site 

and it is my mothers full income. This Site was my Grandfathers Chicken Business. We have a huge amount 

of money and emotion invested in this site, Its not just something thats been built up in a day it's taken 

generations to create this site. I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site for several reasons 

and not just for our own purposes. 

 

I am extremely fearful we will loose our tenants many have already voiced concern and are looking for 

other premises, this sets a scene of the amount of fear placed in this kind of development that is ingrained in 

the consciousness of society rightly or wrongly, If this happens and the old brickworks ceases to be 

financially viable my mother and my aunt will loose her income, and the remaining tenants their businesses 

and the Brickworks employees their jobs. 

 

It is more than 0.5KM to the nearest settlement with services,  

"Evidence provided to Select Committee “Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to have small compact 

and well-managed sites located in areas where they have historically resided and have a network of local 

family support. 

Response There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has historically resided 

at , or near the proposed site at Plumpton. There is no evidence that local family support existing in 

the vicinity of these sites. 

Caution should be used when seeking locations for sites to ensure that they are based on need in a particular 

area. 

To avoid disputes and provide defensible space, it is important to provide clear delineation of public 

communal areas eg play areas and private space, with boundaries that indicate clearly where individual 

pitches begin and end. It is recommended that communal areas without a clear usage are avoided in the 

design as they may attract vandalism, fly tipping or unauthorised caravans.  

Response: This government ‘statement of fact’ re-enforces the fear that a degree of unlawful activity 

can be associated with some traveller sites, this does nothing to ensure community cohesion as it 

outlines particular behaviour traits that the established community are very much concerned about."  

Taken from  

staffs moorlands letter 
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We will all be very concerned regarding how they intend to get in and out of the village with no walk way 

to the facilities in the local area, including getting children to school, hospital appointments, doctors 

appointments, receiving post. Where will they dispose of their refuse and waste products, and who will 

monitor resident activity and the amount of caravans and people residing here and future projects to build on 

the adjacent land once this has gone ahead, affecting the village. And how much will this cost the local 

council. 

Many thanks for taking the time to read my enquiry I look forward to your response in time. 

 

Yours Sincerely 

Daisy Bees 
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Representation ID: REP/062/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/062 

Name: Daisy Bees 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Other group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Proposal: Five pitches Hardstanding and a toilet block. Immediately not of the old 
brickworks Industrial area, On the west side of station rd. 

I was needing to express my concern and desire some responses as to how this site will 
be managed. 

My name is Daisy on the committee of the old brickworks plumpton my aunt and my 
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mother own this site and it is my mothers full income. This Site was my Grandfathers 
Chicken Business. We have a huge amount of money and emotion invested in this site, 
Its not just something thats been built up in a day it's taken generations to create this 
site. I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site for several reasons and not 
just for our own purposes. 

I am extremely fearful we will loose our tenants many have already voiced concern and 
are looking for other premises, this sets a scene of the amount of fear placed in this kind 
of development that is ingrained in the consciousness of society rightly or wrongly, If this 
happens and the old brickworks ceases to be financially viable my mother and my aunt 
will loose her income, and the remaining tenants their businesses and the Brickworks 
employees their jobs. 

It is more than 0.5KM to the nearest settlement with services, 

"Evidence provided to Select Committee "Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to 
have small compact and well-managed sites located in areas where they have 
historically resided and have a network of local family support. 

Response There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has 
historically resided at , or near the proposed site at Plumpton. There is no evidence that 
local family support existing in the vicinity of these sites. 

Caution should be used when seeking locations for sites to ensure that they are based 
on need in a particular area. 

To avoid disputes and provide defensible space, it is important to provide clear 
delineation of public communal areas eg play areas and private space, with boundaries 
that indicate clearly where individual pitches begin and end. It is recommended that 
communal areas without a clear usage are avoided in the design as they may attract 
vandalism, fly tipping or unauthorised caravans. 

Response: This government 'statement of fact' re-enforces the fear that a degree of 
unlawful activity can be associated with some traveller sites, this does nothing to ensure 
community cohesion as it outlines particular behaviour traits that the established 
community are very much concerned about." 

Taken from staffs moorlands letter 

We will all be very concerned regarding how they intend to get in and out of the village 
with no walk way to the facilities in the local area, including getting children to school, 
hospital appointments, doctors appointments, receiving post. Where will they dispose of 
their refuse and waste products, and who will monitor resident activity and the amount of 
caravans and people residing here and future projects to build on the adjacent land once 
this has gone ahead, affecting the village. And how much will this cost the local council. 

Many thanks for taking the time to read my enquiry I look forward to your response in 
time. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Globe Design < >

Sent: 14 October 2018 15:34

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Traveller gypsy site in Plimpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To Whom it may concern. 

 

Proposal: Five pitches Hardstanding and a toilet block. Immediately not of the old brickworks Industrial 

area, On the west side of station rd. 

 

I was needing to express my concern and desire some responses as to how this site will be managed. 

 

My name is Daisy on the committee of the old brickworks plumpton my aunt and my mother own this site 

and it is my mothers full income. This Site was my Grandfathers Chicken Business. We have a huge amount 

of money and emotion invested in this site, Its not just something thats been built up in a day it's taken 

generations to create this site. I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site for several reasons 

and not just for our own purposes. 

 

I am extremely fearful we will loose our tenants many have already voiced concern and are looking for 

other premises, this sets a scene of the amount of fear placed in this kind of development that is ingrained in 

the consciousness of society rightly or wrongly, If this happens and the old brickworks ceases to be 

financially viable my mother and my aunt will loose her income, and the remaining tenants their businesses 

and the Brickworks employees their jobs. 

 

It is more than 0.5KM to the nearest settlement with services,  

"Evidence provided to Select Committee “Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to have small compact 

and well-managed sites located in areas where they have historically resided and have a network of local 

family support. 

Response There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has historically resided 

at , or near the proposed site at Plumpton. There is no evidence that local family support existing in 

the vicinity of these sites. 

Caution should be used when seeking locations for sites to ensure that they are based on need in a particular 

area. 

To avoid disputes and provide defensible space, it is important to provide clear delineation of public 

communal areas eg play areas and private space, with boundaries that indicate clearly where individual 

pitches begin and end. It is recommended that communal areas without a clear usage are avoided in the 

design as they may attract vandalism, fly tipping or unauthorised caravans.  

Response: This government ‘statement of fact’ re-enforces the fear that a degree of unlawful activity 

can be associated with some traveller sites, this does nothing to ensure community cohesion as it 

outlines particular behaviour traits that the established community are very much concerned about."  

Taken from  

staffs moorlands letter 
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We will all be very concerned regarding how they intend to get in and out of the village with no walk way 

to the facilities in the local area, including getting children to school, hospital appointments, doctors 

appointments, receiving post. Where will they dispose of their refuse and waste products, and who will 

monitor resident activity and the amount of caravans and people residing here and future projects to build on 

the adjacent land once this has gone ahead, affecting the village. And how much will this cost the local 

council. 

Many thanks for taking the time to read my enquiry I look forward to your response in time. 

 

Yours Sincerely 

Daisy Bees 

Daughter of Zoe Brown 
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Representation ID: REP/067/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/067 

Name: Joe Betts 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

I feel that placing a Gypsy Traveller site here in Plumpton is only going to cause 
avoidable tensions in the village with a large number of people highly opposed to the site 
for their own valid reasoning. and the fact that it is 
avoidable by finding another site away from a village and away from local pubs which 
will suffer with poor business due to the high tensions and . The 
feeling I am given is that no matter what points are made on here this site will go ahead. 
There was no prior consultation before the plan, no asking the villagers where we could 
accomodate a gypsy site, just "this is where they are going, here you can make 
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comments online if you want to which won't make a difference to us".   

The proposed site has not been allocated for in the Neighborhood plan, it has not been 
accounted for by the local pubs who will lose out on business - who is going to help 
them? The council... sure.   

The site is not even an effective choice, the road nearby is busy and not accessible by 
foot with no footpaths. The only route down to the village is either by walking down that 
unsafe road (you can't suggest anyone living there should have to do that?) or by driving 
in to the village where there is already a significant parking problem with commuters 
using the village for its free railway parking.   

I can't find any valid reason anywhere why Plumpton has been chosen to have a camp, 
other than the land was available. Is that really how the council works? "Well this land is 
available, lets use that" Does it matter that it is unsafe and not suitable? "Nah we'll let 
the villagers deal with that problem."  

I would quite like to build a massive nightclub I think I will put it in my garden - under the 
planning rules that you have given yourself you must surely have to grant that - without 
checking that it is actually safe, practical or that anyone else wants it!   

And what about the Old Brickworks?  
 That is 

if it even remains as a business park considering a number of the businesses feel that if 
the site goes ahead they will be forced to relocate. The impact this site will have of the 
Plumpton economy is hugely negative and unjust.   

I completely understand the need to provide pitches for Gypsy Travellers but not here in 
Plumpton on a green field site. This is a very quiet location. Building a site here would 
completely destroy the rural character of our village. I ask you to seriously reconsider 
this site and they way in which the council has imposed it upon Plumpton without due 
consideration.   

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Find a new site that will be much less difficult to contain and manage. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/070/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/070 

Name: Gill Blanchard 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

To my astonishment I read of the proposed Gypsy and Travellers site near the Old 
Brickworks and feel I must object due to my concerns. 

The position of the site is particularly dangerous as vehicles travel at some speed along 
that road. I know of several family pets who have been hit and killed at that particular 
stretch of road. A CHILD could be the next casualty, especially as there isn't a pavement 
in either direction and the grass verge is very uneven making stepping onto the highway 
the only option. 

The junction at The Plough is difficult to negotiate even at present with hidden 
dips/bends and limited vision of oncoming traffic. Many near accidents have occurred. 
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This will only exacerbate the problem with the extra vehicles involved. 

The location is enjoyed be the villagers and the public as there is a footpath through the 
land and is used by ramblers/dog walkers etc due to the unspoilt countryside and 
pleasant views. This would be subsequently destroyed. 

Therefore, I strongly object to the proposal. There are many far better locations in the 
county than this. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Gill Blanchard 

Sent: 02 October 2018 09:57

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy and Travellers site at Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

 

To my astonishment I read of the proposed Gypsy and Travellers site near the Old Brickworks and 

feel I must object due to my concerns. 

 

The position of the site is particularly dangerous as vehicles travel at some speed along that road.  

I know of several family pets who have been hit and killed at that particular stretch of road.  A 

CHILD could be the next casualty, especially as there isn't a pavement in either direction and the 

grass verge is very uneven making stepping onto the highway the only option. 

 

The junction at The Plough is difficult to negotiate even at present with hidden dips/bends and 

limited vision of oncoming traffic. Many near accidents have occurred.  This will only exacerbate 

the problem with the extra vehicles involved. 

 

The location is enjoyed be the villagers and the public as there is a footpath through the land and 

is used by ramblers/dog walkers etc due to the unspoilt countryside and pleasant views. This 

would be subsequently destroyed. 

 

Therefore, I strongly object to the proposal.  There are many far better locations in the county than 

this. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

G. Blanchard 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/072/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/072 

Name: Daniel Booth 

Organisation: Vista Partitions UK 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: Daniel@vistasystems.co 

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 

Representation: 

As manager of Vista Partitions Ltd based at The Old Brickworks commercial site 
adjacent the proposed Policy GT01, I wish to submit our formal objection to Policy GT01 
- Land south of The Plough  

I am the UK sales manager for a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which 
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we took from the UK to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the 
UAE, we have developed and patented several innovative partitions products that have 
been extremely well received in the UAE and have the potential to revolutionise the 
partitions market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we took our 
products into Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established 
as the leading partitions systems.  

We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much 
research we selected The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and 
this is where we have registered our UK division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company 
number11456768). We have strong environmental and sustainability policies and we 
feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It also suits the 
'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of 
being sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is 
perfectly placed for us and there is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a 
racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, customers and visitors both from 
the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute substantially to 
the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources.   

If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly 
not wish to base our business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller 
site. The reasons for this are:  

1. It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks 
and change the rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this 
would not be conducive to our desired company image and needs as stated above.  

'2. We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of 
Policy GT01) to be suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that 
the current level of security would have to be increased  in order to provide 
reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. This would change the character of 
The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less attractive site for us.  

'3. When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we 
inspected the local Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local 
need, requirement or provision for a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden 
proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District Council was a surprise to us and 
does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community.  

4. The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the 
only available site" out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice - certainly 
not the best site on the list. Would it not be better to wait for a better site to be put 
forward so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather than being the "only available 
site"?  

5. We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site 
to include more permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more 
damage. Given that it was chosen because it was "the only available site" rather than 
the best site for both the proposed occupants and the local community, we feel that 
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there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave the way for 
future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave 
the way for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the 
green belt and the local community and businesses - and the gypsy and traveller 
community itself.  

Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has 
the potential to bring employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having 
spent so much time planning our launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we 
look for a new sales centre however will have no alternative if Policy GT01 - Land south 
of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial potential for harm to the 
local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and Plumpton 
Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five 
remaining permanent pitches.  

For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 - 
Land south of The Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable 
site is available.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: daniel@vistasystems.co
Sent: 05 November 2018 14:25
To: ldf
Subject: Gypsy site at Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

 
Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD - 
Pre-Submission version - Comment on Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 
 

As manager of Vista Partitions Ltd based at The Old Brickworks commercial site adjacent the proposed 
Policy GT01, I wish to submit our formal objection to Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 
 

I am the UK sales manager for a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which we took from the UK 
to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the UAE, we have developed and patented 
several innovative partitions products that have been extremely well received in the UAE and have the 
potential to revolutionise the partitions market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we 
took our products into Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established as the 
leading partitions systems. 
 
We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much research we selected 
The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and this is where we have registered our UK 
division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company number11456768). We have strong environmental and 
sustainability policies and we feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It 
also suits the 'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of being 
sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is perfectly placed for us and there 
is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, 
customers and visitors both from the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute 
substantially to the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources.  
 

If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly not wish to base our 
business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller site. The reasons for this are: 
 

1. It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks and change the 
rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this would not be conducive to our 
desired company image and needs as stated above. 
 
2. We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of Policy GT01) to be 
suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that the current level of security would 
have to be increased in order to provide reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. 
This would change the character of The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less 
attractive site for us. 
 
3. When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we inspected the local 
Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local need, requirement or provision for a 
permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District 
Council was a surprise to us and does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community. 
 
4. The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the only available site" 
out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice - certainly not the best site on the list. Would it not 
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be better to wait for a better site to be put forward so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather than 
being the "only available site"? 
 
5. We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site to include more 
permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more damage. Given that it was chosen 
because it was "the only available site" rather than the best site for both the proposed occupants and the 
local community, we feel that there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave 
the way for future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave the way 
for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the green belt and the local 
community and businesses - and the gypsy and traveller community itself. 
 

Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has the potential to bring 
employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having spent so much time planning our 
launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we look for a new sales centre however will have no 
alternative if Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial 
potential for harm to the local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and 
Plumpton Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five remaining 
permanent pitches. 
 

For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 - Land south of The 
Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable site is available. 
 
 

Regards, 
 
Daniel Booth 
 
Daniel Booth  
 
UK Manager  

Vista Systems UK Division 

Vista Partitions Ltd 

Unit 43, The Old Brickworks 

Station Road 

Plumpton Green 

East Sussex 

BN7 3DF 

 

@:- daniel@vistasystems.co 
 
 

Daniel Booth  
UK Manager  
Vista Partitions UK  

 
@:- daniel@vistasystems.co  
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Representation ID: REP/072/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/072 

Name: Daniel Booth 

Organisation: Vista Partitions UK 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: Daniel@vistasystems.co 

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As manager of Vista Partitions Ltd based at The Old Brickworks commercial site 
adjacent the proposed Policy GT01, I wish to submit our formal objection to Policy GT01 
- Land south of The Plough 

I am the UK sales manager for a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which 
we took from the UK to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the 
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UAE, we have developed and patented several innovative partitions products that have 
been extremely well received in the UAE and have the potential to revolutionise the 
partitions market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we took our 
products into Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established 
as the leading partitions systems. 

We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much 
research we selected The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and 
this is where we have registered our UK division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company 
number11456768). We have strong environmental and sustainability policies and we 
feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It also suits the 
'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of 
being sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is 
perfectly placed for us and there is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a 
racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, customers and visitors both from 
the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute substantially to 
the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources. 

If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly 
not wish to base our business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller 
site. The reasons for this are: 

* It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks 
and change the rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this 
would not be conducive to our desired company image and needs as stated above. 

* We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of Policy 
GT01) to be suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that the 
current level of security would have to be increased  in order to provide 
reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. This would change the character of 
The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less attractive site for us. 

* When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we 
inspected the local Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local 
need, requirement or provision for a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden 
proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District Council was a surprise to us and 
does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community. 

* The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the only 
available site" out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice - certainly not 
the best site on the list. Would it not be better to wait for a better site to be put forward 
so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather than being the "only available site"? 

* We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site 
to include more permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more 
damage. Given that it was chosen because it was "the only available site" rather than 
the best site for both the proposed occupants and the local community, we feel that 
there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave the way for 
future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave 
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the way for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the 
green belt and the local community and businesses - and the gypsy and traveller 
community itself. 

Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has 
the potential to bring employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having 
spent so much time planning our launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we 
look for a new sales centre however will have no alternative if Policy GT01 - Land south 
of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial potential for harm to the 
local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and Plumpton 
Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five 
remaining permanent pitches. 

For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 - 
Land south of The Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable 
site is available. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: daniel@vistasystems.co
Sent: 05 November 2018 14:25
To: ldf
Subject: Gypsy site at Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

 
Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD - 
Pre-Submission version - Comment on Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 
 

As manager of Vista Partitions Ltd based at The Old Brickworks commercial site adjacent the proposed 
Policy GT01, I wish to submit our formal objection to Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 
 

I am the UK sales manager for a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which we took from the UK 
to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the UAE, we have developed and patented 
several innovative partitions products that have been extremely well received in the UAE and have the 
potential to revolutionise the partitions market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we 
took our products into Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established as the 
leading partitions systems. 
 
We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much research we selected 
The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and this is where we have registered our UK 
division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company number11456768). We have strong environmental and 
sustainability policies and we feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It 
also suits the 'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of being 
sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is perfectly placed for us and there 
is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, 
customers and visitors both from the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute 
substantially to the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources.  
 

If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly not wish to base our 
business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller site. The reasons for this are: 
 

1. It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks and change the 
rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this would not be conducive to our 
desired company image and needs as stated above. 
 
2. We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of Policy GT01) to be 
suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that the current level of security would 
have to be increased  in order to provide reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. 
This would change the character of The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less 
attractive site for us. 
 
3. When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we inspected the local 
Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local need, requirement or provision for a 
permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District 
Council was a surprise to us and does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community. 
 
4. The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the only available site" 
out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice - certainly not the best site on the list. Would it not 
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be better to wait for a better site to be put forward so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather than 
being the "only available site"? 
 
5. We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site to include more 
permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more damage. Given that it was chosen 
because it was "the only available site" rather than the best site for both the proposed occupants and the 
local community, we feel that there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave 
the way for future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave the way 
for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the green belt and the local 
community and businesses - and the gypsy and traveller community itself. 
 

Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has the potential to bring 
employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having spent so much time planning our 
launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we look for a new sales centre however will have no 
alternative if Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial 
potential for harm to the local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and 
Plumpton Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five remaining 
permanent pitches. 
 

For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 - Land south of The 
Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable site is available. 
 
 

Regards, 
 
Daniel Booth 
 
Daniel Booth  
 
UK Manager  

Vista Systems UK Division 

Vista Partitions Ltd 

Unit 43, The Old Brickworks 

Station Road 

Plumpton Green 

East Sussex 

BN7 3DF 

 

@:- daniel@vistasystems.co 
 
 

Daniel Booth  
UK Manager  
Vista Partitions UK  

 
@:- daniel@vistasystems.co  
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Representation ID: REP/076/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/076 

Name: Rob Brown 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I'm writing to make my feelings known regarding the proposed travellers site in 
Plumpton. 

I have a business located on The Old Brickworks and have so for the last 4 years. One 
of the reasons I chose to base myself from Plumpton was the estates quiet nature 
located in the countryside. I like working on the estate because it's peaceful and very 
secure. For that reason, I OBJECT to any proposed site in Plumpton, especially next to 
our estate. 

 
 if it 
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does go ahead I will not be renewing my license, a view which is shared by many on the 
estate.  

 
 

I can't see any benefit for the people of Plumpton or the tenants of The Old Brickworks 
for a site being granted here therefore I'm objecting to planned site at Plumpton. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Juicytox >

Sent: 31 October 2018 15:33

To: ldf

Subject: Planned traveller site at Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I'm writing to make my feelings known regarding the proposed travellers site in Plumpton. 

 

I have a business located on The Old Brickworks and have so for the last 4 years. One of the 

reasons I chose to base myself from Plumpton was the estates quiet nature located in the 

countryside. I like working on the estate because it's peaceful and very secure. For that reason, I 

OBJECT to any proposed site in Plumpton, especially next to our estate. 

 

 

 if it does go ahead I will not 

be renewing my license, a view which is shared by many on the estate.  

 

 

 

I can't see any benefit for the people of Plumpton or the tenants of The Old Brickworks for a site 

being granted here therefore I'm objecting to planned site at Plumpton. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Rob Brown 
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Representation ID: REP/077/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/077 

Name: Zoe Brown 

Organisation: The Old Brickworks 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

My family has owned and worked at the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green, immediately 
adjacent to the proposed 'Plough' site for the past 60 years and we are devastated, 
along with the other villagers of Plumpton that this is being considered a suitable site. It 
failed to be considered suitable previously. 

In what way is it suitable? The proposed plan was not allocated in the Neighbourhood 
Plan. It seems the 'goalposts' have been moved to include the Plough site which scored 
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badly before. 5 pitches are proposed but this is a greenfield site of perfectly good 
grazing land which slopes north to south and our property is on the south side. Unless 
the concreted pitch area has good provision for surface-water management other than 
the present inadequate ditch, then I fear that we shall get flooded in times of heavy 
rainfall. The ditch close to the road is known to flood most years in bad weather. 

Whilst I have been told the proposed site would have its own sewage management 
plant, and given that Lewes District Council are so strapped for cash that by their own 
admission services have been 'cut to the bone', are the Council prepared for the ongoing 
costs associated with managing the sewage and the site. 

The Old Brickworks is a community of 21 business units. It has been painstakingly 
landscaped and converted over many years, and with much investment, from a partially-
derelict chicken farm into a smart and well-managed site which is compatible with its 
rural surroundings. There is also a bungalow which has been renovated and is rented to 
a couple and it is their home. It is screened as far as possible with mature trees, hedges 
and shrubs on the east, west and south sides but on the northern boundary there is a 
clear view of the proposed Plough field. 

Our tenants are understandably alarmed about the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site 
and the impact it would have on their work and future. These are legal, legitimate 
businesses with local, hard-working, tax-paying people who are settled in Plumpton and 
who are considerate to the the wider Plumpton community, employing local people and 
contribute to the local and wider economy. They have ALL said they will leave if the 
Gypsy and Traveller site goes ahead. It is no idle threat. It would involve them in the 
expense of moving and relocating. It is completely unacceptable to cause such upheaval 
and upset for the sake of 5 pitches. It would obviously adversely affect the vitality and 
viability of the Old Brickworks to operate as a business. OUR business. This would be a 
tragedy after so many years of hard work and investment by my family. Why should we 
all be driven out by Lewes District Council in this way? The two people who work for us 
there would lose their jobs. 

Planning Law requires the National Planning Policy Framework to be taken into account. 
In planning for Traveller sites, LDC should seek to identify those which are sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally. In light of the above the Plough site fails on 
all three counts. And how would Lewes District Council 'promote a peaceful and 
integrated co-existence between the site and local community'? This is clearly 
impossible. 

The proposed Plough site is in DIRECT conflict with Core Policy 4 in terms of supporting 
the rural economy and supporting local shops. Plumpton's thriving village shop is heavily 
used by the 50 people working at the Old Brickworks. 

 for Plumpton Village and the Old Brickworks in particular. 
 will be prohibitively expensive to enclose the 

Business Park plus more CCTV and would not be in keeping with its rural aspect. 

We were told at the Parish Council meeting on 9th October that all the prospective 
tenants of the proposed Plough site would be selected by LDC and 'vetted'. Given that 
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the Police, by their own admission, are no longer available to investigate burglary, theft 
and vehicle crime due to cuts in funding, this calls into question how accurate the 
'vetting' process can possibly be. This is very worrying.  

 

We were also told at the meeting on 9th October that it can take up to 5 days 
(presumably 5 'working days'?) to evict travellers who lodge illegally on the site. What 
sort of trouble could happen in those 5 days? And nights? What sort of compensation 
could we expect in such an event? I don't see how LDC can have the staff to cover 
these sorts of eventualities. 

We would doubtless be left to fend for ourselves. 

The Plough site is on a 60mph busy rural road with no footpath connecting it to the 
village more than 0.5km away. The current south entrance was made illegally and is 
woefully unsuitable and in an area which floods. It is only a matter of metres from the top 
of the hill with poor visibility and I ask how large and long Traveller-type, showmen's 
vehicles, mobile homes and 'static' caravans can possibly turn onto this sloping field 
safely off the rural road without ruining ditches and hedges and creating obstructions. 

The proposed Plough site is for 5 pitches. As this only takes up to 0.69ha of a 4.4ha field 
the worry locally is that this site could easily be extended over the years either legally or 
illegally as has happened on other sites, e.g. Offham and Dale Farm. Is there ANY 
guarantee that this will not happen. Only 2 nights ago on the news Travellers had filled 
up a large field (near Epsom, I believe) where their caravans were with 

It is going to cost the Council over £1million to clear up. They had been 
doing rubbish removal in London. You can see this happening in Plumpton, can't you? 

What precedent might be set by developing this greenfield field in such a way. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this. Please make the right decision. You have a 
big responsibility here. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Zoe Brown 
Sent: 02 November 2018 09:24
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller site, Plumpton Green 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
My family has owned and worked at the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green, immediately adjacent to 
the proposed ‘Plough’ site for the past 60 years and we are devastated, along with the other 
villagers of Plumpton that this is being considered a suitable site.  It failed to be considered 
suitable previously. 
 
In what way is it suitable?  The proposed plan was not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan.  It 
seems the ‘goalposts’ have been moved to include the Plough site which scored badly before.  5 
pitches are proposed but this is a greenfield site of perfectly good grazing land which slopes north 
to south and our property is on the south side.  Unless the concreted pitch area has good 
provision for surface-water management other than the present inadequate ditch, then I fear that 
we shall get flooded in times of heavy rainfall.  The ditch close to the road is known to flood most 
years in bad weather. 
 
Whilst I have been told the proposed site would have its own sewage management plant, and 
given that Lewes District Council are so strapped for cash that by their own admission services 
have been ‘cut to the bone’, are the Council prepared for the ongoing costs associated with 
managing the sewage and the site. 
 
The Old Brickworks is a community of 21 business units.  It has been painstakingly landscaped 
and converted over many years, and with much investment, from a partially-derelict chicken farm 
into a smart and well-managed site which is compatible with its rural surroundings.  There is also 
a bungalow which has been renovated and is rented to a couple and it is their home.  It is 
screened as far as possible with mature trees, hedges and shrubs on the east, west and south 
sides but on the northern boundary there is a clear view of the proposed Plough field.  
 
Our tenants are understandably alarmed about the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site and the 
impact it would have on their work and future.  These are legal, legitimate businesses with local, 
hard-working, tax-paying people who are settled in Plumpton and who are considerate to the the 
wider Plumpton community, employing local people and contribute to the local and wider 
economy.  They have ALL said they will leave if the Gypsy and Traveller site goes ahead.  It is no 
idle threat.  It would involve them in the expense of moving and relocating.  It is completely 
unacceptable to cause such upheaval and upset for the sake of 5 pitches.  It would obviously 
adversely affect the vitality and viability of the Old Brickworks to operate as a business.  OUR 
business.  This would be a tragedy after so many years of hard work and investment by my family. 
Why should we all be driven out by Lewes District Council in this way? The two people who work 
for us there would lose their jobs. 
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Planning Law requires the National Planning Policy Framework to be taken into account.  In 
planning for Traveller sites, LDC should seek to identify those which are sustainable economically, 
socially and environmentally.  In light of the above the Plough site fails on all three counts.  And 
how would Lewes District Council ‘promote a peaceful and integrated co-existence between the 
site and local community’?  This is clearly impossible. 
 
The proposed Plough site is in DIRECT conflict with Core Policy 4 in terms of supporting the rural 
economy and supporting local shops.  Plumpton’s thriving village shop is heavily used by the 50 
people working at the Old Brickworks. 
 

 for Plumpton Village and the Old Brickworks in particular.  
 will be prohibitively expensive to enclose the Business Park plus  

more CCTV and would not be in keeping with its rural aspect. 
 
We were told at the Parish Council meeting on 9th October that all the prospective tenants of the 
proposed Plough site would be selected by LDC and ‘vetted’.  Given that the Police, by their own 
admission, are no longer available to investigate burglary, theft and vehicle crime due to cuts in 
funding, this calls into question how accurate the ‘vetting’ process can possibly be.   

 
 

 
We were also told at the meeting on 9th October that it can take up to 5 days (presumably 5 
‘working days’?) to evict travellers who lodge illegally on the site.  What sort of trouble could 
happen in those 5 days?  And nights?  What sort of compensation could we expect in such an 
event?  I don’t see how LDC can have the staff to cover these sorts of eventualities. 
 
We would doubtless be left to fend for ourselves. 
 
The Plough site is on a 60mph busy rural road with no footpath connecting it to the village more 
than 0.5km away.  The current south entrance was made illegally and is woefully unsuitable and in 
an area which floods.  It is only a matter of metres from the top of the hill with poor visibility and I 
ask how large and long Traveller-type, showmen’s vehicles, mobile homes and ‘static’ caravans 
can possibly turn onto this sloping field safely off the rural road without ruining ditches and hedges 
and creating obstructions. 
 
The proposed Plough site is for 5 pitches.  As this only takes up to 0.69ha of a 4.4ha field the 
worry locally is that this site could easily be extended over the years either legally or illegally as 
has happened on other sites, e.g.  Offham and Dale Farm.  Is there ANY guarantee that this will 
not happen.  Only 2 nights ago on the news Travellers had filled up a large field (near Epsom, I 
believe) where their caravans were with   It is going to cost the 
Council over £1million to clear up.  They had been doing rubbish removal in London.  You can see 
this happening in Plumpton, can’t you?   
 
What precedent might be set by developing this greenfield field in such a way. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this.  Please make the right decision. You have a big 
responsibility here. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Zoe Brown (Miss) 
 

  
 

Page  804



3

 
 

 
 

Page  805



Representation ID: REP/078/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/078/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/078 

Name: David Brown 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I would like to object to the proposed permanent travellers 'site next to the Old 
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Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton Green (close to the Plough Inn).  

This is a wholly unsuitable proposal and should be rejected on the basis of impact on the 
community, the threat to local employment, safety considerations, woefully short notice 
from Lewes District Council (REP) and potential concealment issues.  

This proposal has not been carefully thought out by LDC in terms of its impact on the 
settled community. For the households surrounding and opposite the proposed pitch the 
siting will have a life-changing impact. The field concerned was never considered in the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan having been ruled out on the basis of proximity 
issues.  

The impact on the village, local businesses and employment opportunities will be 
devastating to the future of the community. As I understand it, all 21 businesses in the 
Old Brickworks industrial estate have stated that they would be forced to re-locate 
elsewhere, potentially with the loss of between 50-70 jobs. Harvey's Brewery has 
already threatened that it would be forced to close the Plough pub if the proposal goes 
ahead, with the loss of livelihood for the manager and her bar staff. The loss of another 
pub in the village could rip the heart out of the community, especially as the other pub, 
the Fountain, already runs on a parlous footing. This will probably close as well if the 
proposal goes ahead. The loss of potential income spent inside the village could be 
crippling to the local economy, especially to the future of the Plumpton Green village 
store. One local business at the Old Brickworks said that they collectively spent £1,000 
per month in the local shop. Imagine the impact of that factored up for all businesses 
forced to close or relocate. We could lose our lovely village store, probably the best in 
the country.  

Safety issues seem to have been ignored by REP. This is a busy road and visibility of 
the access is impacted by hedgerows on either side of the proposed site entrance. With 
a 60mph speed limit in force, this is completely unsafe for road users, pedestrians, or 
horse riders. There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village, especially at night 
along unlit roads.  

I have a major concern about the undue haste at which this proposal is being bulldozed 
through by LDC. During years of consultation with the Plumpton Parish Council over the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, this idea was never mentioned or raised by LDC. 
Despite being a close neighbour to the proposed site I knew nothing about this scheme 
until mid-September and the council appears to be rushing towards what appears to be 
an early conclusion. The consultation period opened up very quickly on the 24th 
September and is closing on the 5th November before most opponents have had a 
chance to effectively consult appropriate legal, planning or constitutional opinion. It is 
alarming to see that LDC is voting on adopting this proposal in the Local Plan Part 2 as 
early as 26th November.  It has all the hallmarks of a fait accompli. I intend to raise a 
complaint with the Ombudsman, the Secretary of State for the Environment and Prime 
Minister Theresa May. Is there a case for potential concealment if the council have 
known about this for years and yet have not allowed public consultation until the last 
moment?  
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It seems that the council are desperate to force this proposal through because it is the 
only option on the table right now. This is a failure of local democracy in its worst form 
and Plumpton Green will suffer the consequences of a scheme that has not been 
correctly thought through, is wholly inappropriate and fails the people that the council 
was elected to serve.  

I ask you to consider that this scheme should be rejected and referred back to the LDC 
Planning Team to find alternative, suitable sites. Plumpton Green is not a suitable 
solution.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The council needs to consider alternative sites in more suitable locations. Plumpton 
Green is not a suitable location, just because it is the only option on the table. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: David Brown >
Sent: 02 November 2018 21:52
To: ldf
Subject: Objection to the proposed traveller site in Plumpton Green - Local Plan Part 2

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir 

I would like to object to the proposed permanent travellers’ site next to the Old Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton 

Green (close to the Plough Inn).  

This is a wholly unsuitable proposal and should be rejected on the basis of impact on the community, the threat to 

local employment, safety considerations, woefully short notice from Lewes District Council (LDC) and potential 

concealment issues. 

This proposal has not been carefully thought out by LDC in terms of its impact on the settled community. For the 

households surrounding and opposite the proposed pitch the siting will have a life‐changing impact. The field 

concerned was never considered in the Neighbourhood Development Plan having been ruled out on the basis of 

proximity issues. 

The impact on the village, local businesses and employment opportunities will be devastating to the future of the 

community. As I understand it, all 21 businesses in the Old Brickworks industrial estate have stated that they would 

be forced to re‐locate elsewhere, potentially with the loss of between 50‐70 jobs. Harvey’s Brewery has already 

threatened that it would be forced to close the Plough pub if the proposal goes ahead, with the loss of livelihood for 

the manager and her bar staff. The loss of another pub in the village could rip the heart out of the community, 

especially as the other pub, the Fountain, already runs on a parlous footing. This will probably close as well if the 

proposal goes ahead. The loss of potential income spent inside the village could be crippling to the local economy, 

especially to the future of the Plumpton Green village store. One local business at the Old Brickworks said that they 

collectively spent £1,000 per month in the local shop. Imagine the impact of that factored up for all businesses 

forced to close or relocate. We could lose our lovely village store, probably the best in the country. 

Safety issues seem to have been ignored by LDC. This is a busy road and visibility of the access is impacted by 

hedgerows on either side of the proposed site entrance. With a 60mph speed limit in force, this is completely unsafe 

for road users, pedestrians, or horse riders. There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village, especially at night 

along unlit roads.  

I have a major concern about the undue haste at which this proposal is being bulldozed through by LDC. During 

years of consultation with the Plumpton Parish Council over the Neighbourhood Development Plan, this idea was 

never mentioned or raised by LDC. Despite being a close neighbour to the proposed site I knew nothing about this 

scheme until mid‐September and the council appears to be rushing towards what appears to be an early conclusion. 

The consultation period opened up very quickly on the 24th September and is closing on the 5th November before 

most opponents have had a chance to effectively consult appropriate legal, planning or constitutional opinion. It is 

alarming to see that LDC is voting on adopting this proposal in the Local Plan Part 2 as early as 26th November. It has 

all the hallmarks of a fait accompli. I intend to raise a complaint with the Ombudsman, the Secretary of State for the 

Environment and Prime Minister Theresa May. Is there a case for potential concealment if the council have known 

about this for years and yet have not allowed public consultation until the last moment? 
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It seems that the council are desperate to force this proposal through because it is the only option on the table right 

now. This is a failure of local democracy in its worst form and Plumpton Green will suffer the consequences of a 

scheme that has not been correctly thought through, is wholly inappropriate and fails the people that the council 

was elected to serve. 

I ask you to consider that this scheme should be rejected and referred back to the LDC Planning Team to find 

alternative, suitable sites. Plumpton Green is not a suitable solution.  

Yours faithfully 

David Brown 
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Representation ID: REP/078/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/078 

Name: David Brown 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to object to the proposed permanent travellers' site next to the Old 
Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton Green (close to the Plough Inn). 

This is a wholly unsuitable proposal and should be rejected on the basis of impact on the 
community, the threat to local employment, safety considerations, woefully short notice 
from Lewes District Council (LDC) and potential concealment issues. 
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This proposal has not been carefully thought out by LDC in terms of its impact on the 
settled community. For the households surrounding and opposite the proposed pitch the 
siting will have a life-changing impact. The field concerned was never considered in the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan having been ruled out on the basis of proximity 
issues. 

The impact on the village, local businesses and employment opportunities will be 
devastating to the future of the community. As I understand it, all 21 businesses in the 
Old Brickworks industrial estate have stated that they would be forced to re-locate 
elsewhere, potentially with the loss of between 50-70 jobs. Harvey's Brewery has 
already threatened that it would be forced to close the Plough pub if the proposal goes 
ahead, with the loss of livelihood for the manager and her bar staff. The loss of another 
pub in the village could rip the heart out of the community, especially as the other pub, 
the Fountain, already runs on a parlous footing. This will probably close as well if the 
proposal goes ahead. The loss of potential income spent inside the village could be 
crippling to the local economy, especially to the future of the Plumpton Green village 
store. One local business at the Old Brickworks said that they collectively spent £1,000 
per month in the local shop. Imagine the impact of that factored up for all businesses 
forced to close or relocate. We could lose our lovely village store, probably the best in 
the country. 

Safety issues seem to have been ignored by REP. This is a busy road and visibility of 
the access is impacted by hedgerows on either side of the proposed site entrance. With 
a 60mph speed limit in force, this is completely unsafe for road users, pedestrians, or 
horse riders. There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village, especially at night 
along unlit roads. 

I have a major concern about the undue haste at which this proposal is being bulldozed 
through by LDC. During years of consultation with the Plumpton Parish Council over the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, this idea was never mentioned or raised by LDC. 
Despite being a close neighbour to the proposed site I knew nothing about this scheme 
until mid-September and the council appears to be rushing towards what appears to be 
an early conclusion. The consultation period opened up very quickly on the 24th 
September and is closing on the 5th November before most opponents have had a 
chance to effectively consult appropriate legal, planning or constitutional opinion. It is 
alarming to see that LDC is voting on adopting this proposal in the Local Plan Part 2 as 
early as 26th November. It has all the hallmarks of a fait accompli. I intend to raise a 
complaint with the Ombudsman, the Secretary of State for the Environment and Prime 
Minister Theresa May. Is there a case for potential concealment if the council have 
known about this for years and yet have not allowed public consultation until the last 
moment? 

It seems that the council are desperate to force this proposal through because it is the 
only option on the table right now. This is a failure of local democracy in its worst form 
and Plumpton Green will suffer the consequences of a scheme that has not been 
correctly thought through, is wholly inappropriate and fails the people that the council 
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was elected to serve. 

I ask you to consider that this scheme should be rejected and referred back to the LDC 
Planning Team to find alternative, suitable sites. Plumpton Green is not a suitable 
solution. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/079/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/079 

Name: Mark Brunt 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I object to the allocation of the site in Plumpton Green for development as a permanent 
site for gypsies and travellers. I will keep this letter brief, but my feelings could fill several 
pages… 

My objection is based on the following points: 

*  
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* Your method of selecting potentially suitable sites is flawed – the scoring system is 
arbitrary and statistically invalid. 

* Developing this site would be expensive and difficult. I don't accept that this 
expenditure deserves public money. 

* I fear environmental impact, particularly to the adjacent stream, plus general 
contamination by waste materials and liquids. (ref: policies DM20, DM21 and DM22). 

* I fear expansion of the site, enhancing the problem In item 4. above, inevitably 
enhanced by site "overflow" of occupants, vehicles, "temporary" visitors and their 
infrastructure. 

* If the site be considered for development, it would be better for the development to 
serve the Plumpton Green community, in keeping with Policies DM13, DM14 and DM 15 
of the reference document. 

Do not proceed with this flawed and unacceptable proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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11 October 2018 

Lewes District Council – Planning Department 

Southover House, Southover Road,  

Lewes, BN7 1AB 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Proposed site Allocation for Gypsies and Travellers in Plumpton Green 

Reference Document:  Lewes District Local Plan -September 2018 - Part 2 Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Pre-Submission Document. 

Reference Sections – Policy GT01 Land South of The Plough, plus other policies as identified below 

-------------------- 

I object to the allocation of the site in Plumpton Green for development as a permanent site for gypsies and 

travellers. I will keep this letter brief, but my feelings could fill several pages… 

 

My objection is based on the following points: 

 

1.  

  

 

2. Your method of selecting potentially suitable sites is flawed – the scoring system is arbitrary and 

statistically invalid. 

 

3. Developing this site would be expensive and difficult. I don’t accept that this expenditure deserves 

public money. 

 

4. I fear environmental impact, particularly to the adjacent stream, plus general contamination by 

waste materials and liquids.  (ref: policies DM20, DM21 and DM22). 

 

5. I fear expansion of the site, enhancing the problem In item 4. above, inevitably enhanced by site 

“overflow” of occupants, vehicles, “temporary” visitors and their infrastructure.  

 

 

6. If the site be considered for development, it would be better for the development to serve the 

Plumpton Green community, in keeping with Policies DM13, DM14 and DM 15 of the reference 

document. 

 

 

Do not proceed with this flawed and unacceptable proposal. 

 

Mark Brunt – Local resident 

Page  818



Representation ID: REP/081/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/081/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/081 

Name: Christine Burford 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have been advised of the proposal to site a permanent site on land to the south of The 
Plough in Plumpton Green. 

I object to this proposal as it is not in keeping with the rural nature of the village and is 
not included in the neighbourhood plan for this village. 

We all know the detrimental effect these sites have on the surrounding areas. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Page  819



Representation ID: REP/081/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: MRS C BURFORD 

Sent: 05 October 2018 10:13

To: ldf

Subject: Permanent Gypsy and Travellers site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I have been advised of the proposal to site a permanent site on land to the south of The Plough in 

Plumpton Green. 

 

I object to this proposal as it is not in keeping with the rural nature of the village and is not 

included in the neighbourhood plan for this village. 

 

We all know the detrimental effect these sites have on the surrounding areas. 

 

Regards Christine Burford 
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Representation ID: REP/082/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/082 

Name: Paul Burford 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have been advised of the proposal to provide a permanent site on land to the south of 
The Plough in Plumpton Green. 

I object to this proposal. 

It is not in keeping with the beautiful rural nature of the village. 

It is not included or connected with our neighbourhood plan for the village. 

The location is not close to amenities. 

There are other more suitable sites closer to the larger town of Burgess Hill. 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Paul 

Sent: 05 October 2018 10:23

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy and Travellers Site Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

 

I have been advised of the proposal to provide a permanent site on land to the south of The 

Plough in Plumpton Green. 

 

I object to this proposal. 

 

It is not in keeping with the beautiful rural nature of the village. 

 

It is not included or connected with our neighbourhood plan for the village. 

 

The location is not close to amenities. 

 

There are other more suitable sites closer to the larger town of Burgess Hill. 

 

Paul Burford 
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Representation ID: REP/084/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/084 

Name: Jeremy Burton 

Organisation: Plumpton Green Studios 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: Plumpton Green Studios 
St Helena Lane 
Plumpton 
BN7 3DQ 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am joint owner of the office/B2 industrial site known as Plumpton Green Studios on St 
Helena Lane, BN7 3DQ. 

I wish to strongly object to the proposed permanent traveller's site adjacent to The Old 
Brickworks on the west side of Station Rd in Plumpton, and just to the south of our Units. 

1 The site is a green-field area and any development there will change the nature of the 
environment in an unsustainable way. It does not have good access to services or the 
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village – indeed there is no safe pavement to bus (should the service continue, even) 
nor shops at the moment. Any residents will be travelling by car everywhere – including 
to school. 

2 A cleaning block, bins etc. and hardstanding for 5 permanent and another 5 caravans 
will be a blight on the local amenity and environment. 

3 Our site employs some 18 people in 4 businesses some of whom live in Plumpton. 
They support the local rural 

economy through payment of rates, use of other local business including the pubs and 
shop, and other local amenities. If this proposal goes ahead some of the tenants have 
indicated that they may have to relocate. They worry that there may be a need for 
greater security (fencing, lighting, cctv etc) if there is more residential development near 
what is presently essentially a rural site. Any future commercial tenants will require 
potentially intrusive security measures to an encroaching residential development. A 
threat of loss of business to the area does exist: PPTS, Policy B "ensure that traveller 
sites are sustainable economically" will be contravened. 

4 "Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to have small compact and well-managed 
sites located in areas where they have historically resided and have a network of local 
family support" 

There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has historically 
resided at , or near the proposed site at There is no evidence that local family support 
existing in the vicinity of these sites. 

4 Increase in traffic, including trailered vehicle movements. 

Please do not allow this proposed development to go ahead. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jeremy Burton 

Sent: 05 November 2018 15:07

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Travelers Site Consultation

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Jeremy Burton, .

Tel: . email: 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am joint owner of the office/B2 industrial site known as Plumpton Green Studios on St Helena Lane, BN7 3DQ. 

I wish to strongly object to the proposed permanent traveller’s site adjacent to The Old Brickworks on the west side of Station Rd 

in Plumpton, and just to the south of our Units. 

1 The site is a green-field area and any development there will change the nature of the environment in an unsustainable way. It 

does not have good access to services or the village – indeed there is no safe pavement to bus (should the service continue, even) 

nor shops at the moment. Any residents will be travelling by car everywhere – including to school. 

2 A cleaning block, bins etc. and hardstanding for 5 permanent and another 5 caravans will be a blight on the local amenity and 

environment. 

3 Our site employs some 18 people in 4 businesses some of whom live in Plumpton. They support the local rural  

economy through payment of rates, use of other local business including the pubs and shop, and other local amenities. If this 

proposal goes ahead some of the tenants have indicated that they may have to relocate. They worry that there may be a need for 

greater security (fencing, lighting, cctv etc) if there is more residential development near what is presently essentially a rural site. 

Any future commercial tenants will require potentially intrusive security measures to an encroaching residential development. A 

threat of loss of business to the area does exist: PPTS, Policy B “ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically” will be 

contravened. 

4 “Gypsy and Traveller families often wish to have small compact and well-managed sites located in areas where they have 

historically resided and have a network of local family support” 

There is no evidence to suggest that there has been any gypsy family has historically resided at , or near the proposed site at There 

is no evidence that local family support existing in the vicinity of these sites. 

4 Increase in traffic, including trailered vehicle movements. 

Please do not allow this proposed development to go ahead. 

Yours sincerely 

J. Burton (Plumpton Green Studios, St Helena Lane, Plumpton. BN7 3DQ) 
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Representation ID: REP/087/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/087 

Name: Stephanie Butler 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The site is wholly unsuitable for a development of this nature. Ther site is isolated with 
no pavement and limited transport options to access local school, healthcare and shops. 
Due to the rural level cation there are extremely limited opportunities for work and public 
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transport links are sporadic and limited. 

The village community do not welcome or support this development and it was not part 
of the village action plan. 

The site is adjacent to the old brickworks, small business units, the businesses have 
stated they will look to relocate should this development go agead, thus damaging the 
local economy. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

suggest an alternative site is considered, ideally expansion of existing site, use of 
brownfield site or at least a site with better access to employment opportunities and core 
services. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/093/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/093 

Name: maria caulfield 

Organisation: Parliament 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of Parliament 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: unit 6 villandry 
newhaven 
bn9 9gb 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 

Representation: 

The proposal to place the travellers site in Plumpton is completely flawed. There has 
been no adequate consultation with residents or businesses. This site was rejected in 
the past as it does not have adequate provision for the travelling community, it has no 
safe road access and liable to flooding during many months of the year. In addition the 
19 businesses based at the Brickworks have said they will leave the village if this site is 
agreed which will be a loss to the main source of employment in the area. The local pub, 
The Plough, have also halted their expansion until the outcome of the consultation is 

Page  830



Representation ID: REP/093/GT01 

 

  
 

known, again having a detrimental effect on the local economy.  

Plumpton village has only just had their neighbhourhood plan adopted in May of this 
year and were not asked to find a traveller site as part of this. Their plan prioritised their 
housing allocation, attracting businesses to the area and improving green infrastructure. 
This proposal goes against all of these.  

In addition there has been no needs based assessment as to the need for extra traveller 
pitches in the District. Given the unauthorised encampments in the District over the 
summer , on only one occasion was the current provision full.   

This proposal is not needs based, does not have the welfare of travellers in mind by 
placing them in a flood prone field with inadequate provision and has not engaged the 
local community in any meaningful way, going against their recently adopted 
neighbhourhood plan. I urge the council to think again. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Do a needs based assessment and a proper consultation district wide 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/094/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/094 

Name: Edward Cazalet 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Objection from Sir Edward and Lady Cazalet,  

I write on behalf of myself and my wife as persons who, with our family, have been living 
in Plumpton Green at the above address for the last 40 years. We have grown to know 
and love the neighbourhood well and much value its peaceful and rural nature. 

After careful consideration we set out our objections to this proposal in the numbered 
paragraphs which follow below. 
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Safety 

* Anyone who knows the village appreciates that the narrow road known as Station 
Road has become more busy in recent years, with heavy trucks and buses going along 
it as well as a volume of other traffic which regularly runs both ways. The strip of this 
road running from the entrance to the proposed site down to the start of the paved area 
(where the 30 m.p.h. signs start at the northern end of the village - some 200/300 yards) 
has no pavement on either side of the road and consequently must be a danger to any 
person and, in particular, any person with a child or children, walking to or from the 
village (where both the shop and the school are situated). In our view this is a dangerous 
piece of road to walk at any time and, if doing so with a young child, then because of 
having only the long grass at the side to step into if a vehicle is about to pass, it is a 
particular danger. 

Security Vulnerability to the Business Park and Financial Loss to the Village 

* The Business Park is separated only by a fence from the site. The Old Brickworks 
Business Park has some 21/22 businesses operating on it. A careful walk round this 
large business park which immediately adjoins the area to be sited, shows that it draws 
many in to look at and be advised upon various types of building material and other 
commodities, some of which are, on occasion, outside for viewing. A walk round the 
buildings demonstrates that there are many points of ready entry over a fence, hedge or 
wall, including the very fence which separates the Business Park from the field. For this 
reason it would be essential for those who run their businesses there to put up  
security protection both around the Park itself and to make the fabric of their actual long 
buildings much more secure (there are not even bars in some of the windows). This 
would involve massive expense, and indeed by day all concerned would have to be 
much more cautious where any commodities are unprotected. No doubt those 
concerned with the Business Park will be in full communication with the District Council 
about this. Indeed I fear, from what I hear, that many of the businesses there would in 
fact, if this application were to succeed, move elsewhere. This would, of course, bring 
unemployment for the village and a loss of monies coming into the village. Accordingly 
security reasons are indeed one of the major factors as well as the loss of money 
coming from outside into the businesses and, indeed, the village. 

Future Development 

* I suppose one day it may be that the field immediately adjoining the Business Park will 
be viewed as suitable for development. If that is the case then, of course, the presence 
of the travellers site will reduce significantly the price of the houses on the market and 
deter possible buyers. Indeed a number of people might well not even be prepared to 
come to live there. 

* There are also a number of people living in or retired into the village who would no 
doubt be concerned as to their security and they would have to take such steps as they 
could to protect any garden or other working items outside their particular dwelling place. 

Conclusion 
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* In light of the above I would respectfully invite the council to decide that overall that this 
is manifestly not the right place for a site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: edward cazalet >

Sent: 01 November 2018 15:13

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Proposed Traveller Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

PROPOSED TRAVELLER SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN 

 

Objection from Sir Edward and Lady Cazalet,  

 

To Lewes District Council in regard to the proposal for a permanent travellers site next to The Old Brickworks, 

Plumpton Green 

 

 

 

I write on behalf of myself and my wife as persons who, with our family, have been living in Plumpton Green at the 

above address for the last 40 years. We have grown to know and love the neighbourhood well and much value its 

peaceful and rural nature.  

 

After careful consideration we set out our objections to this proposal in the numbered paragraphs which follow 

below.  

 

Safety 

 

1. Anyone who knows the village appreciates that the narrow road known as Station Road has become more 

busy in recent years, with heavy trucks and buses going along it as well as a volume of other traffic 

which regularly runs both ways. The strip of this road running from the entrance to the proposed site 

down to the start of the paved area (where the 30 m.p.h. signs start at the northern end of the village - 

some 200/300 yards) has no pavement on either side of the road and consequently must be a danger to 

any person and, in particular, any person with a child or children, walking to or from the village (where 

both the shop and the school are situated). In our view this is a dangerous piece of road to walk at any 

time and, if doing so with a young child, then because of having only the long grass at the side to step 

into if a vehicle is about to pass, it is a particular danger.  

 

Security Vulnerability to the Business Park and Financial Loss to the Village 

 

2. The Business Park is separated only by a fence from the site. The Old Brickworks Business Park has some 

21/22 businesses operating on it. A careful walk round this large business park which immediately 

adjoins the area to be sited, shows that it draws many in to look at and be advised upon various types of 

building material and other commodities, some of which are, on occasion, outside for viewing. A walk 

round the buildings demonstrates that there are many points of ready entry over a fence, hedge or wall, 

including the very fence which separates the Business Park from the field. For this reason it would be 

essential for those who run their businesses there to put up security protection both around 

the Park itself and to make the fabric of their actual long buildings much more secure (there are not 

even bars in some of the windows). This would involve massive expense, and indeed by day all 

concerned would have to be much more cautious where any commodities are unprotected. No doubt 

those concerned with the Business Park will be in full communication with the District Council about 

this. Indeed I fear, from what I hear, that many of the businesses there would in fact, if this application 

were to succeed, move elsewhere. This would, of course, bring unemployment for the village and a loss 

of monies coming into the village. Accordingly security reasons are indeed one of the major factors as 

well as the loss of money coming from outside into the businesses and, indeed, the village.  
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Future Development 

 

3. I suppose one day it may be that the field immediately adjoining the Business Park will be viewed as 

suitable for development. If that is the case then, of course, the presence of the travellers site will 

reduce significantly the price of the houses on the market and deter possible buyers. Indeed a number 

of people might well not even be prepared to come to live there.  

 

 

4. There are also a number of people living in or retired into the village who would no doubt be concerned 

as to their security and they would have to take such steps as they could to protect any garden or other 

working items outside their particular dwelling place.  

 

Conclusion 

 

5. In light of the above I would respectfully invite the council to decide that overall that this is manifestly not 

the right place for a site. 
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Representation ID: REP/095/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/095 

Name: Iris Chalice 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing this on behalf of my Mother. Mrs Iris Chalice. 

I really do object to this idea :because, 

There is enough development in Plumpton and surrounding area, as there is a lot of 
houses already planned, 

The traffic through this village is already bad and this site will create even more, as the 
travellers will have their own cars, vans and lorries for their personal use. 

There is no pavement from the "Old police house" to "The Plough" on either side of the 
road, so the safety for the people is poor, 
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The pavement through the village is on one side only and like the road is poorly 
maintained. 

The exit /entrance to this site is vulnerable because of the speed of the traffic. 

The pressure on services is great enough, so extra pressure of this nature could push 
them over the top, 

IE: Sewage, water, electricity, rubbish and recycling. 

Also what about the extra pressure for school places within the village and surrounding 
area. 

We have no Doctors in the Village so more pressure in the surrounding area. 

This is a green field site, why do we have to keep using agriculture land , why not use a 
brown field site. 

Also if allowed this site could be easily expanded to many more places with more 
inconvenience to the local people. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jacqui Chalice 

Sent: 31 October 2018 08:50

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy and Travellers site Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

 

I am writing this on behalf of my Mother. Mrs Iris Chalice. 

 

I really do object to this idea :because, 

 

There is enough development in Plumpton and surrounding area, as there is a lot of houses 

already planned, 

 

The traffic through this village is already bad and this site will create even more, as the travellers 

will have their own cars, vans and lorries for their personal use. 

 

There is no pavement from the "Old police house" to "The Plough" on either side of the road, so 

the safety for the people is poor, 

 

The pavement through the village is on one side only and like the road is poorly maintained. 

 

The exit /entrance to this site is vulnerable because of the speed of the traffic. 

 

The pressure on services is great enough, so extra pressure of this nature could push them over 

the top, 

 

IE: Sewage, water, electricity, rubbish and recycling. 

 

Also what about the extra pressure for school places within the village and surrounding area. 

 

We have no Doctors in the Village so more pressure in the surrounding area. 

 

This is a green field site, why do we have to keep using agriculture land , why not use a brown 

field site. 

 

Also if allowed this site could be easily expanded to many more places with more inconvenience 

to the local people. 

 

Yours sincerely. 

 

Mrs I J Chalice. 

 

 

--- 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 

https://www.avast.com/antivirus 
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Representation ID: REP/096/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/096 

Name: Gaynor Chambers 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

1. Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development 
Management Policies - Pre-Submission Document {"the Draft Plan"} refers at 
paragraphs 2.132 to 2.142 to a proposal to provide 5 permanent pitches for Gypsy, 
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Traveller and/or Travelling Showpeople at land south of the Plough in Plumpton Green 
{"the Site"}. This proposal is termed "Policy GT01". 

* I am a resident of Plumpton and wish to make representations in relation to proposed 
Policy GTOI on the basis that it is not "sound", and in particular in that it is not positively 
prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy.  

* The modification sought is the deletion of (I) the 'second two sentences of paragraph 
2.l35; and (2) all of the remainder of the relevant section (that is, the text from the end of 
paragraph 2.135 to the end of paragraph 2.142).  

* I wish to exercise the right to be heard in relation to this matter as the below is a 
merely a short summary of some of the key points I wish to be taken into account in 
assessing the necessity to modify the relevant section of the Draft Plan. My postal and 
email addresses are at the end of this Summary and can be used for notification 
purposes.  

* I have not annexed copies of documents referred to as they are either in the local 
planning authority's possession or are readily available to download from the internet. I 
would however be happy to provide PDF copies on request. 

B: Policy Requirements 

* Provision for traveller sites ought to comply with the requirements of the Department 
for Communities and Local Government "Planning Policy for traveller sites" dated 
August 2015 ("PPTS"). This accompanies the March 2012 National Planning Policy 
Framework and must be taken into consideration in preparing local plans and making 
planning decisions.  

* The government's overarching aim is stated to be "to ensure fair and equal treatment 
for travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers 
while respecting the interests of the settled community". 

* A series of matters contributing towards the achievement of the overarching aim are 
listed at paragraph 3 PPTS, including at sub-paragraph 3(j): "to enable provision of 
suitable accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, welfare and 
employment infrastructure"  

* This aim is elaborated upon at paragraph 13 PPTS as follows: "Local planning policies 
should ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, socially, and 
environmentally. Local planning authorities should therefore ensure that their policies: 

a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local 
community 

b) promote, in collaboration with commissioners of health services, access to 
appropriate health services 

c) ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis 

d) provide a settled base that reduces both the need for long- distance travelling and 
possible environmental damage caused by unauthorised encampment 
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e) provide for proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality (such as 
noise and air quality) 'on the health and well being of any travellers that may locate there 
or on others as a result of new development 

j) avoid placing pressure on local infrastructure and services 

g) do not locate sites in areas at risk of high flooding, including functional floodplains, 
given the particular vulnerability of caravans 

h) reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles (whereby some travellers live and work 
from the same location thereby omitting many travel to work journeys) can contribute to 
sustainability" 

* The use of the word "should" indicates that compliance by local planning authorities 
with these requirements is mandatory.  

* Paragraph 25 PPTS states in terms that LP As should very strictly limit new traveller 
site developments in open countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside 
areas allocated in the development plan ". 

* Further, paragraph 26 PPTS states that weight should be attached to inter alia 
"effective use of previously developed (brownfield) untidy or derelict land". 

c: Gypsies and Travellers 

* House of Commons Briefing Paper Number 08083 dated 8th May 2018, headed 
"Gypsies and Travellers" ("the Briefing Paper") details inter alia inequalities experienced 
by gypsies and travellers, including: 

(a) Poor health experiences compared with the general population, including low child 
immunisation levels, and a higher prevalence of anxiety and depression. 

(b) The lowest employment rates and highest level of economic inactivity of all ethnic 
groups, including 28% long term sick and disabled and 31 % looking after the family. 

* Further: 

(a) The most common family household type was lone parent at 24%, compared with 11 
% of all households in England and Wales (paragraph 1.5). 

(b) 45% of Gypsy and Traveller households had dependent children in 2011, well above 
the average for the whole of England and Wales (29%) (paragraph 1.5). 

D: Planning History of the Site 

* In December 2012, Lewes District Council and the South Downs National Park 
Authority produced a Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment Addendum ("the 
Assessment").  

* This used an agreed set of criteria to score a long list of 14 sites in public ownership. 
One of the sites listed at Table 1 is "Land between the Plough and the Old Brickworks, 
Station Road, Plumpton". This is termed Site I.  

* At Table 3, this site was stated to be subject to a highway authority objection.  
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* Details of Site I, and the relevant objection, are contained in Appendix 1, page 39ff. 
The site referred to within Policy GTO 1 is in the south east corner of Site I. 

* The commentary states as follows: 

"ESCC Highway Authority assessed two potential access points, the first fronting St 
Helena Lane, west of the site, and the second from Station Road in the east, at an 
existing field entrance in the south east corner of the site. 

... .... The achievement of required visibility splays on Station Road is also a highway 
concern due to ... obstructions from a bus shelter, slight curve and uphill gradient of road 
to the north of the considered access point. Due to the site's rural and isolated location it 
is over a kilometre from a Primary Route Network. 

The viIlage of Plumpton Green, as a local viIlage, to the south of the site has some key 
services including primary school, convenience store and post office. Further services 
can be accessed via bus from within 800m of the site, or bus and train from Plumpton 
Green. 

The main constraint to development of this site is the lack of suitable access as the 
required visibility splays are not considered achievable. The site is also considered 
isolated in terms of access to facilities". 

E: Assessment of the Site 

* The Site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). It is 
650m outside the village planning boundary. 

E.l Transport 

* The nearest bus stop is almost 1 km away, along a busy road without pavements or 
lighting.  

* There is only one bus every 2 hours from the relevant bus stop, on schooldays only, 
using Route 166. The earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. 
Services to Haywards Heath also run at limited times, with the earliest departure being 
at 07.58 and the latest 18.13.  

* Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again 
along a busy road without pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the I 
beginning of the main section of Plumpton Green, but there are no lights at all in the 
village. 

E.2 Access to facilities 

* As was acknowledged within the Assessment, the Site is isolated in terms of access to 
facilities. See paragraph 19 above.  

* Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience 
store/post office. Both are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1 km of that journey 
again being along a busy road without pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit 
pavements.  

* From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary 
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School to the site in the afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness.  

* There is no senior school in Plumpton Green. Access to secondary education cannot 
be readily achieved from the Site due to (1) its isolated nature; (2) limited services from 
the nearest bus stop; and (3) the lengthy walk to the nearest train station.  

* The convenience store/post office is far too expensive for a weekly shop. The nearest 
branches of major supermarkets such as Tesco and Aldi are in Lewes, a journey or 
around 30 minutes using the 166 bus route, which as stated above operates every 2 
hours on schooldays only.  

* The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton 
train station, taking a train into Lewes, walking circa O.5km from Lewes train station to 
the supermarket and then taking the same journey back carrying shopping. 

EJ Access to Healthcare and welfare facilities 

* The nearest GP's surgery which is accessible using route 166 is in Hassocks. The 
journey means changing at the bottom of Plumpton Lane in order to use the 167 bus.  

* The nearest alternative surgery is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by taking 
the train or bus into Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery.  

* The nearest hospital offering antenatal care is on the outskirts of Lewes, again 
necessitating a 30 minute journey on the 166 bus (on schooldays only).  

* Welfare facilities are not available in Plumpton Green. 

E.4 Access to employment infrastructure 

* There are no, or no significant, employment opportunities in Plumpton Green or 
Plumpton. Access to employment infrastructure is also adversely affected by the isolated 
nature of the Site and limited public transport referred to in Sections E.l to E.4 above. 

E.5 Flood Risk 

35. The Site is in an area with between a 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year flood risk, as 
indicated by the Flood Map for Surface Water included within the Plumpton Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

F: Why should the Policy GTOI be modified? . 

* In summary, I contend that Policy GT01 should be modified as: 

(a) The Site does not provide suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure, in direct contravention of the 
overarching aim set out at sub-paragraph 30) of the PPTS (see paragraph 7 and 
Sections E.1 to E.4 above). 

(b) The policy does not promote access to appropriate health services, In contravention 
of paragraph 13(b) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.3 above). 

(c) The policy does not ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis, in 
contravention of paragraph 13(c) of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.2 above). 

Page  844



Representation ID: REP/096/GT01 

 

  
 

(d) The Site is in an area at a risk of flooding, in contravention of paragraph 13(g) of the 
PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Section E.5 above). 

(e) The policy does not ensure that the proposed traveller site is sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally, in contravention of the first sentence of 
paragraph 13 of the PPTS (see paragraph 8 and Sections E.1 to E.5 above). 

(f) The policy is not justified in that the Site cannot be utilised for the intended purpose 
due to lack of suitable access and egress from the Site. See paragraph 19 above. 

(g) The policy fails to consider adequately or at all the inequalities experienced by 
gypsies and travellers and/or the higher than usual prevalence of larger families and/or 
single parents, factors which render the Site unsuitable due to its isolated nature and 
lack of access to facilities. See Sections C, D and E above. 

(h) The policy fails to comply with paragraph 25 PPTS, which states that strict limitations 
should be placed on new traveller site developments in open countryside, away from 
existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan. See paragraphs 
19 and 20 above. 

(i) The policy is not justified in that no or no adequate weight has been given to using 
previously developed (brownfield) land. See paragraph 12 above and the Assessment. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

THE DELETION OF THE SECOND TWO SENTENCES OF PARAGRAPH 2.135 AND 
ALL OF THE REMAINDER OF THE RELEVANT SECTION (THAT IS, THE TEXT 
FROM THE END OF PARAGRAPH 2.135 TO THE END OF PARAGRAPH 2.142) 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/098/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/098 

Name: Chris Chapman  

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The site is patently unsuitable because: 
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a) there is no safe pedestrian access to the village centre and its facilities including the 
village school and shop. 

b) access to public transport is not easy due to the infrequent buses and remoteness of 
the train station for pedestrians 

c) unsuitable access to Station Road for vehicles. Improvement would mean destroying 
hedgerows and the consequent change to the rural nature of the existing site 

d) lack of easy access to healthcare services 

e) the site is subject to occasional flooding 

I am particularly concerned by the changes that would be required to allow suitable 
vehicle access to and from the site, specifically but not limited to, the removal of 
hedgerows. Station Road is the key access point to the village for the vast majority of 
the villagers. Many choose to live in Plumpton Green because of its village nature and 
its rural location. Destroying the hedgerow will contribute to a change to the feel of the 
place to a greater degree than the just the change itself because of the high profile 
location of the site. Basically the place will not feel as rural or village like and people will 
be reminded of this every time they leave/enter Plumpton Green. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The changes proposed are the deletion of (1) the second two sentences of paragraph 
2.135; and (2) all of the remainder of the relevant section (that is, the text from the end 
of paragraph 2.135 to the end of paragraph 2.142). 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/101/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/101 

Name: Daniel Clark 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: info@danclarkfurniture.co.uk 

Address: Dan Clark Furniture Ltd, Unit 54, The Old Brickworks, 
Station Rd, Plumpton Green 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I am writing to object about the proposal set out for the adjacent field to The Old 
Brickworks in Plumpton Green.  

The field proposed is right next to my business premises which is on the very north side 
of the industrial estate.   

I regrettably would be forced to leave the Old Brickworks as there is too much fear and 
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uncertainty about security. Where I completely understand that a decline in security is 
not necessarily going to become a reality if the proposal were to go ahead, I am 
frightened that the chance of that happening would increase, purely by inhabiting what is 
now empty land. Business is fragile and security is essential, so I would not want to take 
any kind of risk by staying on the estate.  

The estate security is pretty minimal as it is. The biggest security strength is that it is in a 
fairly remote setting as the land around it is largely uninhabited. Any kind of habitation, 
be it housing or caravan would increase security risk. Particularly if there's expansion in 
the future.  

Another incentive for me is that I work closely with the Koop furniture Ltd. who are in the 
unit next door to me. The feeling there is that they would also relocate their business if 
the plans were to go ahead. At present for me, the feeling on the estate is of a 
community of like minded craftspeople, furniture makers and designers. We often work 
together, pass work to each other, lend materials etc etc. Re creating this somewhere 
else would be very unachievable and unlikely.  

The Old Brickworks is in a beautiful setting and that is a big reason why I chose to move 
there in the first place. If the on site security measures are dramatically increased, 
fences and the like, I think it would be intrusive and damaging to the feel of the estate. 
Also there would be a substantial cost to increasing security this and I am concerned it 
would end up being paid for by the businesses on the estate.  

There are no pavements to the surrounding area of the field I would consider it 
unsuitable/unsafe for pedestrian access.   

Please reconsider the plan, as among other things I feel it will damage what is a 
valuable and irreplaceable community of businesses which bring needed trade to the 
other village businesses and make a significant contribution to the life of the village.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Choose a site that is more appropriate and somewhere where security and safety is 
suitable. 

Somewhere thats not immediately next to a business estate with very low security 
measures. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/106/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/106 

Name: Pamela Conlon 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object to the inclusion in the draft Local Plan Part 2 of the proposed Gypsy and 
Traveller site at Plumpton Green. The reasons for my objection are as follows: 

* This would be an inappropriate development of an unspoiled greenfield site.  

* The proposed site was not so allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan  

* Access to the village from the proposed site would be unsafe on foot, since there is no 
footway and the road is busy and dangerous. Access to local facilities would therefore 
have to be by vehicle thus further worsening the existing traffic problems in the narrow 
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village street.  

* Such a site may damage the village economy since I understand that the 21 
businesses currently operating from the Old Brickworks have informed the landlord that 
they will be forced to relocate if the site goes ahead. This could cause local job losses in 
an area with few employment opportunities.  

* The site would be difficult to contain and manage  

* There would be an inevitably adverse effect on the rural character of the area and on 
the existing properties nearby. 

I should be grateful if my objections could be duly considered. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Pamela Conlon 

Sent: 30 October 2018 15:55

To: ldf

Subject: Local Plan Part 2: Proposed Gypsy site at Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

 

I wish to object to the inclusion in the draft Local Plan Part 2 of the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site at 

Plumpton Green. The reasons for my objection are as follows: 

 

1. This would be an inappropriate development of an unspoiled greenfield site. 

2. The proposed site was not so allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

3. Access to the village from the proposed site would be unsafe on foot, since there is no footway and 

the road is busy and dangerous. Access to local facilities would therefore have to be by vehicle thus 

further worsening the existing traffic problems in the narrow village street. 

4. Such a site may damage the village economy since I understand that the 21 businesses currently 

operating from the Old Brickworks have informed the landlord that they will be forced to relocate 

if the site goes ahead. This could cause local job losses in an area with few employment 

opportunities. 

5. The site would be difficult to contain and manage 

6. There would be an inevitably adverse effect on the rural character of the area and on the existing 

properties nearby. 

I should be grateful if my objections could be duly considered. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Mrs Pamela Conlon 

 

 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Representation ID: REP/107/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/107 

Name: Michael Conlon QC 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to object to inclusion of the above proposal in the draft Local Plan, on the 
following grounds: 

* The site is accessed by a country lane which is unlit, has no footway and no speed 
restriction. It is, however, much used by through traffic. The proposal would inevitably 
lead to an increase in the dangers these pose.  

* Further, as it is likely that occupiers of the site would access the village of Plumpton 
Green by vehicle only, this would further add to congestion and parking problems in the 
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village.  

* The site is an unspoiled greenfield site. It is close to an area of outstanding natural 
beauty.  

* The proposed development would adversely affect the character of the area. 

Please take my objections into consideration. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Michael < >

Sent: 31 October 2018 16:27

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site at Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs, 

I write to object to inclusion of the above proposal in the draft Local Plan, on the following grounds: 

1. The site is accessed by a country lane which is unlit, has no footway and no speed restriction. It is, however, 

much used by through traffic. The proposal would inevitably lead to an increase in the dangers these pose.  

2. Further, as it is likely that occupiers of the site would access the village of Plumpton Green by vehicle only, 

this would further add to congestion and parking problems in the village. 

3. The site is an unspoiled greenfield site. It is close to an area of outstanding natural beauty.  

4. The proposed development would adversely affect the character of the area. 

Please take my objections into consideration. 

Yours faithfully, 

Michael Conlon QC 

( ) 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Representation ID: REP/111/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/111 

Name: John Cottenham 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I'm writing to express my absolute objection to the plans for 5 permanent travellers 
pitches in Plumpton Green at the land South of The Plough. 

I object to this proposal because: 

1)Loss of green open space and negative environmental impact 

2)Housing was dismissed at this site when forming the Neighbourhood Plan. Placing 
other subsequent dwellings there would be unfair and discriminatory 

3)Poor drainage, no sewage network 

4)There are no footpaths or street lights so the travellers would be too isokate 
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5)A detrimental effect on neighbouring business units. Unemployment and hence loss of 
income to the village as they support and spend in the village shop and pubs. 

6)The proposal will have a negative impact on the public houses within the village, 
particularly The Plough being just next door. 

7)The access point to the site is unsuitable and hazardous 

8)The proposal would adversely affect the character of the area contravening Core 
Policy 3. 

9)The proposal will result in negative environmental impact with wildlife disturbance, 
noise pollution and loss of green space. 

10)The site is not within reasonable walking distance from the village shop or school for 
the travellers and there are no footpaths along the northern route and the traffic limit is 
60mph. This would isolate the travellers and place them at risk 

11)There are limited transport links near the site. There is a very limited bus service but 
this is at risk and no bus stops near the access point 

12)The consultation period for this proposal has been very short indeed. It seems LDC 
have not paid particular attention to "early and effective community engagement.." . 
Instead, hastily made decisions or deliberate concealment of plans has occurred. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: John Cottenham < >

Sent: 03 November 2018 07:49

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Traveller Site (GT01) Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To Whom it May Concern 

I’m writing to express my absolute objection to the plans for 5 permanent travellers pitches in 

Plumpton Green at the land South of The Plough.  

 

I object to this proposal because: 

1)Loss of green open space and negative environmental impact  

2)Housing was dismissed at this site when forming the Neighbourhood Plan. Placing other 

subsequent dwellings there would be unfair and discriminatory  

3)Poor drainage, no sewage network 

4)There are no footpaths or street lights so the travellers would be too isokate 

5)A detrimental effect on neighbouring business units. Unemployment and hence loss of income to 

the village as they support and spend in the village shop and pubs.  

6)The proposal will have a negative impact on the public houses within the village, particularly The 

Plough being just next door.  

7)The access point to the site is unsuitable and hazardous  

8)The proposal would adversely affect the character of the area contravening Core Policy 3. 

9)The proposal will result in negative environmental impact with wildlife disturbance, noise 

pollution and loss of green space.  

10)The site is not within reasonable walking distance from the village shop or school for the 

travellers and there are no footpaths along the northern route and the traffic limit is 60mph. This 

would isolate the travellers and place them at risk  

11)There are limited transport links near the site. There is a very limited bus service but this is at 

risk and no bus stops near the access point 

12)The consultation period for this proposal has been very short indeed. It seems LDC have not 

paid particular attention to “early and effective community engagement..” . Instead, hastily made 

decisions or deliberate concealment of plans has occurred.  

 

 

Yours faithfully  

 

John Cottenham  
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Representation ID: REP/112/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/112 

Name: Sally Cottenham 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I'm writing to express my strongest objection to the plans for 5 permanent travellers 
pitches in Plumpton Green at the land South of The Plough. 

I cannot imagine how LDC have even contemplated this site as it is quite simply 
ridiculous in many ways. 

I base my objections on: 

1)This is green open space that helps delineate the village from surrounding villages. 
This land has not been built on before and would be lost forever. 

2)This site was rejected during our village consultations and in the formation of the 
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Neighbourhood Plan. To then go ahead and place dwellings on an already rejected site 
would contravene (and make a mockery of) the Neighbourhood Plan and the wishes of 
the village. 

3)The site is very poorly drained 

4)There are no footpaths or street lights so the travellers would be too isolated 

5)The proposal would have a very detrimental effect on neighbouring business units who 
have already indicated they will be forced to relocate. This will result in loss of income to 
the village as they support and spend in the village shop and pubs. 

6)The proposal will have a negative impact on the public houses within the village, 
particularly The Plough being just next door. 

7)The access point to the site is unsuitable causing a hazard for drivers/cyclists/horse-
riders through the village 

8)The proposal would adversely affect the character of the area contravening Core 
Policy 3. 

9)The proposal will result in negative environmental impact with wildlife disturbance, 
noise pollution and loss of green space. 

10)The site is not within reasonable walking distance from the village shop or school for 
the travellers and there are no footpaths along the northern route and the traffic limit is 
60mph. This would isolate the travellers and place them at risk 

11)There are limited transport links near the site. There is a very limited bus service but 
this is at risk and no bus stops near the access point 

12)The consultation period for this proposal has been very short indeed. It seems LDC 
have not paid particular attention to "early and effective community engagement.." . 
Instead, hastily made decisions or deliberate concealment of plans has occurred. 

13)I have heard there are other proposals available for this site which would be more 
sustainable and be of increased benefit to the village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sally Cottenham 
Sent: 03 November 2018 07:40
To: ldf
Subject: OBJECTION TO TRAVELLER SITE GT01 PLUMPTON GREEN

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To Whom it May Concern 
I’m writing to express my strongest objection to the plans for 5 permanent travellers pitches in 
Plumpton Green at the land South of The Plough.  
 
I cannot imagine how LDC have even contemplated this site as it is quite simply ridiculous in 
many ways.  
 
I base my objections on: 
1)This is green open space that helps delineate the village from surrounding villages. This land 
has not been built on before and would be lost forever.  
2)This site was rejected during our village consultations and in the formation of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. To then go ahead and place dwellings on an already rejected site would 
contravene (and make a mockery of) the Neighbourhood Plan and the wishes of the village.  
3)The site is very poorly drained 
4)There are no footpaths or street lights so the travellers would be too isolated 5)The proposal 
would have a very  detrimental effect on neighbouring business units who have already indicated 
they will be forced to relocate. This will result in loss of income to the village as they support and 
spend in the village shop and pubs.  
6)The proposal will have a negative impact on the public houses within the village, particularly The 
Plough being just next door.  
7)The access point to the site is unsuitable causing a hazard for drivers/cyclists/horse-riders 
through the village 8)The proposal would adversely affect the character of the area contravening 
Core Policy 3.  
9)The proposal will result in negative environmental impact with wildlife disturbance, noise 
pollution and loss of green space.  
10)The site is not within reasonable walking distance from the village shop or school for the 
travellers and there are no footpaths along the northern route and the traffic limit is 60mph. This 
would isolate the travellers and  place them at risk 11)There are limited transport links near the 
site. There is a very limited bus service but this is at risk and no bus stops near the access point 
12)The consultation period for this proposal has been very short indeed. It seems LDC have not 
paid particular attention to “early and effective community engagement..” . Instead, hastily made 
decisions or deliberate concealment of plans has occurred.  
13)I have heard there are other proposals available for this site which would be more sustainable 
and be of increased benefit to the village.  
 
Yours faithfully  
 
Dr Sally Cottenham BSc(hons)MA Vet MB MRCVS  
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/115/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/115 

Name: Graham Crawford 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I find it unbelievable that you are actually considering this proposal for the following 
reasons. 

* The Damage this would do to the local economy. Firstly the Plough would lose 
business and there has been talk of the current landlord leaving. Do you even know if 
Harveys will want a pub there  The Plough is 
also heavily used on race day meeting so I am sure that the Racecourse will not be 
pleased.  

* The Fountain is probably in the same position as it too is close to the field.  

* The brickworks have several businesses who are talking about moving as they are 
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NEXT to the field. Has any one actually considered this economic impact?  

* The site entrance was illegally built and is a dangerous turning onto the road.  

* The site was turned down for housing  

* I have been informed that other sites are better suited.  

* There are no real amenities: No street lights, sewage, footpaths or a water system. 
You are its abandoning a bunch of people in a field as clearly you have put zero thought 
into this.  

* I would like to know who is accountable for this decision when someone jets hit by a 
bus or a business closes. Whose final decision is it or is it just a committee.  

* This proposal also appears to have arrived very suddenly with an element of haste 
attached which is unfair to local residents. Can you comment.  

* I know that petitions will not be considered and that the travellers cannot be 
stereotyped  

 

I await your reply with interest. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Graham Crawford <

Sent: 08 October 2018 12:21

To: ldf

Cc: Julie Crawford

Subject: Letter of Objection to Plumpton Travellers.

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I find it unbelievable that you are actually considering this proposal for the following reasons. 

1. The Damage this would do to the local economy. Firstly the Plough would lose business and there has been 

talk of the current landlord leaving. Do you even know if Harveys will want a pub there  

. The Plough is also heavily used on race day meeting so I am sure that the Racecourse 

will not be pleased.  

2. The Fountain is probably in the same position as it too is close to the field.  

3. The brickworks have several businesses who are talking about moving as they are NEXT to the field. Has any 

one actually considered this economic impact?  

4. The site entrance was illegally built and is a dangerous turning onto the road.  

5. The site was turned down for housing  

6. I have been informed that other sites are better suited.  

7. There are no real amenities: No street lights, sewage, footpaths or a water system. You are its abandoning a 

bunch of people in a field as clearly you have put zero thought into this.  

8. I would like to know who is accountable for this decision when someone jets hit by a bus or a business 

closes. Whose final decision is it or is it just a committee.  

9. This proposal also appears to have arrived very suddenly with an element of haste attached which is unfair 

to local residents. Can you comment.  

10. I know that petitions will not be considered and that the travellers cannot be stereotyped  

 

  

I await your reply with interest. 

 

Regards 

 

Graham 

 

(Local Resident) 
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Representation ID: REP/115/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/115 

Name: Graham Crawford 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

My objection to this is as follows. 

1. Road not suitable, 

2. No Street lighting. 

3. Harvey's and Brickworks say they will shut creating unemployment. 

4. No other sites have been considered, although others are better suited. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Representation ID: REP/115/GT01/B 

 

  
 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Graham Crawford 

Sent: 05 November 2018 12:30

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Travellers Site Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Afternoon, 

 

My objection to this is as follows. 

 

1. Road not suitable, 

2. No Street lighting. 

3. Harvey's and Brickworks say they will shut creating unemployment. 

4. No other sites have been considered, although others are better suited. 

 

Regards 

 

Graham 
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Representation ID: REP/118/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/118/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/118 

Name: Karen Crouch 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to express my serious concerns regarding the proposed traveller site here in 
our idyllic village where we work incredibly hard to pay and live here. I am absolutely 
furious on how this proposal has not been shared by yourselves, we heard by word of 
mouth, very underhand. 

This is a  friendly village where our children play and the crime rate is virtually 
non existent,  There 
would be lorries and trucks speeding through the village and our properties would  

 de valuing. 

Please do find a site for the travellers but not in our village, somewhere similar to Bridies 
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Representation ID: REP/118/GT01 

 

  
 

tan on the A27 is more suitable away from a lovely residential area. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Karen Crouch < >

Sent: 24 September 2018 10:11

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed traveller site plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added, LLPP2 comment to 

put on Inovem

Good morning 

 

I am writing to express my serious concerns regarding the proposed traveller site here in our 

idyllic village where we work incredibly hard to pay and live here. I am absolutely furious on how 

this proposal has not been shared by yourselves, we heard by word of mouth, very underhand.  

This is a  friendly village where our children play and the crime rate is virtually non 

existent,  There would be lorries 

and trucks speeding through the village and our properties would de valuing.  

Please do find a site for the travellers but not in our village, somewhere similar to Bridies tan on 

the A27 is more suitable away from a lovely residential area.  

 

Regards 

 

Karen crouch 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/120/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/120 

Name: Michael Currivan 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to register my opposition to the proposal to build a Gypsy/Traveller site in the 
village of Plumpton Green. 

I am not against housing or providing sites for gypses or travellers, in fact I agree it 
should be pro-actively done. But the site must be suitable for the purpose. 

Siting a traveller site in a rural village where there are limited facilities is not a good idea. 
Plumpton Green is a rural village with one shop and two pubs. Putting a gypsy/traveller 
camp right next door to a rural pub is fraught with issues.  

 
 That is just a fact, regardless of the 
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Representation ID: REP/120/GT01 

 

  
 

'rights and wrongs' of the situation. 

 
 

 
 

should be sited in a town where there are facilities on their doorstep. Local towns 
such as Lewes, Burgess Hill or Haywards Heath would be far more suitable. 

Therefore, I think this proposal needs revisiting and a better, more suitable, site found. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: michael currivan < >

Sent: 12 October 2018 21:29

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Camp at Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To Whom It May Concern, 

I would like to register my opposition to the proposal to build a Gypsy/Traveller site in the village of Plumpton Green.  

I am not against housing or providing sites for gypses or travellers, in fact I agree it should be pro-actively done. But 

the site must be suitable for the purpose.  

Siting a traveller site in a rural village where there are limited facilities is not a good idea. Plumpton Green is a rural 

village with one shop and two pubs. Putting a gypsy/traveller camp right next door to a rural pub is fraught with issues. 

 

That is just a fact, regardless of the 'rights and wrongs' of the situation. 

 

 

 

there are facilities on their doorstep. Local towns such as Lewes, Burgess Hill 

or Haywards Heath would be far more suitable. 

Therefore, I think this proposal needs revisiting and a better, more suitable, site found.  

Yours Sincerely, 

Michael Currivan. 

 

 

2011 Census analysis - Office for National Statistics 

 

 
 

 2011 Census analysis - Office 

for National Statistics 

We explore characteristics of the Gypsy and Irish Traveller community 

for the first time, based on data from the... 
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Representation ID: REP/121/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/121/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/121 

Name: Jamie and Alison Curtain 

Organisation: heat solutions sussex ltd 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Lewes District Councillor 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: heatsolutionssussex@gmail.com 

Address: Unit 42, The Old Brickworks 
Plumpton Green 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We are writing to object and voice our concerns regarding the proposed Gypsy site in 
Plumpton Green. 

We run a business serving the local community from the Old Brickworks adjacent to your 
proposed site. 

As you are aware there is major concerns   
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Representation ID: REP/121/GT01 

 

  
 

 due to the current soft boundary surrounding the premises. 

This is one of the reasons we chose this site due to its natural surroundings and 
peaceful location and feel if this proposal was to go ahead we would certainly have to 
relocate  

The proposal will have a negative impact on local economy as business will go 
elsewhere to other industrial parks and jobs will be lost in the local area. 

This is a Greenfield site and is currently a quiet rural location even the Old Brickworks is 
a very quiet industrial site, this will 100% be compromised with this proposed 
development. 

There can also be no assurances that the development could expand in years to come. 

Pedestrian access to the village is inadequate as is access to the site. 

Security fencing, cameras, lighting will all have to be installed around the perimeter of 
the business park which again will have a negative impact on this village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/122/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/122/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/122 

Name: Alison and Jamie Curtain 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: Unit 42 
The Old Brickworks 
Plumpton Green 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing with reference to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site, Ref GT01 - Land 
South of The Plough, Plumpton Green, Lewes. 

We run our solid fuel heating business from premises located at The Old Brickworks, 
bordering the proposed site. A business we have worked hard to build up over the last 
five years. 

Page  885



Representation ID: REP/122/GT01 

 

  
 

We would like to list our objections and reasons why and hope you can understand our 
concerns. 

* The proposed site is on valuable Green Belt Land, we feel Brownfield Land would be 
far more suitable.  

* There is no infrastructure; Gas, Electricity, Drainage or Sewage.  

* The site is located just over one mile from the village amenities, pedestrian access is 
limited with NO Pavement, NO Street lighting, on a 60 Mph Road limit.  

*  
 

 If plans go ahead we will be forced to relocate 
our business elsewhere. 

 
 

Finally, can the council reassure residents the site will remain restricted to 5 pitches only 
should it go ahead? 

Thank you for taking the time to read our objections, this will have an impact on our 
business so please can i ask you to consider carefully. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Jamie & Alison <heatsolutionssussex@gmail.com>
Sent: 19 October 2018 14:24
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam, 
We are writing to object and voice our concerns regarding the proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton 
Green. 
We run a business serving the local community from the Old Brickworks adjacent to your 
proposed site. 
As you are aware there is major concerns  

, due to the current soft boundary surrounding the premises. 
This is one of the reasons we chose this site due to its natural surroundings and peaceful location 
and feel if this proposal was to go ahead we would certainly have to relocate  

  
The proposal will have a negative impact on local economy as business will go elsewhere to other 
industrial parks and jobs will be lost in the local area.  
This is a Greenfield site and is currently a quiet rural location even the Old Brickworks is a very 
quiet industrial site, this will 100% be compromised with this proposed development.  
There can also be no assurances that the development could expand in years to come. 
Pedestrian access to the village is inadequate as is access to the site.  

 will all have to be installed around the perimeter of the 
business park which again will have a negative impact on this village. 
Regards 
Jamie & Alison Curtain 
 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
Heat Solutions Sussex Ltd 
Unit 42 
The Old Brickworks 
Plumpton Green  

East Sussex 

BN7 3DF 

01273 890222 

www.heatsolutions-sussex.co.uk 
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Representation ID: REP/129/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/129/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/129 

Name: Roger Deakin 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

We wish to register our objections to this proposal.   

'As long term village residents and having followed closely the development of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and the phenomenal amount of work that has taken place to 
complete it, this proposal is totally contrary to the agreed plan. The proposal does not 
respect the agreed village boundaries that contained any development to be within 
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Representation ID: REP/129/GT01 

 

  
 

them, and so does not preserve the surrounding green spaces that the village 
established in the Neighbourhood Plan.  

'Further by agreeing to such a development in the outlying hamlet on a green field site, it 
would create a precedent for further planning permissions being submitted which would 
be difficult to refuse. Indeed other submissions for building outside the village boundary 
were turned down in the formulation of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

There seems to have been no early communication or pre-consultation with the 
residents or Plumpton Parish Council,  contrary to policy. The proposal introduces 
additional development not in any way compliant with the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/134/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/134/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/134 

Name: Kirsty Dickie 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

These are my objections regarding LDC application for a Traveller site south of the 
Plough. GT01. 

* The land is sited at the lowest point on the sloping hill,which regularly pools with rain 
on the roadside and within the field. This is due to the high water table and clay soil 
type,resulting in flooded grass and muddy ,bog surface several months in the year. 

2.Proposed sight is on a highway with a 60mph limit,regularly exceeded by cars at rush 
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Representation ID: REP/134/GT01 

 

  
 

hour,morning and evening. No provision for a pavement,making it very treacherous for 
any pedestrians to walk to the school,shop ,train station onto the village. This results in 
any residents being reliant on a car and endangering adult and child safety. 

* No regular public transport infrastructure to allow residents travel to 
work,school,supermarket,chemist doctor or dentist. All necessary for adults and children. 

* Destruction of a rural field and native hedgerow within a picturesque rural village and 
countryside. 

* The need to look at brownfield sites where residents could be near a more regular 
transport infrastructure and employment opportunities,with road safety a high priority. 

* A site that is located onto a public highway with street lighting and a pavement ,for safe 
access to and from their dwellings. 

I hope all these points can be taken into consideration 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Kirsty Dickie <

Sent: 04 November 2018 23:56

To: ldf

Subject: Local plan part 2/ GT01 Land south of the Plough

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

These are my objections regarding LDC application for a Traveller site south of the Plough. GT01. 

1. The land is sited at the lowest point on the sloping hill,which regularly pools with rain on the 

roadside and within the field. This is due to the high water table and clay soil type,resulting in 

flooded grass and muddy ,bog surface several months in the year. 

 

2.Proposed sight is on a highway with a 60mph limit,regularly exceeded by cars at rush 

hour,morning and evening. No provision for a pavement,making it very treacherous for any 

pedestrians to walk to the school,shop ,train station onto the village. This results in any residents 

being reliant on a car and endangering adult and child safety. 

 

3. No regular public transport infrastructure to allow residents travel to 

work,school,supermarket,chemist doctor or dentist. All necessary for adults and children. 

 

4. Destruction of a rural field and native hedgerow within a picturesque rural village and 

countryside.  

 

5. The need to look at brownfield sites where residents could be near a more regular transport 

infrastructure and employment opportunities,with road safety a high priority.  

 

6. A site that is located onto a public highway with street lighting and a pavement ,for safe access 

to and from their dwellings.  

 

I hope all these points can be taken into consideration,  

 

 Yours sincerely, 

                       Kirsty Dickie.                  

                                                                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/137/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/137/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/137 

Name: Hilary Diver 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am against the above proposal for the following reasons; 

* It is a quiet and well kept village and it is well known that  
, which is not in keeping with the village.  

* It would be next to successful businesses at The Old Brickworks, which could have a 
detrimental effect on them  or them relocating, hence jobs may 
be lost.  

* There is no pavement on either side of the road making it hazardous for both drivers 
and pedestrians alike.  
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Representation ID: REP/137/GT01 

 

  
 

* Who and how is the site to be managed?  

* Has the land been sold to Lewes DC? By whom? 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Hilary Diver 

Sent: 19 October 2018 19:22

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green 

 

I am against the above proposal for the following reasons; 

 

1. It is a quiet and well kept village and it is well known that , which is 

not in keeping with the village. 

 

2. It would be next to successful businesses at The Old Brickworks, which could have a detrimental effect on 

them  or them relocating, hence jobs may be lost. 

 

3. There is no pavement on either side of the road making it hazardous for both drivers and pedestrians alike. 

 

4. Who and how is the site to be managed? 

 

5. Has the land been sold to Lewes DC? By whom? 

 

Hilary Diver 
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Representation ID: REP/138/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/138/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/138 

Name: Beverley Downard 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to express my objection to the proposal to allocate Land south of The 
Plough for use as a permanent Gypsy Traveller site. 

The residents and members of Plumpton Parish Council have invested significant effort 
and funds over the last few years to develop a Neighbourhood Plan, clearly outlining 
planning boundaries and ensuring housing needs can be accommodated whilst 
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Representation ID: REP/138/GT01 

 

  
 

maintaining the rural character of the village. This plan has been adopted. 

The requirement for 5 additional permanent traveller sites, was not identified as a 
requirement to be considered as part of this planning process. In fact, the Parish Council 
was not made aware of this requirement, Policy GT01, until September 2018, with just a 
6-week consultation period. This new requirement constitutes an additional 5 permanent 
dwellings, to those already provisioned by the neighbourhood plan on a site which is 
outside of the agreed planning boundary. 

I wish to launch my objection to Policy GT01 on the following grounds: 

* Neighbourhood Plan - Policy GT01 is not in accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan, 
specifically it is outside the planning boundaries, it is a greenfield site and would not 
preserve the rural character of the hamlet. Introduces significant risk to the local 
economy, as business owners at the Brickworks are highly likely to relocate, removing a 
valuable source of income from the village shop, post office and public houses.  

* Location & suitability – this site was previously assessed as not suitable for residential 
development. Policy GT01 constitutes residential development, Gypsy Travellers should 
not be placed on a site considered unsuitable for traditional brick-built residences.  

* Safety – access to the site would be dangerous on foot as the road is busy with a 
national speed limit. Ingres and egress of the site by car, would be dangerous too due to 
the speeds of vehicles along the road. I have witnessed 2 accidents and many more 
near misses near the entrance to the Brick Works over the last few years.  

* Containment – the proposed site would be located next to the remainder of the field 
which would be extremely difficult to secure to prevent overflow by unauthorised 
travellers. Expansion of the proposed site to meet any future increased requirements is 
also a concern in that it would further affect the rural character of the hamlet.  

* Loss of dark skies - due to lighting required to ensure the security of the tenants. 

I find it hard to believe that a suitable alternative site is not available within the district, as 
inspection of the LDC Brownfield site register appears to show a number of available 
locations in the Newhaven & Seaford areas. These locations would in my opinion 
provide far more suitable sites for the Gypsy Traveller community, much closer to 
services and amenities with more frequent and reliable transport links. However, I 
suspect that LDC will seek to prioritise commercial gain by selling these sites for 
development over the consideration of the needs of the Gypsy Traveller community. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From:

Sent: 02 November 2018 21:25

To: ldf

Cc:

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Consultation 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex 

BN7 1AB 2
nd

 November 2018 

 

 

RE: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Consultation - Pre-

submission version Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

 

I am writing to express my objection to the proposal to allocate Land south of The Plough for use as a permanent 

Gypsy Traveller site. 

 

The residents and members of Plumpton Parish Council have invested significant effort and funds over the last few 

years to develop a Neighbourhood Plan, clearly outlining planning boundaries and ensuring housing needs can be 

accommodated whilst maintaining the rural character of the village. This plan has been adopted. 

 

The requirement for 5 additional permanent traveller sites, was not identified as a requirement to be considered as 

part of this planning process. In fact, the Parish Council was not made aware of this requirement, Policy GT01, until 

September 2018, with just a 6-week consultation period. This new requirement constitutes an additional 5 

permanent dwellings, to those already provisioned by the neighbourhood plan on a site which is outside of the 

agreed planning boundary. 

 

I wish to launch my objection to Policy GT01 on the following grounds: 

• Neighbourhood Plan - Policy GT01 is not in accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan, specifically it is 

outside the planning boundaries, it is a greenfield site and would not preserve the rural character of the 

hamlet. Introduces significant risk to the local economy, as business owners at the Brickworks are highly 

likely to relocate, removing a valuable source of income from the village shop, post office and public houses. 

• Location & suitability – this site was previously assessed as not suitable for residential development. Policy 

GT01 constitutes residential development, Gypsy Travellers should not be placed on a site considered 

unsuitable for traditional brick-built residences. 
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• Safety – access to the site would be dangerous on foot as the road is busy with a national speed limit. Ingres 

and egress of the site by car, would be dangerous too due to the speeds of vehicles along the road. I have 

witnessed 2 accidents and many more near misses near the entrance to the Brick Works over the last few 

years.  

• Containment – the proposed site would be located next to the remainder of the field which would be 

extremely difficult to secure to prevent overflow by unauthorised travellers. Expansion of the proposed site 

to meet any future increased requirements is also a concern in that it would further affect the rural 

character of the hamlet. 

• Loss of dark skies - due to lighting required to ensure the security of the tenants. 

 

I find it hard to believe that a suitable alternative site is not available within the district, as inspection of the LDC 

Brownfield site register appears to show a number of available locations in the Newhaven & Seaford areas. These 

locations would in my opinion provide far more suitable sites for the Gypsy Traveller community, much closer to 

services and amenities with more frequent and reliable transport links. However, I suspect that LDC will seek to 

prioritise commercial gain by selling these sites for development over the consideration of the needs of the Gypsy 

Traveller community. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Beverley Downard 
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Representation ID: REP/139/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/139/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/139 

Name: John Downard 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to formally object to the proposal to allocate Land south of The Plough (Plumpton) 
for use as a permanent Gypsy Traveller site. 

Plumpton Parish Council worked diligently to produce, and have adopted, a 
Neighbourhood Plan, to ensure housing needs could be accommodated whilst 
maintaining the rural character of the village, this proposal is not in harmony with that 
plan. Had the Parish Council and Plumpton residents had reasonable notice, of the 
additional requirement to accommodate a site for travellers, during the plan drafting 
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Representation ID: REP/139/GT01 

 

  
 

phase it is conceivable that it may have been possible to integrate this need alongside 
new housing developments. 

It is my opinion that the identified site is wholly unsuitable on the following grounds: 

· This is a green field rural site, there is no need to consume agricultural or grazing land 
for mobile home pitches, a repurposed brown field site would likely to be closer to 
amenities and be much better use of space. 

· I believe that it is expected that the residents of the proposed traveller site will attend 
local schools, none of these schools are within reasonable walking distance and would 
require further vehicle traffic at drop off and collections times. 

· No footpath exists from the proposed site to the heart of the village and it is unlikely 
that families would consider it practical to walk this distance to schools or the village 
shop. The option to create a foot path in the opposite direction to the bus stop near the 
Plough pub will be of little use given the infrequency of the bus service. 

· There are safety concerns with residents choosing to walk to the village, necessarily on 
the road, with oncoming traffic traveling at up to 60MPH. 

· Egress from the site, particularly for vehicles towing caravans, will be hazardous with 
other traffic approaching at speed. 

· Whether founded or not, local business are expressing concerns for the  
 have indicated that they would 

relocate and incur the cost and inconvenience of so doing rather tolerate a perceived 
increased risk. This will result in loss of local employment. 

I hope that these views will be considered in the approval process for this site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: John Downard < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 19:07

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Consultation 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex 

BN7 1AB 

 

4
th

 November 2018 

 

RE: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Consultation - Pre-

submission version Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

 

I wish to formally object to the proposal to allocate Land south of The Plough (Plumpton) for use as a permanent 

Gypsy Traveller site. 

 

Plumpton Parish Council worked diligently to produce, and have adopted, a Neighbourhood Plan, to ensure housing 

needs could be accommodated whilst maintaining the rural character of the village, this proposal is not in harmony 

with that plan. Had the Parish Council and Plumpton residents had reasonable notice, of the additional requirement 

to accommodate a site for travellers, during the plan drafting phase it is conceivable that it may have been possible 

to integrate this need alongside new housing developments. 

 

It is my opinion that the identified site is wholly unsuitable on the following grounds: 

 

• This is a green field rural site, there is no need to consume agricultural or grazing land for mobile home pitches, a 

repurposed brown field site would likely to be closer to amenities and be much better use of space. 

 

• I believe that it is expected that the residents of the proposed traveller site will attend local schools, none of these 

schools are within reasonable walking distance and would require further vehicle traffic at drop off and 

collections times.  

 

• No footpath exists from the proposed site to the heart of the village and it is unlikely that families would consider 

it practical to walk this distance to schools or the village shop. The option to create a foot path in the opposite 

direction to the bus stop near the Plough pub will be of little use given the infrequency of the bus service. 

 

• There are safety concerns with residents choosing to walk to the village, necessarily on the road, with oncoming 

traffic traveling at up to 60MPH. 
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• Egress from the site, particularly for vehicles towing caravans, will be hazardous with other traffic approaching at 

speed. 

 

• Whether founded or not, local business are expressing concerns for  

 and have indicated that they would relocate and incur the cost and inconvenience of so doing 

rather tolerate a perceived increased risk. This will result in loss of local employment. 

 

I hope that these views will be considered in the approval process for this site. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

John Downard 
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Representation ID: REP/141/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/141 

Name: Josephine and Eddie Dubber 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

Plumpton Green is a small village environment at the entrance to the National Park and 
surrounded by green belt with unspoilt views to the south downs.  This field was 
specifically excluded from the Neighbourhood plan.   It is at the village entrance and 
building here would destroy open spaces.   Multiple parked and mobile caravans would 
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spoil the view, the rural character and impact on the narrow roads within a five mile 
radius of the village.  There are no footpaths into the village, street lighting or 
infrastructure to support a travelling community (or any residential use).  This site has 
potential to expand significantly over time especially as there is no agreement has yet 
been made with the landowner.  It would be difficult to maintain and manage with local 
council teams and enforcement authorities located miles away.   the entrance is at the 
foot of a hill and towing traffic moving onto a narrow busy road would be dangerous.  
The site would also damage the local economy as 21 businesses on the adjacent site 
have indicated they would relocate away from Plumpton as  

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Reject the use of this site under the plan and find an alternative brownfield site with the 
correct infrastructure to support a transient community. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  905



1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jo Dubber 

Sent: 01 November 2018 20:06

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Dear Planning Policy Team, LDC 

 

We have submitted a comment on the website but not sure that the full content registered or whether I entered 

correctly: 

 

Our comments are 

 

Plumpton Green is a small village environment at the entrance to the National Park and surrounded by green belt 

with unspoilt views to the south downs. This field was specifically excluded from the Neighbourhood plan. It is at the 

village entrance and building here would destroy open spaces. Multiple parked and mobile caravans would spoil the 

view, the rural character and impact on the narrow roads within a five mile radius of the village. There are no 

footpaths into the village, street lighting or infrastructure to support a travelling community (or any residential use). 

This site has potential to expand significantly over time especially as there is no agreement has yet been made with 

the landowner. It would be difficult to maintain and manage with local council teams and enforcement authorities 

located miles away. the entrance is at the foot of a hill and towing traffic moving onto a narrow busy road would be 

dangerous. The site would also damage the local economy as 21 businesses on the adjacent site have indicated they 

would relocate away from Plumpton as they see their properties at risk especially with no local policing 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the 

document legally compliant or sound? 

Reject the use of this site under the plan and find an alternative 

brownfield site with the correct infrastructure to support a transient 

community 

 

 

Eddie and Jo Dubber 
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Representation ID: REP/141/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/141 

Name: Josephine and Eddie Dubber 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We have submitted a comment on the website but not sure that the full content 
registered or whether I entered correctly: 

Our comments are 

Plumpton Green is a small village environment at the entrance to the National Park and 
surrounded by green belt with unspoilt views to the south downs. This field was 
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specifically excluded from the Neighbourhood plan. It is at the village entrance and 
building here would destroy open spaces. Multiple parked and mobile caravans would 
spoil the view, the rural character and impact on the narrow roads within a five mile 
radius of the village. There are no footpaths into the village, street lighting or 
infrastructure to support a travelling community (or any residential use). This site has 
potential to expand significantly over time especially as there is no agreement has yet 
been made with the landowner. It would be difficult to maintain and manage with local 
council teams and enforcement authorities located miles away. the entrance is at the 
foot of a hill and towing traffic moving onto a narrow busy road would be dangerous. The 
site would also damage the local economy as 21 businesses on the adjacent site have 
indicated they would relocate away from Plumpton as they see their properties at risk 
especially with no local policing 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Reject the use of this site under the plan and find an alternative brownfield site with the 
correct infrastructure to support a transient community 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jo Dubber < >

Sent: 01 November 2018 20:06

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Dear Planning Policy Team, LDC 

 

We have submitted a comment on the website but not sure that the full content registered or whether I entered 

correctly: 

 

Our comments are 

 

Plumpton Green is a small village environment at the entrance to the National Park and surrounded by green belt 

with unspoilt views to the south downs. This field was specifically excluded from the Neighbourhood plan. It is at the 

village entrance and building here would destroy open spaces. Multiple parked and mobile caravans would spoil the 

view, the rural character and impact on the narrow roads within a five mile radius of the village. There are no 

footpaths into the village, street lighting or infrastructure to support a travelling community (or any residential use). 

This site has potential to expand significantly over time especially as there is no agreement has yet been made with 

the landowner. It would be difficult to maintain and manage with local council teams and enforcement authorities 

located miles away. the entrance is at the foot of a hill and towing traffic moving onto a narrow busy road would be 

dangerous. The site would also damage the local economy as 21 businesses on the adjacent site have indicated they 

would relocate away from Plumpton as they see their properties at risk especially with no local policing 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the 

document legally compliant or sound? 

Reject the use of this site under the plan and find an alternative 

brownfield site with the correct infrastructure to support a transient 

community 

 

 

Eddie and Jo Dubber 
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Representation ID: REP/150/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/150 

Name: Hamish Elder 

Organisation: Harveys Brewery 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: helder@harveys.org.uk 

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

It has recently been drawn to my attention that there is a threat of a permanent traveler 
site in the next field to our public house The Plough at Plumpton . 

This is an idyllic destination pub setting dependent on its views, solitude and general 
isolated environment. Moreover Harveys' pub has a pristine meadow and a unique 
airforce war memorial commemorating Polish pilots from the Battle of Britain. Frankly, if 
there is any prospect of this coming about, The Plough (already marginal for commercial 
viability) will be certain to close down.  
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 I don't believe an operator could be found for such a pub in the current 
climate. 

At Harveys, we have recently been discussing a serious prospect of major investment in 
The Plough , extending its activities and creating employment . Any such ideas have 
been put on hold pending confirmation that the above prospect has been permanently 
rejected. 

I look forward to your urgent response 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Carpenter, Natalie
Sent: 01 November 2018 13:17
To: ldf
Subject: FW: Plough Plumpton , Traveller site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Please see below representation made from Harveys Brewery on GT01. Please can it be added to Inovem with other 
representations. 
 

From: Hamish Elder [mailto:helder@harveys.org.uk]  
Sent: 11 October 2018 15:54 
To: Carpenter, Natalie 
Cc: CAULFIELD, Maria 
Subject: Plough Plumpton , Traveller site 
 
Dear Natalie/ Robert 
 
It has recently been drawn to my attention that there is a threat of a permanent traveler site in the next field to our 
public house The Plough at Plumpton . 
 
This is an idyllic destination pub setting dependent on its views, solitude and general isolated environment. 
Moreover Harveys’ pub has a pristine meadow and a unique airforce war memorial commemorating Polish pilots 
from the Battle of Britain. Frankly, if there is any prospect of this coming about, The Plough (already marginal for 
commercial viability) will be certain to close down.   

 
. I don’t believe an operator could be found for such a pub in 

the current climate. 
 
At Harveys, we have recently been discussing a serious prospect of major investment in The Plough , extending its 
activities and creating employment . Any such ideas have been put on hold pending confirmation that the above 
prospect has been permanently rejected. 
 
I look forward to your urgent response 
 
Kind regards 
 
Hamish Elder 
Executive Chairman 

 

_____________________________________________________________ 

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 

For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 

_____________________________________________________________ 
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Representation ID: REP/152/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/152 

Name: Ian Ellis 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: 52 The Old Brickworks 
Plumpton Green 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to raise my objections to the proposal for a travellers' site in Plumpton 
Green, south of the Plough Public House. 

As a business owner at the Old Brickworks adjacent to the proposed site, this would 
have serious implications for myself and my staff,  

 

In my opinion the proposed site is wholly unsuitable as there is no infrastructure in place 
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(sewage, electricity etc), there is no proper access to the proposed site, nor any footpath 
or street lighting - quite unsafe for pedestrians travelling into the village, school etc. 

The proposed piece of land is also on quite a slope so presumably substantial 
groundworks would need to be implemented, causing severe disruption. 

I'm afraid if the proposed plan goes ahead I would feel forced to relocate my business 
(employing 5 people) at great financial expense & interruption. This would, I feel be 
obligatory, having a knock-on effect not only on my Landlord's revenue but a loss of 
support to the neighbouring shop, pub &'post office in the village, especially if other 
businesses in The Old Brickworks reach the same conclusion, as they have indicated to 
me. 

To reiterate, I think the proposal is completely wrong on so many levels & I strongly 
object. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Ian Ellis < >

Sent: 21 October 2018 12:33

To: ldf

Cc: Caroline Standen

Subject: Proposed travellers’ site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To whom it may concern, 

 

I am writing to raise my objections to the proposal for a travellers’ site in Plumpton Green, south of 

the Plough Public House. 

As a business owner at the Old Brickworks adjacent to the proposed site, this would have serious 

implications for myself and my staff,  

  

In my opinion the proposed site is wholly unsuitable as there is no infrastructure in place (sewage, 

electricity etc), there is no proper access to the proposed site,  nor any footpath or street lighting - 

quite unsafe for pedestrians travelling into the village, school etc. 

The proposed piece of land is also on quite a slope so presumably substantial groundworks would 

need to be implemented, causing severe disruption. 

I’m afraid if the proposed plan goes ahead I would feel forced to relocate my business (employing 

5 people) at great financial expense & interruption. This would, I feel be obligatory, having a 

knock-on effect not only on my Landlord’s revenue but a loss of support to the neighbouring shop, 

pub &’post office in the village, especially if other businesses in The Old Brickworks reach the 

same conclusion, as they have indicated to me. 

To reiterate, I think the proposal is completely wrong on so many levels & I strongly object.  

 

 

Regards 

Ian Ellis 

www.ianellisalfaromeo.com 

52 The Old Brickworks  

Plumpton Green  

BN7 3DF  
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Representation ID: REP/157/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/157 

Name: Richard and Sioban Fawdrey 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

we wish to object to the proposed traveller site in plumpton Green 

As a resident of Plumpton Green and within a short walking distance I would make the 
following points, regarding our concerns and objections to a permanent traveller site in 
Plumpton Green. 

* The site was deemed to be unsuitable for housing due to many factors including the 
large distance to village facilities, there not being a footpath from the north of the village 
outside the development area for the village, until you get to the 30mph sign, and as 
speeding is a huge issue also in this area walking on a verge or crossing the road 
anywhere north of that sign is deadly ( we know we live in this area and we have a 
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partially sighted son who has no independence outside of paved areas of the village) 
There is no connection to Mains drainage and other factors, this will cost a considerable 
amount to connect, If a cesspit is installed who will end up being responsible financially 
for the emptying of it, currently homeowner in this part of the village fund it themselves, 
will the travellers also be? WE do not understand why this site is now suitable for fixed 
non mobile dwellings.  

* The village has limited employment opportunities and the brickworks estate next door 
is a valuable asset to the village both in terms of employment and attracting trades. In 
turn this provides business also to the village shop, not only from the businesses but 
from the delivery people and clients visiting these units,The commercial employers have 
stated they will leave if this site is developed impacting the village shop and possibly the 
loss of extensive revenue will force the closure of the shop which is a valuable asset 
particularly to the elderly or less mobile residents.  

* Creating this site in close proximity to housing will impact property values negatively 
not only generally in the village but particularly those houses located closely to the 
proposed site. in particular the ones nearby are high value properties and loss of their 
value will be substantial  

* The local pubs which are a central feature to the community they have already raised 
concerns due to  

, we have not known this in over 20 years that we 
have lived here.  

* We have a learning disabled adult son who lives with us in a house very near to the 
proposed site, He is vulnerable adult and although currently he is safe we are very 
concerned this will change and that he will loose some of the limited freedoms and 
safety he currently has. If say for instance someone knocks on the door and asks to 
come in , and for instance say your mum and dad says it ok to do so and they have said 
its ok to take etc... he would let them in ! although we are trying to be fair in our 
concerns, unfortunately there is a  

 and this is a huge concern to us as his parents that he could 
one day be in this situation .This is not fair on him and In turn this increases the stress 
on us his parents.  

* The understood although unpublished cost if thus site is £1m. Is this a viable use of tax 
payers money? If purchased the site will need to be developed and thus will add further 
to the cost and ongoing costs as the site has no drainage.somebody seemed to imply 
that a path would be made up to the bus stop (next to the pub) to allow safe access to 
transportation, why ?? we live with a son who is partially sighted ( who would love the 
independence of accessing village facilities, the train station, bus stops.. friends etc but 
there is no path from our house approx 75 yards north of the 30mph signs, will provision 
and funding be made available to build such a path for his and the residents use in this 
area to safely access the village on foot. surely if one is provide for the travellers then 
what about providing one our son!!!  

* in the planning meeting it was stated that the site was not viable for further 
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development due to road access etc. However as there are no other sites in the area 
there will be lack of choice if further places are needed and the guidance on non 
development will be broken.  

* adjoining the site are fields with gate access. we feel that These will be very tempting 
locations for non permitted travellers to occupy causing further issues.  

* during the meeting it was stated some travellers are now in housing. Why should the 
additional travellers not also have housing? A permanent caravan is less 
environmentally effective and shorter life and has no practical difference to a house. 
Houses have drives to park caravans so I do not see the argument that a travelling 
family who are normally in the fixed caravan would not be better suited to a fixed house 
that would benefit from sewage connections and better locations to facilities as well as 
safe access for children to footpaths to school as well as facilities. 

Although these sites are being proposed as suitable for static mobile homes, this area 
has not been approved for permanent housing, however we are concerned that the 
mobile units will eventually be allowed to be replaced by houses, such as what 
happened by the amenity tip in burgers hill !! if this happens then it opens up the 
possibility that any field in the are will be allowed to have houses built on them. 

we strongly oppose to the plans for a travellers site in the village. 

please can you email by return to acknowledge our objection has been received. many 
thanks 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: sfwrules < >

Sent: 05 November 2018 11:48

To: ldf

Subject: objection to proposed traveller site in plumpton Green

Categories: Vanessa to deal with

To whom it may concern 

 

we wish to object to the proposed traveller site in plumpton Green 

 

 

As a resident of Plumpton Green and within a short walking distance I would make the following points, 

regarding our concerns and objections to a permanent traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

 

1. The site was deemed to be unsuitable for housing due to many factors including the large distance to 

village facilities, there not being a footpath from the north of the village outside the development area for 

the village, until you get to the 30mph sign, and as speeding is a huge issue also in this area walking on a 

verge or crossing the road anywhere north of that sign is deadly ( we know we live in this area and we have 

a partially sighted son who has no independence outside of paved areas of the village) There is no 

connection to Mains drainage and other factors, this will cost a considerable amount to connect, If a cesspit 

is installed who will end up being responsible financially for the emptying of it, currently homeowner in this 

part of the village fund it themselves, will the travellers also be? WE do not understand why this site is now 

suitable for fixed non mobile dwellings. 

 

2. The village has limited employment opportunities and the brickworks estate next door is a 

valuable asset to the village both in terms of employment and attracting trades. In turn this 

provides business also to the village shop, not only from the businesses but from the delivery 

people and clients visiting these units,The commercial employers have stated they will leave 

if this site is developed impacting the village shop and possibly the loss of extensive revenue 

will force the closure of the shop which is a valuable asset particularly to the elderly or less 

mobile residents. 

 

3. Creating this site in close proximity to housing will impact property values negatively not 

only generally in the village but particularly those houses located closely to the proposed site. 

in particular the ones nearby are high value properties and loss of their value will be 

substantial. 

 

 

4. The local pubs which are a central feature to the community they have already raised concerns due to 

 we 

have not known this in over 20 years that we have lived here. 

 

5. We have a learning disabled adult son who lives with us in a house very near to the proposed site, He is 

vulnerable adult and although currently he is safe we are very concerned this will change and that he will 

loose some of the limited freedoms and safety he currently has. If say for instance someone knocks on the 

door and asks to come in , and for instance say your mum and dad says it ok to do so and they have said its 

ok to take etc... he would let them in ! although we are trying to be fair in our concerns, unfortunately there 

is  and this is a huge concern to us as 
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his parents that he could one day be in this situation .This is not fair on him and In turn this increases the 

stress on us his parents. 

 

6. The understood although unpublished cost if thus site is £1m. Is this a viable use of tax payers money? If 

purchased the site will need to be developed and thus will add further to the cost and ongoing costs as the 

site has no drainage.somebody seemed to imply that a path would be made up to the bus stop (next to the 

pub) to allow safe access to transportation, why ?? we live with a son who is partially sighted ( who would 

love the independence of accessing village facilities, the train station, bus stops.. friends etc but there is no 

path from our house approx 75 yards north of the 30mph signs, will provision and funding be made 

available to build such a path for his and the residents use in this area to safely access the village on foot. 

surely if one is provide for the travellers then what about providing one our son!!! 

 

7 in the planning meeting it was stated that the site was not viable for further development due to road 

access etc. However as there are no other sites in the area there will be lack of choice if further places are 

needed and the guidance on non development will be broken. 

 

8 adjoining the site are fields with gate access. we feel that These will be very tempting locations for non 

permitted travellers to occupy causing further issues. 

 

9 during the meeting it was stated some travellers are now in housing. Why should the additional travellers 

not also have housing? A permanent caravan is less environmentally effective and shorter life and has no 

practical difference to a house. Houses have drives to park caravans so I do not see the argument that a 

travelling family who are normally in the fixed caravan would not be better suited to a fixed house that 

would benefit from sewage connections and better locations to facilities as well as safe access for children 

to footpaths to school as well as facilities. 

Although these sites are being proposed as suitable for static mobile homes, this area has not been approved 

for permanent housing, however we are concerned that the mobile units will eventually be allowed to be 

replaced by houses, such as what happened by the amenity tip in burgers hill !! if this happens then it opens 

up the possibility that any field in the are will be allowed to have houses built on them. 

 

we strongly oppose to the plans for a travellers site in the village. 

 

please can you email by return to acknowledge our objection has been received. many thanks 

 

 

 

 

 

Best Regards 

Richard and Sioban Fawdrey 
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Representation ID: REP/158/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/158 

Name: Sarah Feeley 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I am a resident of Plumpton and wish to object to this proposed site on the following 
grounds:  

'The site is greenfield and we should be seeking to preserve our countryside, not erode it 
with further building/development. A brownfield site should be found as an alternative.  
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'The need for a site for the gypsy and traveller community was not a requirement of our 
neighbourhood plan and therefore there has not been sufficient time to consider or 
propose alternative sites.   

'There is clearly no safe pedestrian access to/from the site. It is my understanding that a 
housing development proposal was previously turned down because of this reason. It 
therefore makes no sense to dismiss these safety concerns for a different section of the 
community. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

An alternative site should be identified in a brownfield site with safe access. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/160/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/160 

Name: Alistair Fleming 

Organisation: Plumpton Green Studios 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to object to the proposed permanent traveller's site adjacent to The Old 
Brickworks in Plumpton which is a field away from our industrial unit. I am the co-owner 
of the site at Plumpton Green Studios in St. Helena's Lane and we occupy Unit 2 on the 
site to manufacture our bespoke kitchens. 

Others have covered the unsuitability of the site on the grounds of environmental impact 
which I also share. 
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My additional concern is one of security. The site employs 18 people directly, in 4 
separate businesses. We also have other dependent employees working from our 
showroom in Lewes. We are an expanding local business and need to rely on the 
security of our manufacturing premises. 

I am worried that the provision of a permanent site for travellers who may not be 
similarly invested in the local community will have implications  

 

Given the extremely tight planning conditions we have had attached to our use of the 
buildings it seems a contradiction to allow permission for this site. 

I am therefore writing to object strongly to this planning application and hope that 
another more suitable site can be found. We would seriously need to consider relocation 
if it were to be approved. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Alistair Fleming 
Sent: 05 November 2018 18:04
To: ldf
Subject: Re. Proposed Travellers Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
I am writing to object to the proposed permanent traveller’s site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in 
Plumpton which is a field away from our industrial unit. I am the co‐owner of the site at Plumpton Green 
Studios in St. Helena’s Lane and we occupy Unit 2 on the site to manufacture our bespoke kitchens.  
 
Others have covered the unsuitability of the site on the grounds of environmental impact which I also 
share.  
 
My additional concern is one of security. The site employs 18 people directly, in 4 separate businesses. We 
also have other dependent employees working from our showroom in Lewes. We are an expanding local 
business and need to rely on the security of our manufacturing premises.  
 
I am worried that the provision of a permanent site for travellers who may not be similarly invested in the 
local community    
 
Given the extremely tight planning conditions we have had attached to our use of the buildings it seems a 
contradiction to allow permission for this site.  
 
I am therefore writing to object strongly to this planning application and hope that another more suitable 
site can be found. We would seriously need to consider relocation if it were to be approved. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Alistair Fleming   
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Representation ID: REP/162/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/162/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/162 

Name: Penelope Forbes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

To the PLANNING INSPECTOR 

We are horrified at the  prospect of a Gypsy/Travellers' site anywhere in or near 
Plumpton. We have heard that your proposal is for a permanent site for such caravans 
just south of the Plough, near The Old Brickworks. 

As Plumpton residents we have every right absolutely to refuse to have this  forced 
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on our unique South Downs village community. 

That the Planning Policy Team can even dream of inflicting such an outrageous scheme 
on such a special village is so unthinkable as to seem too far-fetched and implausible 
even to be believed; i.e. you cannot be serious, and what on earth are you thinking of?! 

Has this plan been put forward by those of the Team who will be unaffected by it 
because they reside in an opposite direction, south of Lewes, for example? 

A final point: by the time Brexit is in operation, economist experts, including the Bank of 
England and LSE, predict that our property values will tumble by 40 per cent or well over 
one-third: as if that is not bad enough; but a permanent Travellers' site will have a 
permanently negative  effect in  the value of what we leave behind for 
our children and grandchildren. This would be a personal calamity for us all. 

Very soon the whole village will be up in arms, not only over the prospect of financial 
ruin but in particular over the  close proximity of the proposed 
Gypsy/Travellers' site. 

This needs re-thinking. There are several brownfield sites near urbanised areas that are 
not rural gems yet offer ample and more practical space for caravans  

 without blemishing preciously rural South Downs countryside. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: PJM Forbes < >

Sent: 29 September 2018 18:14

To: ldf

Subject: PUBLIC CONSULTATION on LOCAL PLAN PART 2, 24Sept-5th November. URGENT 

protest against LDC proposal for Gypsy/Travellers' site

Importance: High

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To the PLANNING INSPECTOR 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

We are horrified at the  prospect of a Gypsy/Travellers' site anywhere in or near Plumpton. We 

have heard that your proposal is for a permanent site for such caravans just south of the Plough, near The 

Old Brickworks.  

 

As Plumpton residents we have every right absolutely to refuse to have this  forced on our unique 

South Downs village community.  

 

That the Planning Policy Team can even dream of inflicting such an outrageous scheme on such a 

special village is so unthinkable as to seem too far-fetched and implausible even to be believed; i.e. 

you cannot be serious, and what on earth are you thinking of?!  

 

Has this plan been put forward by those of the Team who will be unaffected by it because they reside 

in an opposite direction, south of Lewes, for example? 

 

A final point: by the time Brexit is in operation, economist experts, including the Bank of England and LSE, 

predict that our property values will tumble by 40 per cent or well over one-third: as if that is not bad 

enough; but a permanent Travellers’ site will have a permanently negative  effect in  the 

value of what we leave behind for our children and grandchildren. This would be a personal calamity for 

us all. 

 

Very soon the whole village will be up in arms, not only over the prospect of financial ruin but in particular 

over the close proximity of the proposed Gypsy/Travellers’ site. 

 

This needs re-thinking. There are several brownfield sites near urbanised areas that are not rural gems yet 

offer ample and more practical space for caravans  without blemishing preciously 

rural South Downs countryside.  
 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Penelope Forbes 
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Representation ID: REP/162/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/162 

Name: Penelope Forbes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

We are shocked and  at the prospect of a Gypsy/Travellers' site literally just up 
the road from our Plumpton residences. Such a scheme cannot be enforced anywhere 
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in or near this remarkably beautiful, rural South Downs village with its small population.   

The scheme needs re-thinking: for example, what would resolve the issue without 
desecrating our unique and beautiful South Downs location, would be to utilise so-called 
brownfield sites on the outskirts of urban or semi-urban areas which offer good public 
transport and offer pleasant, green, ample space - far more practical for caravans  

   

We all suspect this proposal has been put forward by those of the Planning Team who 
are unaffected by this gypsy site because they reside in an opposite direction! for 
example, south of Lewes. That the Planning Policy Team can even dream of inflicting 
such an outrageous scheme on such a rural gem seems too far-fetched and implausible 
even to be believed!  

PROPERTY VALUES: As Plumpton residents we have every right absolutely to refuse 
to have this blight forced on our unique South Downs village, which will also sharply 
downgrade property values - and it is now more crucial than ever to have something to 
pass on to our children and grandchildren!  

Bearing the latter in mind: our economist experts, including the Bank of England and 
LSE, predict that post-Brexit our property values will tumble by 40 per cent or well over 
one-third. As if this negative prediction is not bad enough, but even worse: you propose 
a  effect on our house values with a permanent Travellers 
'site, completely  the value of what we leave behind for our children and 
grandchildren. This would be a PERSONAL CALAMITY for us all.  Very soon the whole 
village will be up in arms, over financial ruin plus the disturbingly close proximity of a 
Gypsy/Travellers 'site.  

 
 

  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The scheme needs re-thinking: for example, what would resolve the issue and avoid 
 our precious South Downs National Park countryside would be to utilise so-

called brownfield sites on the outskirts of urban or semi-urban areas which offer good 
public transport and offer pleasant, green, ample space far more practical for caravans 
and their   
 
A Traveller/Gypsy site will inevitably increase in size and increasingly encroach directly 
on our small village population. Whereas on the outskirts of a town, such social strain 
and social disruption would be barely noticed. 
 
The scheme needs proper scrutiny. There is general suspicion it has been proposed by 
those of the Planning Team who will be unaffected because they reside in an opposite 
direction or nowhere near the planned gypsy site.  
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The negative impact on our property values MUST be taken into account. I put ALL my 
life-savings into buying in Plumpton for its beautiful location, above all to be able to pass 
something to my children and grandchildren. Post-Brexit the Bank of England and LSE 
predict that our property values will tumble by 40% or well over one-third. On top of this, 
our small South Downs village of Plumpton CANNOT be made to endure a 
PERMANENT  of house values by enforcing a permanent Gypsy site here. 
This would bring personal calamity and financial ruin, in addition to having to contend 
with the  close proximity of a Gypsy site. To the rear of our houses are much 
beloved fields, but with a Gypsy site nearby these would  

 
 latter plus all the above-mentioned consequences would lead to an 

unacceptable radically altered, frankly miserable lifestyle -especially upsetting for those 
of us who live alone. Emotive issues provide very valid points and CANNOT be 
dismissed or ignored. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

Ideally I would like to attend in order to reinforce the above points. 
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Representation ID: REP/162/GT01/C 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/162 

Name: Penelope Forbes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

To the PLANNING INSPECTOR 

 (1) We object in the strongest terms to Policy GT1 and to any area of Plumpton being 
used as a permanent Gypsy/Traveller site. The larger than expected size of the 
proposed site leads one to presuppose the relative ease (once established) to slip 
through approval to expand the number from 'six' to several more permanent caravans, 
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2) From the point of view of the Travellers(a)expansion of the existing site in the town of 
LEWES makes far more sense, as there is already an inbuilt infrastructure and far better 
transport. Alternatively, a brownfield area – often pleasantly green – would in the same 
way offer Travellers good facilities, including rubbish disposal facilities. 

(b) By contrast, Gypsies/Travellers would feel isolated and suffer from a lack of 
integration in our rural village. Aside from an integration problem, a rural site in Plumpton 
would be highly unsuitable in terms of lack of infrastructure and lack of facilities. 

3) From the point of view of Plumpton residents: the threat of your proposed Policy GT1 
is causing enormous stress to an appalled village community. Shocked opposition from 
the entire village of Plumpton is hardly surprising in a close-knit community: we are all 
extremely upset that a permanent Travellers' camp can even be envisaged in our 
beautiful South Downs country village and farming community. 

It has now been revealed how the Council purchased the land south of the Plough 
without revealing the purpose of the purchase. The Council's arbitrary seizure of a 
beautiful section of our village land for the purpose of forcing through such a 
development is completely unacceptable. 

 
 

 
 

 

This needs re-thinking: there are several pleasant brownfield sites offering ample, more 
practical space for caravans and their  (without blemishing precious South 
Downs countryside). Utilising or expanding the existing travellers' site in Lewes town 
makes far more sense, as this site is already sustained by an infrastructure, good 
transport and far better facilities including rubbish disposal facilities. 

by a permanent caravan site literally just up the road from our end of 
Plumpton, we as Plumpton residents have every right absolutely to refuse to have this 

forced on our unique Downs village community. That this rural gem could 
be even envisaged as a Traveller site shocks us all and leads us to suspect the option 
was proposed by those of the Planning Team who are unaffected because they reside in 
an opposite direction from Plumpton. 

A final point: by the time Brexit is operative, economist experts, including the Bank of 
England and LSE, predict that UK property values will tumble by 40 per cent or well over 
one-third. As if that is not bad enough, the  of a permanent Travellers' site will have 
a permanently negative effect on the value of what we leave behind for our children and 
grandchildren, for whose sakes I have put all my life savings into my home here, which 
would be decimated in value. Such financial ruin would be a personal calamity for us all. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: PJM Forbes < >

Sent: 05 November 2018 14:43

To: ldf

Subject: URGENT protest against LDC proposal for Gypsy/Travellers' site: PUBLIC 

CONSULTATION on LOCAL PLAN PART 2 

Importance: High

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

To the PLANNING INSPECTOR 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

(1) We object in the strongest terms to Policy GT1 and to any area of Plumpton being used as a permanent 

Gypsy/Traveller site. The larger than expected size of the proposed site leads one to presuppose the relative 

ease (once established) to slip through approval to expand the number from 'six' to several more permanent 

caravans,  
 

2) From the point of view of the Travellers (a) expansion of the existing site in the town of LEWES 

makes far more sense, as there is already an inbuilt infrastructure and far better transport. 

Alternatively, a brownfield area – often pleasantly green – would in the same way offer Travellers 

good facilities, including rubbish disposal facilities.  
 

(b) By contrast, Gypsies/Travellers would feel isolated and suffer from a lack of integration in our 

rural village. Aside from an integration problem, a rural site in Plumpton would be highly unsuitable 

in terms of lack of infrastructure and lack of facilities. 

 

3) From the point of view of Plumpton residents: the threat of your proposed Policy GT1 is causing 

enormous stress to an appalled village community. Shocked opposition from the entire village of Plumpton 

is hardly surprising in a close-knit community: we are all extremely upset that a permanent Travellers’ camp 

can even be envisaged in our beautiful South Downs country village and farming community.  
 

It has now been revealed how the Council purchased the land south of the Plough without revealing the 

purpose of the purchase. The Council's arbitrary seizure of a beautiful section of our village land for the 

purpose of forcing through such a development is completely unacceptable.  
 

 

   

 

 
 

This needs re-thinking: there are several pleasant brownfield sites offering ample, more practical space for 

caravans and their  (without blemishing precious South Downs countryside). Utilising or 

expanding the existing travellers’ site in Lewes town makes far more sense, as this site is already sustained 

by an infrastructure, good transport and far better facilities including rubbish disposal facilities. 
 

 by a permanent caravan site literally just up the road from our end of Plumpton, we as Plumpton 

residents have every right absolutely to refuse to have this  forced on our unique Downs 

village community. That this rural gem could be even envisaged as a Traveller site shocks us all and leads 

us to suspect the option was proposed by those of the Planning Team who are unaffected because they 

reside in an opposite direction from Plumpton. 
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A final point: by the time Brexit is operative, economist experts, including the Bank of England and LSE, 

predict that UK property values will tumble by 40 per cent or well over one-third. As if that is not bad 

enough, the of a permanent Travellers’ site will have a permanently negative effect on the value of 

what we leave behind for our children and grandchildren, for whose sakes I have put all my life savings into 

my home here, which would be decimated in value. Such financial ruin would be a personal calamity for us 

all.  
 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Penelope Forbes 
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Representation ID: REP/162/GT01/D 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/162 

Name: Penelope Forbes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

1) We object in the strongest terms to Policy GT1 and to any area of Plumpton being 
used as a Gypsy/Traveller site. Having looked at the proposed site, its larger than 
expected size leads one to presuppose the relative ease (once established) to slip 
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through approval to expand the number from 'six' to several more permanent caravans, 
as inevitably the Traveller population would expand. 

2) From the point of view of the Travellers: this rural area is likely to present a problem 
for them, as they would feel isolated and suffer from a lack of integration with the village 
residents. It would be highly unsuitable in terms of integration, lack of infrastructure, lack 
of facilities. 

3) Expansion of the existing travellers' site in Lewes town centre makes far more sense, 
as there is already an inbuilt infrastructure, far better transport and facilities. 
Alternatively, a brownfield area (often pleasantly green) would in the same way offer far 
better facilities, including rubbish disposal facilities. 

4) From the point of view of Plumpton residents: the proposed Policy GT1 comes as a 
 causing a great deal of stress. This is hardly surprising in a close-knit 

village community, as we are all extremely upset even at the thought of our beautiful 
South Downs village and farming community being considered as a location for a 
Gypsy/Travellers' . The REP's arbitrary seizure of a beautiful section of our village 
land for the purpose of forcing through such a development is completely unacceptable. 

 
 

 
 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Expansion of the existing travellers' site in Lewes town centre makes far more sense, as 
there is already an inbuilt infrastructure, far better transport and facilities. Alternatively, a 
brownfield area (often pleasantly green) would in the same way offer far better facilities, 
including necessary rubbish disposal facilities. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/163/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/163 

Name: Meredith Forman 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
 
Not Justified 
 
 

Representation: 

I wish to notify you of my objections to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site in the field 
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north of the brickworks, Plumpton Green.  

My primary reasons are that the site itself is not suitable for any housing development 
and that it does not sit within the the Government's national planning policy framework 
for good design of Gypsy and Traveller sites.   

The safety of any new residents placed here the primary concern.  

'I understand that a previous planning application for housing was turned down due the 
location of the site directly onto a fast road and I wish to question why this is being 
overlooked. To my knowledge there have been no exceptional circumstances 
highlighted to residents as to why the suitability of this site for housing has changed.   

Fundamentally, the site is unsafe and unsuitable for any new community development. It 
is positioned next to a light Industrial site on the outskirts of a linear village. The site is 
accessed from an unlit country road in a 60 mile an hour limit zone. There is no 
pavement at all along this stretch of road, in either direction on either side of the road, 
preventing safe pedestrian access to the distant village facilities and any public transport 
at all.   

The site has no easy or convenient access to major roads; this will have a detrimental 
effect on the ability of any community to seek and retain employment or complete 
education and further training. Leaving any new community isolated and disadvantaged.   

Easy access to local services, social integration and a sense of belonging to the wider 
community is vital for any new members joining an established community. However, 
this is not possible at this location and is a divisive choice, potentially fuelling 
unnecessary dissatisfaction from both the established and the potential new 
communities. When there are other more suitable sites available to the council why 
chose one where significant detrimental issues are obvious?   

Given the likelihood of a high density of children within any new community how can this 
site be considered a responsible and caring choice when it has direct access to an 
unpaved and unlit 60 mile an hour road? I would not want my children walking home in 
the dark on the edge of a busy road. The threat to loss of life is an unacceptable risk for 
our community. I believe the site does not meet the criteria as it could not be deemed 
safe for any community with children and animals.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/163/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/163 

Name: Meredith Forman 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

My primary concerns are that the site itself is not suitable for any housing development 
and that it does not sit within the governments national planning policy framework for 
good design of Gypsy and Traveller sites. The safety of any new residents placed here 
the primary concern. 

I understand that a previous planning application for housing was turned down due the 
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location of the site directly onto a fast road with no pavement and I wish to question why 
this is being overlooked. To my knowledge there have been no exceptional 
circumstances highlighted to residents as to why the suitability of this site for housing 
has changed. 

Fundamentally, I believe that the site is unsafe and unsuitable for any new community 
development. it is positioned next to a light industrial site on the outskirts of a linear 
village. The site is accessed from an unlit country road in a 60 mile an hour limit zone. 
There is no pavement at all along this stretch of road, in either direction of either side of 
the road, preventing safe pedestrian access to the distant village facilities and any public 
transport at all. 

This site has no easy or convenient access to major roads; this will have a detrimental 
effect on the ability of any community to seek and retain employment or complete 
education for further training potentially resulting in any new community becoming 
isolated and disadvantaged. 

This site is in a rural area with a single lane road leading in and out of the village; I 
believe that an increase in traffic volume from either end of the village would be 
undesirable. 

Easy access to local services, social integration and a sense of belonging to the wider 
community is vital for any new members joining an established community. However, 
this is not possible at the location and it is a division choice, potentially fuelling 
unnecessary dissatisfaction from both the established and the potential new 
communities. I understand that there are other more suitable sites available to the 
council. Why chose one where significant detrimental issues are obvious from the 
outset? 

Highway safety is a strong concern; given the likelihood of a high density of children 
within any new community how can this site be considered a responsible and caring 
choice when it has direct access to an unpaved and unlit 60 mile an hour road? I would 
not want my young children walking home in the dark on the edge of a busy road. The 
threat to loss of life both to pedestrian and driver is an unacceptable risk for any 
community with children and animals. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/171/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/171/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/171 

Name: Julian and Rosalie Frost 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Proposed Permanent Travellers Site in Plumpton Green – Local Plan Part 2 Ref: LP2 

We have serious concerns regarding the above proposal and therefore set out below our 
main objections. 

1. Have the Council considered the true impact of their proposal on the local businesses 
at The Old Brickworks industrial estate, adjacent to the proposed site? It will be a 
tragedy if the businesses concerned leave, as they have threatened to do, should the 
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Representation ID: REP/171/GT01 

 

  
 

above proposal be given the go ahead. We regularly use the garage there, and the 
village shop will suffer a huge loss of business without the owners/employees regular 
custom. 

2. How will the Gypsy children walk to school safely? There are no pavements or street 
lighting between the site and the centre of the village. We must assume, therefore, that 
they will be driving to school causing more congestion and pollution. 

3. The proposed site is located at the end of a national speed limit D road and is 
therefore very dangerous. There is no gas supply or mains sewerage. How do the 
Council propose tackling these problems, as well as the lack of street lighting and 
pavements? 

4. We have noticed an increase in traffic over the past few years with the additional 
housing in the village and the expansion of Plumpton College. College coaches, cars to 
the primary school, station commuters, not to mention everyone else travelling in the 
morning and afternoon rush hours to their jobs at The Brickworks and elsewhere; can 
the village safely cope with an increase in local traffic at these times of day? 

5. The previous planning applications for the site were turned down on the basis of 
safety. The site is adjoined to a road with cars travelling at speeds of up to 60mph. Why 
is it deemed safe for Gypsies to live here but not the previous applicants? 

6. We have lived locally on and off since 1969. We know the area and the locals 
extremely well. We witnessed an enormous level of public resistance at the meetings, 
and the general feeling locally is negative. We feel that the Council have a duty of care 
to the local residents, businesses and their employees. 

With the above in mind, we would ask that you take our objections seriously and 
reconsider the land at Plumpton Green being an appropriate location for the proposed 
gypsy site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 

Lewes 
BN7 1AB 
 

3rd November 2018 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 

Proposed Permanent Travellers Site in Plumpton Green – Local Plan Part 2 Ref: 

LP2 

 
We have serious concerns regarding the above proposal and therefore set out 

below our main objections. 

1. Have the Council considered the true impact of their proposal on the 

local businesses at The Old Brickworks industrial estate, adjacent to the 

proposed site?  It will be a tragedy if the businesses concerned leave, as 

they have threatened to do, should the above proposal be given the go 

ahead.  We regularly use the garage there, and the village shop will suffer 

a huge loss of business without the owners/employees regular custom. 

 

2. How will the Gypsy children walk to school safely?  There are no 

pavements or street lighting between the site and the centre of the 

village.  We must assume, therefore, that they will be driving to school 

causing more congestion and pollution. 

 

3. The proposed site is located at the end of a national speed limit D road 

and is therefore very dangerous.  There is no gas supply or mains 

sewerage.  How do the Council propose tackling these problems, as well 

as the lack of street lighting and pavements? 
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4. We have noticed an increase in traffic over the past few years with the 

additional housing in the village and the expansion of Plumpton College.  

College coaches, cars to the primary school, station commuters, not to 

mention everyone else travelling in the morning and afternoon rush 

hours to their jobs at The Brickworks and elsewhere; can the village 

safely cope with an increase in local traffic at these times of day?  

 

5. The previous planning applications for the site were turned down on the 

basis of safety.  The site is adjoined to a road with cars travelling at 

speeds of up to 60mph.  Why is it deemed safe for Gypsies to live here 

but not the previous applicants? 

 

6. We have lived locally on and off since 1969.  We know the area and the 

locals extremely well.  We witnessed an enormous level of public 

resistance at the meetings, and the general feeling locally is negative.  We 

feel that the Council have a duty of care to the local residents, 

businesses and their employees. 

 

With the above in mind, we would ask that you take our objections seriously 

and reconsider the land at Plumpton Green being an appropriate location for 

the proposed gypsy site.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Julian and Rosalie Frost 
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Representation ID: REP/173/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/173/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/173 

Name: Margaret Galletly 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

There are several reason why I object to the plan to provide this site; 

We have already completed the Neighbourhood Plan and there was no mention of this 
site then. 

This is a green field site outside the village so should not be developed. 

The area has no pavement or lighting therefore is dangerous for people/children walking 
when dark. 

Businesses in the Old Brickworks have voiced worries for their businesses and have 
said they would move to new premises if this site were to open, this will be very 
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Representation ID: REP/173/GT01 

 

  
 

detrimental for local employment. 

Once planning is approved this site could be expanded in the future which would be very 
detrimental for the village. 

Who would be managing the site?  
 

. 

I do hope the council will reconsider this application. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Margaret Galletly < >

Sent: 20 October 2018 21:34

To: ldf

Subject: Planning Plumpton Gypsy Site next to Old Brickworks

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam,  

There are several reason why I object to the plan to provide this site; 

We have already completed the Neighbourhood Plan and there was no mention of this site then. 

This is a green field site outside the village so should not be developed. 

The area has no pavement or lighting therefore is dangerous for people/children walking when dark. 

Businesses in the Old Brickworks have voiced worries for their businesses and have said they would move to new 

premises if this site were to open, this will be very detrimental for local employment. 

Once planning is approved this site could be expanded in the future which would be very detrimental for the village. 

Who would be managing the site?  

 

 

I do hope the council will reconsider this application. 

Yours 

Margaret Galletly 
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Representation ID: REP/174/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/174/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/174 

Name: Rebecca Gallington 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 

Representation: 

There has been insufficient early and effective community engagement with both settled 
and traveller communities, we (the settled community) where advised on the 5th 
September, with a 5 WEEK consultation period starting on the 24th September! This is 
not in accordance with Policy A of the PPTS. 

The planning permission of the proposal is flawed with the site previously being refused 
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Representation ID: REP/174/GT01 

 

  
 

for development as it was unsuitable. This current proposal was not incorporated at any 
point into the (Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan) PPNP and is not in accordance 
with the following policies: Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish Policy 2: New-build 
environment and design Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity Policy 5: New housing 
Policy 6: Local employment Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre (see attached 
PPNP) 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Be transparent in your objectives at an earlier stage. 

Adhere to current planning policies, including the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Foreword 

The Localism Act 2011 and the associated Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations give local communities the opportunity to take direct control of certain 

aspects of the planning process in their areas. 

Plumpton Parish Council applied for designation of the parish for the purposes of 

producing a Neighbourhood Plan in November 2013. The parish as a whole was 

designated as a Neighbourhood Area by Lewes District Council (LDC) in April 2014.  

The Parish Council then set up the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

(hereafter referred to as the Steering Group) and this group was charged with preparing the 

Neighbourhood Plan that would lead development in the parish through to 2030. The 

group was fully constituted and given clear terms of reference and initially comprised 

four parish councillors and eight residents who volunteered for this important task.  

The Steering Group, working with outside advisers, held regular and frequent meetings 

with the initial objective of defining a Vision Statement for the parish for the period of 

the Neighbourhood Plan. The Vision Statement is set out in Section 5 of this plan. 

There were many considerations for the Steering Group in drawing the plan together, 

arguably the most important being housing. Lewes District Council requires Plumpton 

Green to provide a minimum of 50 housing units during the plan period. This led to a call 

for landowners to come forward with sites that could be made available for 

development, which have been assessed according to national and local planning 

laws and guidance. 

Following extensive consultations with the residents of the parish, including a parish-wide 

questionnaire, a draft plan was published in June 2016. A statutory Regulation 14 

consultation, seeking feedback from both residents and statutory consultees such as 

Lewes District Council and East Sussex County Council, followed. 

A revised draft plan sought to respond to that feedback while maintaining the core 

principles of the original Vision Statement and the parish preferences expressed 

throughout the plan process. This was again put out for Regulation 14 consultation, and 

further amended in the light of feedback from statutory consultees and residents. It was 

approved for submission by the Parish Council in September 2017.  

The policies in this plan: 

 allocate small-scale, individual housing developments in the centre of Plumpton 

Green that: 

 are low in density; 

 retain the rural character of the village;   

 protect existing landscape and natural features;  

 allow easy access to village amenities; and 

 maintain the ‘green gap’ to the north that is so important to many 

residents; 

 offer local businesses the support they need to grow; 

 designate Local Green Spaces that have been identified as particularly special 
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and significant to the parish’s population, in order to preserve them for future 

generations; 

 seek to protect important community assets so that they remain available to the 

community. 

The Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) will form a significant part of the 

planning process for the parish over the next 15 years. When considering planning 

applications, all relevant planning authorities, but especially Lewes District Council and 

South Downs National Park Authority, will take full account of these policies. 

 

  Nick Beaumont / Catherine Jackson 

Co-Chairs, Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
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1. Introduction and background 

1.1 Abbreviations used in this document: 

• JCS Joint Core Strategy  

• LDC Lewes District Council 

• NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

• PPC  Plumpton Parish Council  

• PPNP Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan 

• SA Sustainability Appraisal 

• SDNP South Downs National Park  

• SDNPA South Downs National Park Authority 

• SEA Strategic Environment Assessment 

• SHELAA Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment  

 

1.2 PPC has prepared a Neighbourhood Plan for the area designated by the 

relevant local planning authorities, including LDC and SDNPA, under the 

provisions of the Localism Act 2011 and of the Neighbourhood Planning 

(General) Regulations 2012. The designated area is shown in red on Map 

A (p. 7) and in more detail on Map B (p. 8). 

1.3 The purpose of the PPNP is to make planning policies that aim to protect 

the character of the parish and encourage development proposals that 

are of benefit to the local community. Where planning frameworks allow, 

those policies will then guide LDC and other statutory bodies, such as the 

SDNPA, in determining planning applications in the area, with due regard 

for Plumpton parishioners’ preferences.  
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Map A: The Designated Plumpton Parish Area 
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Map B: Plumpton Parish 
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2. The neighbourhood area 

2.1 The parish of Plumpton is located in the county of East Sussex, within the 

Lewes district. The parish lies to the north west of the district and is primarily 

a rural area with access to the urban conurbations of Lewes, Haywards 

Heath and Burgess Hill, the last two in a different local authority area. 

Further afield lie Brighton and the south coast towns. 

2.2 In Saxon times, the Manor of Plumpton belonged to the church of 

Bosham, but after the Conquest became part of the Rape of Lewes.  

2.3 In the Medieval Period, Plumpton Green was part of the waste or 

common lands of the Manor of Plumpton. Known as Plumpton Common, 

it was gradually colonised by small, dispersed farmsteads. The common 

was enclosed by the beginning of the 17th century, with the results still 

being evident in the areas of smaller fields edged by shaws, the most 

obvious example of this being the fields to the west of the Fountain Inn, 

being part of Little Inholmes Farm. 

2.4 By the time of the tithe apportionment of 1842 there were about 10 

properties located along the north-south ‘drove’ road, inside the edge of 

the manorial roadside waste and hence set back from the current Station 

Road. 

2.5 The late Victorian and Edwardian period saw the arrival of the railway and 

widespread development of the brick-making industry. This era is 

evidenced from the listed Victorian station complex, the development of 

a roadside frontage of houses of the time (including small brickworkers’ 

cottages and larger speculative housing) built on the verges of the 

original ‘drove’ road, plus other commercial properties, some of which 

have been lost or converted. In representing the origins of the area as a 

distinct residential settlement, separate from Plumpton, this arguably forms 

the most important historical character of the village. 

2.6 The vast majority of housing in Plumpton Green was constructed during 

the second half of the 20th century. It comprises two distinct types: 

 individual speculative houses built as infills in the existing road network, being 

mainly larger detached houses fronting onto Station Road; 

 speculative developments and two local authority housing schemes built on 

either former brickworking areas or on agricultural fields. The brownfield sites, 

Chapel Road and Woodgate Meadow etc, occupy ‘backland’, i.e. land to 

the rear of existing housing, while the greenfield sites have tended to be built 

on lateral spurs jutting well into the surrounding farmland without direct 

Page  961



10 
 

impact on the rear of existing properties, e.g. East View Fields, West Gate 

and Wells Close. The latter in particular provide another characteristic of this 

village.  

2.7 The vast majority of these more modern houses have been built mainly in 

brick and tile. Although this was most likely due to economy and fashion, it 

means that they conform to possibly the most important vernacular 

materials of the village as a historic brickyard area set on Wealden Clay. 

2.8 The parish is situated in a predominantly rural setting and is surrounded by 

farmland to north, east and west, and the South Downs to the south. With 

a current population of approximately 1,650 residents, it supports a thriving 

community with many social clubs and societies in a much beloved 

environment rich in wildlife and beauty. 

2.9 A small amount of housing development has taken place over the last 30 

years predominantly in two medium-sized developments. Most local 

employment is provided by Plumpton College and Plumpton Racecourse 

and small businesses on two commercial estates. The railway station in the 

parish provides regular train services to London, Eastbourne and Hastings. 

The parish also benefits from a primary school, a shop with post office and 

three public houses. 

2.10 Much of the above information on historical aspects is abstracted from A 

Historic Landscape Characterisation of Plumpton Green, East Sussex 

(Millum, 2016), which is included in the supporting documents. 
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3. Planning and policy context 

3.1 The parish lies within LDC and the SDNPA in the county of East Sussex. Each 

of these administrations has policies and proposals that have a significant 

influence on the strategy and detailed content of the PPNP. 

3.2 The NPPF published by the Government in 2012 is an important guide in 

the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans. The PPNP must 

have regard to the provisions of the NPPF. The following paragraphs of the 

NPPF are especially relevant to the PPNP: 

 Supporting a prosperous rural economy (paragraph 28); 

 Good design (paragraph 58); 

 Protecting healthy communities (paragraph 70); 

 Protecting local green spaces (paragraph 76); 

 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (paragraph 109); 

 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment (paragraph 126); 

 Neighbourhood planning (paragraph 185). 

3.3 The Joint Core Strategy (JCS) was adopted by LDC on 11 May 2016 and 

the SDNPA on 23 June 2016, so now forms part of the development plan 

for the district. It therefore forms the local planning policy with which the 

Neighbourhood Plan must in general conform. While the 2003 Lewes 

District Local Plan has been superseded, some of the ‘saved’ policies of 

the 2003 Lewes District Local Plan have been retained through the JCS 

(see list below), and so are still also part of the development plan.  

The Lewes District Local Plan 2003 

3.4 LDC undertook a review of its 2003 Local Plan ‘saved’ policies to 

determine their consistency with the NPPF, published in 2012. Following the 

adoption of the JCS, a number of the ‘saved’ policies have been 

superseded. They do not form part of the Local Plan and will not be used 

in future to determine planning applications. The retained policies 

relevant to the PPNP are the following policies: 

 Policy ST3/4: Design, Form and Setting of Development. This policy sets out 

development criteria for new development; 

 Policy RES8: Replacement Dwelling in the Countryside. Outside the planning 

boundary, replacement dwellings are only permitted when the replacement 

dwelling is similar to the original; 
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 Policy RES10: Exception Sites. Principles are set out for affordable housing 

exception sites that may be granted outside the planning boundary; 

 RES19: Provision of Outdoor Playing Space. In areas where provision is 

deficient, residential development is required to contribute towards outdoor 

sports and/or children’s outdoor play spaces; 

 Policy CT1: Planning Boundary and Key Countryside Policy. This policy aims to 

resist development outside existing planning boundaries unless it meets 

certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement in the parish that has a 

planning boundary; 

 Policy H2: Listed Buildings. This policy resists development proposals that 

would adversely affect the architectural and historic character of listed 

buildings; 

 Policy RE1: Provision of Sport, Recreation and Play. This policy sets minimum 

standards for the provision of outdoor public and private playing spaces. 

The Joint Core Strategy (Local Plan Part 1) (JCS) 

3.5 The Joint Core Strategy (JCS) sets out the strategic policy context for the 

Lewes District until 2030. This includes the parts of the district, and therefore 

of the parish, both within and outside the South Down National Park. It was 

adopted by LDC in May 2016 and by the SDNPA in June 2016. It is noted 

that further to a High Court ruling, JCS policies SP1 and SP2 which relate to 

the SDNP have been quashed. 

3.6 It should be mentioned that the evidence base for the JCS and its 

emerging policies have been influential in the preparation and 

development of the PPNP, even before the JCS was adopted in May 

2016. This is important in ensuring that the PPNP is consistent with the 

strategic policies for the district at the point at which it is adopted for the 

entire plan period. 

3.7 There are two settlements in Plumpton Parish. The settlement hierarchy in 

the JCS identifies Plumpton Green, the main settlement in the parish, as a 

Service Village. A settlement of this size should provide around 30-100 

housing units during the plan period. Plumpton, a separate settlement that 

lies at the southern part of the parish within the SDNPA, has been identified 

as a Hamlet. Given the characteristics of Plumpton, it is thought that new 

housing should not be focused in this location, and therefore no level of 

growth has been identified for it.  

3.8 The JCS Spatial Policy 1 (Provision of Housing and Employment Land) sets 

a minimum of 6,900 net additional dwellings to be provided across the 

Page  965



14 
 

district up to 2030. The JCS Spatial Policy 2 (Distribution of Housing) breaks 

down this housing growth requirement between the settlements and sets 

a planned level of growth for Plumpton Green of a minimum of 50 net 

additional units over the plan period up to 2030. Plumpton does not have 

a planned level of growth for the plan period. The parish could contribute 

to the windfall allowance through the delivery of unidentified small scale 

(fewer than six units) sites and to the rural expectations sites allowance, 

which aims at providing additional affordable housing across the district. 

3.9 It should be noted that the JCS Spatial Policy 2 also states that an 

additional 200 net additional units will need to be allocated to settlements 

across the district in locations yet to be determined. It may involve some 

additional housing land allocations in Local Plan Part 2 beyond those 

identified in the Neighbourhood Plan. This could include Plumpton Green.  

3.10 The following policies will play an important part in shaping Plumpton 

Parish during the plan period: 

 Core Policy 1: Affordable Housing. This policy sets a district-wide target for 

the on-site provision of 40% affordable housing on developments of 11 or 

more dwellings; 

 Core Policy 2: Housing Type, Mix and Density. This policy sets a policy 

framework for new development to provide an appropriate and flexible 

range of dwelling types, mix and density; 

 Core Policy 4: Encouraging Economic Development and Regeneration. This 

policy looks to stimulate and maintain the local economy through focusing 

retail and services around hubs and safeguarding existing employment; 

 Core Policy 6: Retail and Sustainable Town and Local Centres. This policy 

aims to retain a range of retail, employment, leisure, cultural and community 

uses and to maintain focused centres of these shops and services, in order to 

maintain their vitality and viability. The policy also supports and retains local 

shops in areas not identified in the retail hierarchy; 

 Core Policy 8: Green Infrastructure. This policy promotes the creation of 

increased green infrastructure by looking at how to deliver a network linking 

green corridors and green spaces for the use of the community. 
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Map C: Planning boundary at Plumpton Green as per the JCS 

 

The South Downs Local Plan 

3.11 The SDNPA is currently preparing a Local Plan for the entire National Park, 

which will replace the JCS in areas within the National Park when it is 

adopted (estimated adoption July 2018). A significant part of the 

Neighbourhood Area lies within the SDNP. The Environment Act 1995 

establishes the statutory purposes of national parks as being to conserve 

and enhance their natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage, and to 

promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of their 

special qualities. The Neighbourhood Plan recognises and supports these 

statutory purposes. 

The Sites Allocation and Development Management Policies (Local Plan Part 2) 

3.12 LDC is currently preparing the Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies. It will constitute the second part of 

the Lewes District Local Plan, covering the area outside the South Downs 
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National Park. Once adopted, it will replace the retained policies of the 

2003 Lewes District Local Plan, and address site allocations where this has 

not been done through the neighbourhood planning process. 

Other policies that influence the PPNP 

3.13 East Sussex Local Transport Plan 2011-2026, and East Sussex Local Transport 

Plan Implementation Plan 2016-2021.  

3.14 ESCC’s planning guidance on parking for residential and non-residential 

development, as found at 

www.eastsussex.gov.uk/environment/planning/applications/development

control/tdc-planning-apps/ 

3.15 The PPNP, once adopted, will form part of the LDC and SDNPA 

development plan, alongside other adopted neighbourhood plans. It will 

provide the site allocation and additional development management 

policies more specific to Plumpton Parish to accompany those in the 

development plan. 
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4. Community views on planning issues 

4.1 The PPNP Steering Group has consulted with the local community during 

the course of the PPNP preparation process, and the PPNP is based on the 

results of these consultations, which have included meetings, open days 

and community surveys. 

4.2 The PPNP Steering Group organised several consultation events for the 

village community, which were well attended. 

First consultation drop-in 

4.3 The first was a drop-in open event on 29 April 2014 to launch the 

Neighbourhood Plan process to residents and gauge their views on the 

implications of the minimum housing development required by LDC. 

4.4 The event was held in the village hall from 3.00pm to 7.30pm to allow as 

many people as possible to visit. A number of displays were created 

around six main themes: 

 village identity: 

o what makes Plumpton special? 

o why do we live here? 

o how do we feel about living here? 

o what would we like for the future of Plumpton? 

 housing; 

 transport; 

 business; 

 leisure; 

 wildlife and public spaces. 

4.5 Residents were invited to post comments on the displays. A total of 168 

comments were contributed by 108 residents. The PPNP village 

consultation April 2014 – summary report provides a detailed breakdown 

of the responses. 

4.6 Broadly, what mattered most to residents was the rural nature of the 

parish, its green surroundings and tranquility, and its strong community 

spirit and character. 

4.7 The majority agreed that some new housing was necessary, but with the 

following caveats: any new housing should be clustered in small sites, on 

brownfield sites where available (38% support); it should include 

affordable housing for older and younger people (31%); and views and 

green spaces should be protected (25%). 
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4.8 Residents supported encouraging and developing existing and new 

businesses within the parish and improving the economic activity of the 

village through tourism (e.g. cafe and cycle hire) in order to capitalise on 

its proximity to the South Downs National Park. 

4.9 Infrastructure adequacy was a concern, and loss of space and poor 

broadband connectivity and utilities were all mentioned. Some 

commented that they didn’t want Plumpton to become a ‘dormitory’, 

with only commuters living in the parish. 

4.10 Transport and parking were also of concern: 33% of these comments 

wanted more parking provision, and specifically parking at the railway 

station (18%). Lower speed limits in and around the parish were mentioned 

in 19% of comments (although 10% did not want reduced speed limits), 

and 14% wanted more encouragement for green transport. Better train 

and bus services were requested by 11% in total. 

4.11 Asked about access to leisure activities, residents favoured preservation of 

green spaces (34%), followed by better use of and improvements to 

existing village facilities (26%). 

4.12 On wildlife issues and preserving wildlife habitats, 39% of comments 

concerned the potential negative impact of new housing, and 39% said 

the protection of wildlife should be a priority. An overwhelming 90% of 

responses favoured conservation of wildlife in general, and also of trees 

and hedges and natural public space. 

Second consultation drop-in 

4.13 The second consultation event took place on 16 September 2014 and was 

again an open drop-in, from 3.00pm to 8.00pm at the village hall. A total 

of 109 residents attended, of whom 43 had also been to the first 

consultation event. We thus reached in total 174 residents over the two 

events. 

4.14 We again used display boards and tables to invite residents to comment 

on the following questions: 

 What would we like for the future? 

 What do we like about Plumpton and Plumpton Green now? 

 

4.15 The following key topic areas were presented and residents’ comments 

were invited on potential strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats: 

 economy and local business; 
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 environment; 

 transport; 

 housing; 

 heritage. 

4.16 The PPNP village consultation event September 2014 – analysis of 

feedback document contains a detailed summary of the responses. The 

answers mostly echoed those in the first consultation event, although 

more people (58%) expressed concern about the prospect of housing 

development than felt more positively towards it (42%).  The positive 

responses highlighted opportunities to invest in infrastructure and transport 

links, including pavements, as well as community life such as clubs and 

sports. 

4.17 The most comments in relation to the future could be clustered under the 

themes of ‘retain natural countryside and wildlife’ (22%) and ‘retain 

character of the village’ (21%). Some 15% of comments supported ‘small, 

discreet, affordable development’. 

4.18 Asked what they liked about Plumpton parish now, again the majority 

(64%) of comments referred to its quiet/peace and landscape and its 

strength of community (41%). 

4.19 On housing, the greatest number of comments related to the threats 

posed by any development: to the countryside, from flood risks, from 

increased road traffic and parking problems, and from damage to the 

village’s rural character. There was also concern about maintaining public 

confidence if an existing covenant preventing development on one site 

was not honoured. Residents feared that existing services and 

infrastructure would not be able to sustain additional housing (19 

responses). Opportunities identified included affordable housing for young 

and old, the opportunity to develop nature reserves, and improvements 

to flood defences (30 comments). 

4.20 Overall, the event confirmed the conclusions from the previous 

consultation. 

1. Sites should be small and spread evenly around the village, to include 

sites north and south as well as east and west. 

2. Brownfield sites should be used wherever possible and open countryside, 

views and wildlife protected. 

3. Affordable housing should be incorporated to provide housing for young 

families, young people who want to remain in the village and older 

residents who may wish to move on from larger homes. 
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First landowners/sponsors meeting 

4.21 The next public meeting was an evening event on 6 January 2015 at the 

village hall, where we invited local landowners or their agents to present 

their housing development proposals to the PPNP Steering Group. 

4.22 More than 100 village residents attended.  There were six formal 

presentations: 

 land south of Riddens Lane; 

 land north of Wells Close; 

 Fallbrook, Plumpton Lane (subsequently discounted as outside the 

development area); 

 land at Little Inholmes Farm; 

 land behind the school, North Barnes Lane; 

 land to the rear of Oakfield, Station Road. 

4.23 In addition, proposals for three sites for which no development plans had 

yet been prepared were informally presented to the PPNP Steering Group 

after the main meeting closed: 

 land to the north of the Old Police House, Station Road; 

 land at Inholms Farm, Station Road; 

 land south of Inholms Farm, Station Road. 

Second landowners/sponsors meeting 

4.24 A second meeting with further owners/agents of land potentially available 

for development was organised on 3 March 2015. Parish residents were 

again invited to attend, and 110 came. 

4.25 Proposals for development of a further six potential areas were presented: 

 church Glebe land and the Rectory, Station Road; 

 land to the north of the Old Police House, Station Road; 

 land at Inholms Farm, Station Road; 

 Nolands Farm, off Station Road; 

 land east of Plumpton Lane, south of the railway line; 

 land south of Inholms Farm, Station Road. 

4.26 Again, members of the PPNP Steering Group and parish residents were 
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invited to ask questions and offer comments. These further sites were taken 

forward for detailed consideration by the PPNP Steering Group. 

Resident questionnaire 

4.27 In January 2015, the PPNP Steering Group distributed a questionnaire to all 

parish households. The questionnaires were returned to a central 

collection site at the village shop or collected personally, door to door, by 

PPNP Steering Group members. In total, 632 questionnaires were 

distributed and 358 returned – a 57% response rate. 

4.28 The questionnaire sought residents’ views on where and what kind of 

housing development they would prefer, and what aspects of village life 

they wanted the Neighbourhood Plan to conserve and enhance. The 

summary findings were as follows. 

Village layout – Parishioners were asked: ‘Plumpton can be described as a 

Scarpfoot or linear parish, being long and narrow and having developed from the 

foot of the Downs. Would you: 

a. Prefer to maintain this characteristic with any development on a north-south 

axis?  Yes/No 

b. Prefer to see the shape of the village change and expand width-ways on an 

east-west axis?  Yes/no’ 

 

The majority (63%) of respondents preferred a). However, a sizeable minority (39%) 

preferred b). The validity of this question was later challenged, as discussed in point 

4.38. 

 

Development priorities – 45% of respondents supported development that would 

allow people to work locally and that would encourage tourism in the village. 

 

Village qualities – The vast majority (91%) of respondents wanted all valued 

aspects of current village life preserved – e.g. its dark skies (no street lighting), clubs 

and societies, bus/train services, post office and shop, school, sports pavilion and 

village hall. Additional aspects to be preserved include All Saint’s Church (19%), 

pubs (13%) and railway crossing gates (9%). 

 

Quality of life – 95% of respondents said the countryside, footpaths and views of the 

South Downs significantly contributed to quality of life, but there was no significant 

interest in improving cycle access. 

 

Wildlife – 90% wanted wildlife and habitat conservation measures incorporated 

into new developments. 

 

Open spaces – The three most valued open spaces were: the playing field (22%); 

the South Downs (18%); and the network of footpaths (18%). 
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Development size and timescale – 87% favoured development phased over a long 

period of time and limited to no more than 10-20 units per site. 

 

Type of development – The majority (74%) of respondents wanted medium-size (3-

bed) units or a combination of small and medium-size units (81%); warden-assisted 

accommodation (77%); and retirement homes (71%). Most respondents (80%) were 

opposed to 4-5 bedroom homes and combinations of different-sized units that 

included 4-5 bed homes (61%). They were also opposed to flats in small blocks 

(60%). Respondents were ambivalent about including a care/nursing home, with 

55% for and 45% against. 

 

Community management – 68% supported a community-led approach to the 

management of village assets, including housing developments. 

 

Business/employment – 69% wanted more business and employment opportunities. 

The employment most people wanted to see develop locally was agriculture, 

followed by trades, leisure, tourism, business support and retail. However, only 43% 

of respondents overall supported the identification of land for business 

development; 57% opposed this. 

 

Business benefits – local business owners wanted better public transport, high 

speed broadband, and more patronage from residents. Least important to them 

were more parking provision, more housing, land for expansion and shared 

work/office space. 

 

Roads and footpaths – 50% of respondents felt that local roads were poorly 

maintained; 54% said local footpaths were well maintained. But 82% had no 

particular view about cycle paths, and 84% thought the same about bridleways. 

Respondents were divided on whether pavements were well maintained. Most 

people either had no particular view (47%) about parking conditions or thought 

that parking areas were poorly maintained (41%). 

 

Parking – 55% of respondents did not want parking charges at the station and 68% 

did not want parking charges at the playing field; 28% supported parking charges 

at the station and 18% at the playing field, and 16% had no particular view. 

 

Renewable/sustainable energy – 56% had no particular view about sustainable 

energy or felt it wasn’t important; 44% supported more use of sustainable energy 

by the community. 

Young people’s questionnaire 

4.29 The questionnaire included a young people’s section, 65 of which were 

returned. Their responses are summarised below. 

What do you most like about living here? Mostly, the young people liked living in the 

countryside, the fields and the parish’s proximity to the South Downs (33%); the 

friendliness of the community (29%); the playground and playing fields (17%); and 

the peace and quiet (17%). 
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What do you like least about living here? The largest number (9) said there was 

nothing or not enough to do; six said there was not enough transport; six had 

concerns about speeding traffic or dangerous roads; four were worried about 

development; four wanted playground facilities for older children. 

 

Will anything stop you from setting up home in Plumpton when you grow up? Nine 

were concerned about high house prices/high rent; eight didn’t want to stay in a 

small village; seven wouldn’t want to stay if the village got too big; five said they 

wouldn’t be able to find employment locally and three said they would move if new 

housing was built in the ‘wrong place’. 
 

Bus services. Only 13 said they used the local bus services, either to get to school or 

to go to Lewes or Haywards Heath. Five said they would use the service more often if 

it was more frequent and on time. 

 

Events for young people. Respondents suggested a range of activities: a drama 

club; social activities for older children/teenagers; a cycling club; gymnastics; music; 

and swimming. They welcomed the new Youth Club (now closed), but wanted it to 

meet more frequently. 

 

Facilities for young people. Respondents suggested a swimming pool, better 

provision for teenagers at the playing fields, including a covered/sheltered area 

where they could hang out, and a roller-skating rink. 

 

Cycling and walking. Several said they were put off walking or cycling more by the 

speeding traffic, the poor surface condition of the roads and pavements, the lack of 

pedestrian walkways along Plumpton Lane and north up to the Plough public house, 

and the lack of cycle paths. 

Preferred sites drop-in event 

4.30 A final village consultation event took place on 15 September 2015 from 

3.00pm to 7.00pm to present to the village the preferred sites that the 

PPNP Steering Group proposed to include in the draft PPNP. The event 

presented: details of all the sites put forward for consideration for inclusion 

in the PPNP; how each was assessed on a range of objective measures of 

suitability, achievability, availability and acceptability; which sites were 

recommended for inclusion by the PPNP Steering Group; and the number 

of houses allocated to each site. In total, some 154 residents visited the 

display. 

4.31 The selected sites at this time were: 

 land south of Riddens Lane (16 units); 

 land north of Wells Close (6 units); 
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 land to the north of the Old Police House, Station Road (12 units); 

 land south of Inholms Farm, Station Road (12 units); 

 land south of the railway, east of Plumpton Lane (12 units, plus provision for 

station parking). 

4.32 These sites would deliver 58 housing units, slightly above the ‘minimum 50’ 

required by LDC. 

4.33 The rejected sites were: 

 church Glebe land and the Rectory, Station Road; 

 Nolands Farm, off Station Road; 

 land at Inholms Farm, Station Road; 

 land at Little Inholmes Farm; 

 land behind the school, North Barnes Lane; 

 land to the rear of Oakfield, Station Road. 

Draft plans and Regulation 14 pre-submission consultations 

4.34 Prior to completion of the draft plan a further potential housing site at 

Plumpton Racecourse (for 19 units) came forward, which also offered the 

additional benefit of car parking for railway station users. With an already 

existing policy on supporting the sustainability and growth of the 

racecourse in place it was felt this site should be considered and a site 

assessment was carried out. This proved positive and the site was 

allocated in the pre-submission plan, with the Riddens Lane site moved to 

a reserve site.  

4.35 The statutory six-week Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation on the 

draft plan began on 9 May 2016 and ended on 28 June 2016. There were 

public consultation events on 18 May and 12 June where members of the 

Steering Group were available to answer questions and receive 

feedback.  

4.36 In addition to individual responses from some 100 parishioners, the 

consultation generated six responses from statutory bodies, the most 

significant being that from LDC. LDC’s response made clear that it 

regarded some of the sites in the draft plan as less sustainable than others 

included in the LDC Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment (SHELAA). Sites deemed suitable, achievable and available 

could still be given planning permission, even if not included in the PPNP or 

in Lewes District Local Plan. A concern to the PPNP Steering Group was 

that, if chosen sites were less sustainable in the eyes of LDC, then their 

inclusion in the PPNP would be less defensible, and raise the likelihood that 

other, more sustainable sites might successfully apply for planning 

Page  976



25 
 

permission in addition to the NP allocation. 

4.37 LDC further advised in its response its opinion, based on its own assessment 

processes, that sites east of Station Road were the most suitable and 

sustainable.  

4.38 In addition, the Regulation 14 consultation resulted in a number of 

responses challenging the principle established in the 2015 resident 

questionnaire of ‘maintaining’ the parish’s ‘characteristic Scarpfoot parish 

linear development’. While the parish itself is indeed linear, the Plumpton 

Green settlement long ago ceased to develop along those lines, and has 

in recent years developed only to the east and west. Linear development 

also contravenes established best-practice planning principles that 

discourage ribbon development and rural sprawl. In this respect, the 

questionnaire was misleading, as option b) did not represent change in 

principle, as this had been the prevailing planning policy for many 

decades, and reflects LDC’s preference for sites to the east of Station 

Road as most suitable and sustainable.  

4.39 Following the consultation, the landowners withdrew the site south-east of 

the railway (Policy 2.4 – 2016 draft plan). The racecourse site (Policy 2.1 – 

2016 draft plan) remains undeliverable, because safe pedestrian access 

cannot be provided at the railway crossing. 

4.40 For all these reasons, it was decided to review the site allocations and 

submit a revised draft plan for Regulation 14 consultation. 

4.41 A further significant factor in the decision to revise the plan was LDC’s 

advice that it has to allocate 200 additional units across the district in its 

Local Plan Part 2 process. As the SHELAA process revealed, there are 

several sites in Plumpton Green that are suitable, available and 

deliverable. Therefore, Plumpton Green is likely to be required to provide 

some of these additional units. LDC advised that if the PPNP allocated 

sites for more than the minimum required, this would put the parish in a 

stronger position to guide development up to 2030. This meant reviewing 

some of the previously rejected sites to find substitutes for the withdrawn 

site and the racecourse, and to provide sites for some additional housing.  

4.42 The revised draft plan was published for Regulation 14 consultation from 

19June to 30 July 2017 and, following further amendment in response to 

feedback from the statutory consultees and residents, is presented here. 
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Map D: Map of assessed sites (orange sites are recommended for inclusion in the  

Neighbourhood Plan) 

 

Key to sites 

 

1. Riddens Lane (Policy 5.1)  7. Glebe Land (Policy 5.3) 

2. Little Inholmes Farm   8. Land rear of Oakfield (Policy 5.4) 

3. Land south of Inholmes Farm 9. Land east of Nolands Farm  

4. Land at Inholmes   10. Land behind school 

5. Lentridge/ Old Police House 11. Land south east of railway 

6. Wells Close (Policy 5.2)  12. Racecourse land 
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5. Vision, objectives and land use policies 

Vision 

5.1 The vision for the parish in 2030 is: 

The parish of Plumpton will have retained its character and identity as a rural 
village with a strong sense of community and strengthened its relationship to the 
landscape setting through improved public access, the development of new open 
space amenities and the enhancement of its biodiversity and landscape assets. 

Community facilities will have expanded and become more varied to meet the 
changing needs of residents, with the school, village hall, shops, station and 
recreation amenities all thriving and creating a stronger village centre. The parish’s 
natural assets will provide benefits for pedestrian and cycle movements through 
improved connectivity and additions to the network of footpaths, bridleways and 
public rights of way, many of which will directly connect to the new developments. 

The parish will have a strong, positive and supportive working relationship with 
Plumpton Racecourse and Plumpton College, which in turn will have led to the 
parish benefitting through an increase in tourism, visitors, support for local 
businesses and a greater range of facilities being available to the parish. 

The parish will have continued to support local employment businesses and facilitated 
new employment opportunities within the parish for local people and to support the 
services within the parish. 

The parish will also enjoy a positive relationship with the SDNP, which will have 
become more accessible to the community for recreation and leisure. The parish and 
SDNP will have worked together to protect their shared setting and to define a role 
for the parish as a gateway to the park. 

There will have been a modest growth in housing numbers through the provision of 
new homes purposely designed to meet local needs, including homes for people 
wishing to downsize and for young families, and to provide a balance of dwelling 
types and ownership structures to serve the community over the long term. These new 
homes will have been provided on sites that do not detract from the character and 
setting of the parish. 
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Objectives 

5.2 To achieve this vision, a number of key objectives have been identified, as 

follows: 

1. to protect the character of the parish and future growth through 

maintaining the spatial and qualitative relationships between the areas; 

2. to retain and enhance existing community services and amenities to 

support a wider range of parish needs and reinforce the identity and 

purpose of the village centre. To work with Plumpton College and Plumpton 

Racecourse to integrate their longer-term plans with these objectives; 

3. to identify sites for development that are sympathetic to the scale, 

topography and character of the parish and that will not have a 

detrimental impact on the setting. Ensure new development is designed to 

offer potential for wildlife habitat maintenance and enhancement; 

4. to conserve and enhance the historic environment of the parish including 

its archaeological interest using the Historic Environment Record and East 

Sussex Record Office as the primary evidence base; 

5. to plan for some housing to meet local needs, in particular for young 

families and local people wishing to downsize; 

6. to secure the future of the existing employment uses within the parish and 

plan for their growth to serve parish needs; 

7. to plan for increased public access to and enjoyment of local green 

spaces and the SDNP as a recreation, education and leisure amenity, 

while recognising that areas of significant biodiversity should be retained 

and enhanced; to integrate the existing network of rural lanes, bridleways 

and footpaths, and improve and extend safe pedestrian and cycling 

routes. 

Monitoring and review policies 

5.3 The PPNP will be monitored by the PPC, using data collected in planning 

monitoring reports. The objectives will form the core of the monitoring 

activity, but other data collected and reported at a parish level relevant 

to the PPNP may also be included. It is expected that the PPNP will be 

formally reviewed on a five-year cycle or to coincide with the 

development and review of the development plan for Lewes, if this cycle 

is different. 
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Land use planning policies 

5.4 The planning policy context and the community engagement work 

already undertaken have raised a number of issues that the PPNP has 

considered: 

 what are the most important characteristics of the Parish that new 

development should respect? 

 what sites are either available now or may become available for 

development in the plan period that the PPNP should influence through the 

use of design and development principles that deliver the plan’s objectives, 

if indeed the sites are suited to development at all? What are the design 

characteristics of the area that could be included in a policy? 

 is there a need for a local employment policy to refine the existing Local 

Plan protection policies? 

 what community facilities would be on the list of those to be protected from 

change of use? 

 which spaces meet the criteria for designation as local green spaces? 

5.5 Land use policies are used to determine planning applications made for 

development proposals. They can establish the principles for retaining or 

changing the use of land in settlements and in the countryside. They can 

also set out the conditions against which development proposals will be 

judged in terms of their design, access, etc. 

5.6 The PPNP deliberately avoids repeating existing national or local planning 

policies. The proposed policies therefore focus on a relatively small 

number of key development issues in the area. For all other planning 

matters, the national and local policies of other planning documents, the 

NPPF and the policies of the JCS will continue to be used.  

5.7 Set out below are the proposed policies of the PPNP. Each policy has a 

number and title, and the policy itself is written in bold italics for ease of 

reference. There is also a short statement explaining the intention of the 

policy and any other relevant background information. At the end of this 

document is the Policies Map (Map M on p. 59). A policy that refers to a 

specific site or area is shown on the map with the relevant policy number. 
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5.8 This policy sets out the spatial plan for the parish, and directs future 

development within the planning boundaries. Housing will be provided in 

small-to medium clusters in sustainable sites around the centre of 

Plumpton Green village, maintaining green gaps to the north and south of 

the village to retain the character of the existing settlement and the 

agricultural nature of the parish. 

5.9 This policy makes it clear that development should primarily be 

considered within the existing planning boundary. Within Plumpton parish, 

there is only the planning boundary at Plumpton Green. However, it is 

accepted that there may be some windfall development over the life of 

the Neighbourhood Plan on small, unallocated sites, such as extension or 

erection of homes for individual households. This policy sets out under 

what conditions this type of development will be supported. 

5.10 This policy seeks to preserve the rural character of the village by ensuring 

new development is contained around and within the current centre of 

Plumpton Green. This is to preserve the green gap to the north of the 

village and prevent coalescence between Plumpton Green and the 

settlement around Lentridge Farm and neighbouring properties, and to 

maintain the green gap to the east, on the borders with the neighbouring 

parish of East Chiltington, and to the south, where the railway line provides 

an established, geographical boundary between Plumpton Green and 

the SDNP. 

* The development plan includes the JCS and it will include the Local plan part 2, the South 

Downs Local Plan and the neighbourhood plan once they are adopted. 

 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

New development proposals within the planning boundary for 

Plumpton Green (see Map C) will be supported, provided they accord 

with the other provisions of the PPNP and the development plan for the 

area*. (NB: The planning boundary as referred to above will be 

extended to incorporate the sites allocated for residential 

development in Policy 5.) 

Development outside the revised planning boundary will not be 

supported if it individually or cumulatively results in coalescence and 

the loss of the separation between and distinct identities of 

neighbouring settlements and/or alters the spatial character and views 

of the landscape, notably from the SDNP. 
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5.11 Coalescence, although not specifically mentioned in the NPPF, is 

nevertheless an issue of landscape quality and character, which are 

specifically managed within the NPPF. In particular, the NPPF refers to the 

cumulative landscape and visual impact, and those landscapes that form 

the spaces in between settlements. NPPF 109 and NPPF 58, bullet point 2 

and 3, are particularly concerned with the impact of development on 

local character. 

5.12 The Lewes District Council and South Downs National Park Authority 

Landscape Capacity Study (LDC/SDNPA, 2012) identified limited 

landscape capacity around Plumpton Green, due to the open views from 

the Downs. Land east of Station Road was identified as the preferred area 

for development as there are several smaller fields bounded by mature 

trees and hedgerows. These features contain the landscape and shield 

outside views, meaning this area offers the greatest opportunity for 

change without impacting on the landscape character. 

5.13 This policy conforms to Policy CT1 Planning Boundary and Key Countryside 

Policy and is in line with Policy SP1 and SP2 of the LDC JCS in terms of 

providing for future housing and employment land to meet the parish’s 

need. 
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5.14 This policy requires all development proposals to deliver high-quality schemes 

that reflect the character of the parish. It also acknowledges that part of the 

parish lies within the SDNP, and therefore the design of any proposed 

housing development must accord with the SDNP Authority’s development 

plan and must be appropriate to the SDNP setting.  

5.15 A green buffer between adjacent sites will ensure sites do not de facto 

merge to become one site that is larger than the small scale (less than 20 

units) preferred by parishioners, and will help retain the rural character of the 

village, also valued by parishioners. 

  

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

 

New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape 

design and material of surrounding buildings, having regard to the 

Plumpton Design Statement. New development should: 

 

1. use high-quality building materials and construction methods reflecting 

the local vernacular finishes and landscaping that complement the 

surroundings; 

2. be no more than two storeys in height, although this would not preclude 

the use of roof space; 

3. avoid light pollution by careful design, location and mitigation measures 

where lighting is necessary for health and safety reasons; 

4. where sites are within the SDNP or its setting, conserve and enhance its 

special qualities; 

5. where sites are adjacent, maintain a clear separation between them by 

means of woodland and hedgerow 'landscape buffers'. These landscape 

buffers should be consistent with local landscape character in terms of 

species, scale and pattern, and should be incorporated into the green 

infrastructure plans for the site; 

6. provide locally appropriate and characteristic landscape features that 

deliver multiple benefits for people and wildlife (such as integrated SuDS, 

wildlife habitats/corridors, improved visual amenity and local green 

spaces). 
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5.16 This policy governs the impact of new development on the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the parish by requiring that all development 

takes into account the diversity of its landscapes and heritage and its 

wildlife habitats (see PPNP Landscape and Biodiversity Evidence Report in 

the evidence base).  

5.17 PPC will not support development that would have a significant adverse 

impact on the countryside or the defining characteristics of the landscape 

and heritage. PPC wishes to see the distinctive views of the surrounding 

countryside that are enjoyed from the many public vantage points in and 

around Plumpton Green be protected and preserved. PPC would also like 

to see developments ensure the conservation and enhancement of the 

natural beauty of the parish and its setting, and pay due regard to the 

SDNP aims and management plan. 

5.18 The policy also prioritises the protection and conservation of specific sites 

and species. PPC would like to see all development provide appropriate 

mitigation and/or compensation for any adverse impact on habitat and 

biodiversity.   

Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

 

Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed 

by the landscape character of the area, seek to achieve landscape and 

biodiversity enhancements and will have regard to the following 

principles. 

  

1. Trees and hedges make a valued contribution to the local landscape. 

Existing trees and hedges, including those that are not covered by 

relevant protection, should be retained and protected. Where this is not 

feasible, they should be replaced with native species of local 

provenance. 

2. Provision for wildlife, particularly threatened species. 

3. The retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green 

corridors, ponds and other wildlife features will be supported. Sites 

should be landscaped to provide green corridors to connect the 

development with the open countryside and existing wildlife habitats, 

and incorporate new SuDS features (see Policy 4) and public rights of 

way/permissive paths where possible, to create a network of multi-

functional landscapes. 

Page  985



34 
 

 

5.19 This policy addresses the separate but related issues of surface water and 

wastewater, as well as associated wastewater sewerage infrastructure 

and wastewater treatment. Surface water is essentially rainfall, but also 

includes rainfall that arrives in the parish via natural watercourses. Surface 

water is relatively clean from an environmental perspective, but can 

contain contamination from domestic and non-domestic human activity.  

5.20 This policy ensures that all new development will be provided with 

adequate infrastructure to serve it for its anticipated lifetime. 

5.21 Development proposals are expected to adhere to the relevant sections 

of the National Planning Policy Framework that directs sustainable 

development. Developments must also adhere to Part H3 of the Building 

Regulations. 

5.22 The issue of surface water and other drainage is of major concern to 

parishioners, expressed during the consultation meetings and in the 

resident questionnaire. The site assessment process also reflected the 

need to address concerns regarding significant problems with flooding, 

surface water flooding, flash flooding and wastewater conveyance. This 

policy responds to those concerns by requiring developers to mitigate the 

effect of additional waste and surface water. 

5.23 The Policy requires developers to demonstrate that there is adequate 

Policy 4: Sustainable drainage and wastewater management 

 

The development of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) as part of new 

developments will be supported. These may include features such as: 

 

1. permeable driveways and parking areas;  

2. rainwater re-use; 

3. green roofs;  

4. soakaways and filter strips;  

5. retention of wetland basins;  

6. appropriate use of existing watercourses; 

7. drainage schemes that provide enhancement or creation of  

wildlife habitat; 

8. appropriate foul water drainage. 

 

These should be designed to manage the risk of flooding, groundwater 

flooding, flash flooding and surface water run-off over land, and the 

impact on the sewerage network, and naturalised in design terms 

wherever possible as part of a network of multi-functional landscapes.  
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wastewater capacity both on and off the site to serve the development, 

and that the development will not lead to problems for existing or new 

users. In many cases, it will be necessary for developers to fund studies to 

ascertain whether the proposed development will lead to overloading of 

the existing wastewater infrastructure. SuDS initiatives will be required to be 

linked to an updated and increased sewage capacity within the village. 

5.24 PPC would like to see sustainable drainage systems be designed to 

enhance and increase both the quality and quantity of habitats for 

wildlife, and that aim to protect and enhance the ground water quality. 

Such initiatives can provide an increase in local amenity and social value 

and associated educational opportunities. 

5.25 Several areas surrounding the existing housing settlement are within Flood 

Zones 2 and 3, and are considered to be within the 1-in-30-year surface 

flood risk guidelines. Due to the nature of the soil structure, surface water 

overflow from the stream and ditch network infiltrates and lies in fields 

surrounding the settlement, which allows for its gradual dispersal. PPC will 

expect  development to reflect the need for natural field flood plains to 

be maintained. 

5.26 The PPNP takes into consideration the position of housing within the sites, 

the placement of the sites in relation to existing and future housing, and 

the number of units that can be sustained on each site. Development of 

sites will be guided by the topography of the land, which is served by a 

complex and inter-related network of natural drainage components. 

5.27 The policy is in line with Policy CP12 (Flood Risk, Coastal Erosion, 

Sustainable Drainage and Slope Stability) of the JCS and the NPPF 100, 

103 "Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change". 

5.28 This policy prioritises the flood risk mitigation measures included in the 

policy to reflect the specific surface water flooding threats and the 

natural drainage capacity of local streams and ditches (see Map E: Flood 

risk in Plumpton Green) in Plumpton Green. Further details and references 

are to be found in the Landscape & Biodiversity Report. 

5.29 The Lead Local Flood Authority has produced advice and guidance on 

the use of SuDS that should be consulted in designing the drainage 

proposals for the proposed housing allocations.   
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Map E: Updated Flood Map for Surface Water (uFMfSW). Included courtesy of East Sussex 

County Council, from data produced by the Environment Agency. 
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5.30 Whilst there is no requirement for a neighbourhood plan to allocate land 

for the development, the PPNP allocates land for around 68 dwellings.  

5.31 LDC has indicated a requirement for the Plumpton Neighbourhood Area 

to provide a minimum of around 50 dwellings over the plan period. In 

addition, land for a further 200 dwellings needs to be found across the 

District. In allocating land for around 68 dwellings, the PPNP is providing for 

significantly in excess of the minimum anticipated need, as well as 

contributing towards the wider needs of the District. This comprises positive 

planning. It will provide for the sustainable development of the 

Neighbourhood Area over the plan period. 

5.32 PPC expects parking provision for new housing development to be in-line 

with requirements set by relevant higher level policies and ESCC guidance 

on parking as referred to in paragraph 3.14.  

Policy 5: New housing 

 

Subject to meeting the criteria set out below, where appropriate, 

residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in 

Neighbourhood Plan Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall 

sites within Plumpton Green: 

 

1. Developments of more than two dwellings should provide a range of 

house types.  The provision of one-to-three bedroom dwellings and/or 

dwellings that meet the needs of young families and those wishing to 

downsize will be especially welcome. 

2. Housing will be sympathetic to the scale, topography and setting of 

the parish and respond to its local context. Housing development 

schemes within the SDNP will take a landscape-led approach to the 

lay-out and design of the scheme. 

3. Developments should form small to medium sized clusters of no more 

than twenty dwellings and be located around the village centre. 

4. Developments of eleven or more dwellings must provide affordable 

housing in line with the requirements of the development plan. 

5. Landscaping buffers and screening and appropriate access will be 

provided. 

6. Proposals for the development of the allocated sites should be 

accompanied by a landscape and visual impact assessment to 

inform location of access roads, layout and design, as well as 

landscaping, and by a comprehensive assessment of the impact on 

wildlife. All protected species must be protected, and any ancient 

hedges on a site must be protected. 

7. Proposals for new housing will be expected to be accompanied, as a 

minimum, by an archaeological desk-based assessment. 

8. The provision of new footpaths and bridleways that connect with 

existing public rights of way and/or the green infrastructure network 

will be supported. 
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5.33 This policy allocates land adjoining Riddens Lane (SHELAA site 14PL) for 

residential development in the central area of Plumpton Green, to the 

west of Station Road.  

5.34 This is a greenfield site that is naturally well screened from the village and 

from the South Downs and would have a minimal impact on existing 

adjoining properties.  

5.35 This site is located in the central area of Plumpton Green, to the west of 

Station Road. It is small in scale and assesses well against the suitability 

Policy 5.1: Riddens Lane, Plumpton Green  

 

The land shown on Map F below, amounting to 1.1ha, is allocated for the 

residential development for 16 new dwellings. 

 

Development in this location should: 

 

1. upgrade Riddens Lane with a suitable surface to provide safe 

access for vehicles and pedestrians between the site and Station 

Road; 

2. locate housing within Flood Zone 1. 

 

 
 

Map F 
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and acceptability criteria. It is close to the village centre and amenities 

and within walking distance of many local services and the train station.  

5.36 The area is included in an Archaeological Notification Area (ANA) 

assigned in 2008, enlarged in 2011 and the record amended following a 

preliminary survey in 2014. Further research is expected on the area before 

development is approved. 

5.37 Development on this site will need to conform to other policies in the 

PPNP, in particular policies 2 to 6. PPC would also like to see obtrusive 

features such as street lighting to be kept to a minimum, in accordance 

with the New Built Environment and Design Policy, which also dictates that 

style, materials used and landscaping should be appropriate to minimise 

impact on the setting. PPC would also like to see natural screening being 

preserved and steps taken to mitigate the effects of development on 

wildlife and biodiversity. PPC is concerned to see that full regard is paid to 

managing utilities needs and flood risk resulting from the development of 

the site. 

5.38 PPC notes that this site will be expected to provide 40% affordable 

housing, in line with the requirement of the LDC JCS where a proposed 

scheme will deliver more than 11 units. 

5.39 Riddens Lane will need to be upgraded with a suitable surface and traffic 

calming measures to provide safe access for pedestrians and vehicles. 

There are concerns about the impact of additional vehicles on traffic flow 

where Riddens Lane enters onto Station Road at a busy intersection. There 

is also often poor visibility at this junction, due to parked cars on Station 

Road. 

5.40 There is presence of protected species and wider species and habitats. 

These must be preserved, along with the ancient hedges. There are no 

known ancient trees on the site. Geological interest is also in evidence 

and the site is within an Archaeological Notification Area. 

5.41 The higher, northern part of this site is within Flood Zone 1. The lower 

southern part falls within Flood Zones 2 and 3, where it slopes down to a 

natural water course. Development should be confined within Flood Zone 

1, to mitigate flood risk.   
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5.42 This policy allocates land adjoining Wells Close (SHELAA site 13PL) for a 

housing scheme designated for elderly people seeking to downsize, in a 

central location in the village to the east of Station Road between Wells 

Close and Strawlands. This meets a stated preference of the village to 

provide more homes for older people. 

5.43 The site was formerly a coal yard, and is adjacent to the planning 

boundary and close to most village amenities. As part of the site was 

previously a coal yard, appropriate investigation will be needed and 

remediation may be required. 

5.44 Development on this site will need to conform to other policies in the 

PPNP, in particular policies 2 to 6. PPC would also like to see obtrusive 

features such as street lighting to be kept to a minimum, in accordance 

with the New Built Environment and Design Policy, which also dictates that 

style, materials used and landscaping should be appropriate to minimise 

impact on the setting. PPC would also like to see natural screening being 

Policy 5.2: Wells Close, Plumpton Green  

 

The land shown on Map G below, amounting to 0.69ha, is allocated for 

the residential development for 12 dwellings. 

 

Development in this location will be limited to the provision of one and 

two bed units specifically designed for older people. 

 

 

Map G 
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preserved and steps taken to mitigate the effects of development on 

wildlife and biodiversity. PPC is concerned to see that full regard is paid to 

managing utilities needs and flood risk resulting from the development of 

the site. 

5.45 PPC notes that the site will be expected to provide 40% affordable 

housing, in line with the requirement of the LDC JCS where a proposed 

scheme delivers more than 11 units. 

5.46 This site assessed well for sustainability, with a number of positives against 

the social and environmental objectives. The site is centrally located and 

within easy reach of most village services and facilities. Access to Station 

Road is good. The site is also well screened and unlikely to have an 

adverse landscape impact. However, the site is located in an area of 

surface water flood risk.  

5.47 The site is likely to have an impact on neighbouring properties, but there is 

some natural screening and it is only partially visible from the Downs. 

5.48 There is presence of protected/wider species and habitats, which PPC 

would like to see preserved, but no ancient trees or hedges or evidence 

of geological or archaeological interest. 

5.49 There are no listed buildings within the vicinity. 
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5.50 The site is located centrally in Plumpton Green to the east of Station Road 

and All Saints Church, and is currently Grade 3 agricultural use.   

Policy 5.3: The Glebe, Plumpton Green  

 

The land shown on Map H below, amounting to 1.5ha, is allocated for 

the residential development for up to 20 dwellings. 

 

Development in this location should: 

 

1. be designed to include landscape buffers between it and the site 

allocated for residential development in Policy 5.4, to emphasise the 

separation of the sites; 

2. be designed to avoid proximity of houses to existing properties; 

3. safeguard and respect the historic character of All Saints Church, 

annexe, cemetery, rectory and gardens and the neighbouring 

property of Strollings (formerly Upper Strollings Farm), which together 

form a valued historic feature within Plumpton Green. 

 

In view of the multiple records of protected and notable species in the 

area, an Ecological Impact Assessment should be carried out and, 

where indicated, steps taken to avoid and compensate for impacts on 

biodiversity and strengthen connectivity between existing habitats. 

 

As this site is adjacent to site 5.4, a detailed design brief should be 

prepared to cover the relationship between the sites, and their design, 

landscaping, layout and access.   

 

 

Map H 
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5.51 Overall this site assessed well against the social objectives due to its 

central location, near to village amenities. Development of the site will 

affect a number of adjoining properties and, notably, the church and 

cemetery. There are no listed buildings in the vicinity. Demolition of the 

rectory to facilitate the development of this site is not supported by PPC. 

The site adjoins another recommended site (see Policy 5.4), also 

promoting 20 houses. Both sites have potential for further development, 

which would not be supported by PPC. 

5.52 The site is partially screened from the Downs. It is noted that access would 

be from Station Road. PPC would prefer to see vehicular access to this site 

from Station Road to be shared with and pass through site 5.4. with a 

footpath and cycleway to connect it directly with Station Road. 

5.53 There is presence of protected species, and ancient trees and hedges, 

and minor geological interest is also in evidence. There are no known 

significant wider species or habitats or evidence of archaeological 

interest. There are three tree preservation orders (TPOs) on the site, two at 

the proposed access. 

5.54 The site is within Flood Zone 1. The site assessment and, in particular the SA, 

highlighted surface water flood issues on the site, which is located in an 

area with a 1-in-30-year surface water flood risk. 

5.55 Development on this site will need to conform to other policies in the 

PPNP, in particular policies 2 to 6. PPC would also like to see obtrusive 

features such as street lighting to be kept to a minimum, in accordance 

with the New Built Environment and Design Policy, which also dictates that 

style, materials used and landscaping should be appropriate to minimise 

impact on the setting. PPC would also like to see natural screening being 

preserved and steps taken to mitigate the effects of development on 

wildlife and biodiversity. PPC is concerned to see that full regard is paid to 

managing utilities needs and flood risk resulting from the development of 

the site. 

5.56 PPC notes that the site will be expected to provide 40% affordable 

housing, in line with the requirement of the LDC JCS where a proposed 

scheme delivers more than 11 units. 

5.57 The main concern about this site is its proximity to another proposed site 

(see Policy 5.4), and to Wells Close. Together this has the potential to 

create an area of development of a size that would be unacceptable to 

parish residents and is contrary to the policy preference for small-scale, 

distinct pockets of development to preserve the rural character of the 

village. This concern is addressed in Policy 2 and also in policy 5.4.  
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5.58 This site adjoins an important historic centre of the village, in the form of All 

Saints Church, the cemetery, annex, the rectory and gardens, and the 

neighbouring property of Strollings (formerly Upper Strollings Farm), which is 

one of the few surviving old buildings in the village. Development should 

respect this cluster by careful placing of housing and appropriate 

landscape buffer zones.   
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5.59 The site is located centrally within Plumpton Green to the east of Station 

Road, and currently Grade 3 agricultural use. 

Policy 5.4: Land rear of Oakfield, Plumpton Green  

 

The land shown on Map I below, amounting to 1.63ha, is allocated for 

the residential development for up to 20 dwellings. 

 

Development in this location should: 

 

1. be designed to include landscape buffers between it and the site 

allocated for residential development in Policy 5.3, to emphasise the 

separation of the sites; 

2. be designed to avoid proximity of houses to existing properties along 

Station Road. 

 

In view of the multiple records of protected and notable species in the 

area, an Ecological Impact Assessment should be carried out and, 

where indicated, steps taken to avoid and compensate for impacts on 

biodiversity and strengthen connectivity between existing habitats.  

 

As this site is adjacent to site 5.3, a detailed design brief should be 

prepared to cover the relationship between the sites, and their design, 

landscaping, layout and access.  

 

The southern edge of the site should be reinforced with native tree 

planting to minimise impact on the SDNP. 

 

 
 

Map I 
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5.60 Overall, this site assessed well against some of the social objectives due to 

its central location, near to village amenities. Access would be directly 

onto Station Road at a point where visibility is good. Development of the 

site will affect a number of adjoining properties. It is adjacent to another 

proposed site (see Policy 5.3), also promoting 20 houses. Both sites have 

potential for further development, which would not be supported by PPC.  

5.61 There is presence of protected/wider species and habitats, along with the 

ancient trees or hedges and minor geological interest also in evidence. 

There is no known evidence of archaeological interest on the site but 

there is an Archaeological Notification Area immediately adjacent to the 

south west corner, which the Parish Council would like to see evaluated. 

There is a listed building within the vicinity but no impact is anticipated. 

5.62 The site’s development would mean the loss of the garage business. 

However, the garage itself is understood to be on a short-term lease. The 

site of the garage business has previously been granted planning 

permission for conversion to residential use. There are two other garages in 

the parish. 

5.63 Development on this site will need to conform to other policies in the 

PPNP, in particular policies 2 to 6. PPC would also like to see obtrusive 

features such as street lighting to be kept to a minimum, in accordance 

with the New Built Environment and Design Policy, which also dictates that 

style, materials used and landscaping should be appropriate to minimise 

impact on the setting. PPC would also like to see natural screening being  

preserved and steps taken to mitigate the effects of development on 

wildlife and biodiversity. PPC is concerned to see that full regard is paid to 

managing utilities needs and flood risk resulting from the development of 

the site. 

5.64 PPC notes that the site will be expected to provide 40% affordable 

housing, in line with the requirement of the LDC JCS where a proposed 

scheme delivers more than 11 units. 

5.65 The main concern about this site is its proximity to another proposed site 

(see Policy 5.3), which has the potential to create an area of 

development of a size that would be unacceptable to parish residents 

and is contrary to the policy preference for small-scale, distinct pockets of 

development to preserve the rural character of the village. This concern is 

addressed in Policy 2 and also in Policy 5.3. 
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5.66 This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4), and 

aligns to the JCS policy E1 (point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18-20 

and is designed to secure the future of the existing employment uses 

within the parish and plan for their growth to serve parish needs. 

5.67 Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that 

parishioners wished to see existing businesses preserved as far as possible 

and that they had no wish to see Plumpton become a dormitory 

community.   

 

Policy 6: Local employment 

 

New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing 

employment or business use will be resisted, unless it can be 

demonstrated that its continued use is no longer viable. Proposals to 

expand an existing employment or business use will be supported, 

subject to development respecting local character, residential 

amenity and highway safety. 
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5.68 Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general 

store, one public house and a garage to housing. The remaining 

businesses in the village centre, in particular the village shop/post office, 

are important to the community as a whole but especially to residents 

without their own transport, as public transport services are limited. 

Development proposals that might negatively affect the remaining 

facilities and businesses will be resisted.  

5.69 This policy aims to ensure existing village community facilities and 

amenities will be retained and, where possible, enhanced to support a 

wider range of parish needs and reinforce the identity and purpose of the 

village centre, particularly as the village expands with the planned new 

housing this plan considers.   

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the 

loss of existing shops or commercial units in the village centre and 

elsewhere in the parish will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that 

their continued use is no longer viable.  
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5.70 Plumpton College is a major local employer. According to the survey of 

local businesses carried out for the PPNP, some 25 of its staff live in the 

parish. There are plans to expand, with the potential to create further 

employment. The survey also showed that the college uses local 

businesses in the parish. 

5.71 The college has a history of being involved in the village through allowing 

the use of its extensive facilities for village activities and contributing to 

village events. The college is much valued by local residents, who wish to 

see it prosper and develop. This policy is intended to respond to the wishes 

of parishioners by supporting development and expansion and continued 

integration. 

5.72 The policy reflects the above concerns and intends to draw attention to 

the relevant SDNPA policies, especially the need to consider any 

development plans at Plumpton College within an overall estate plan, 

rather than in isolation. In light of previously withdrawn planning 

applications, attention is specifically drawn to the importance of retaining 

the gap between the two areas of the college (to the east and west of 

the church), which acts to maintain the setting of the listed church as an 

important heritage asset, and also the landscape setting of the complex. 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 8: Plumpton College 

 

New development at Plumpton College that meets the purposes 

of the SDNP and conserves heritage assets in a manner 

appropriate to their significance will be supported. 

 

Development at Plumpton College should be masterplan/estate plan 

led. The masterplan/estate plan for this site should identify how the 

understanding and appreciation of the separation between the two 

areas to the east and west of St Michaels Church will be conserved and 

enhanced by any development. 
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Map J: Plumpton College 
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5.73 Plumpton Racecourse is the second biggest local employer, albeit 

with a much smaller workforce than Plumpton College. Racedays 

bring a large number of people into the village and provide business 

for the village shop/post office and the local pubs. Many racegoers 

come by train and contribute to maintaining the station as an 

important stop on the London to Eastbourne line. 

5.74 The racecourse also provides a base for Plumpton Rugby Club and 

has resources that it makes available from time to time for village 

events. PPC supports a masterplan-led approach to growth and 

development of the racecourse and its continued integration with 

the village. 

5.75 The policy reflects the above concerns and intends to draw 

attention to the relevant SDNPA policies. PPC would like to see 

development plans at Plumpton Racecourse be considered within 

overall estate and business plans, rather than in isolation.  

Policy 9: Plumpton Racecourse 

 

Any development at Plumpton Racecourse will maintain, and if possible 

enhance, the valued Ashurst Farm Meadow Site of Nature Conservation 

Interest (SNCI) and preserve the special qualities and views of the SDNP.  
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Map K: Plumpton Racecourse 
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5.76 This policy serves two purposes: it first sets out which community 

facilities should be protected; and secondly it makes provision for 

their improvement to support their ongoing viability.  

5.77 The facilities selected are all highly valued by the local community 

and collectively deliver a wide range of community benefits. Unless 

those benefits are no longer required by the community, then the 

policy requires they are protected. 

5.78 In due course, the Parish Council will make applications to the 

District Council for the designation of some or all of these facilities as 

Assets of Community Value under a separate provision of the 

Localism Act, which will remove the permitted development right for 

certain changes of use. This allows the community time to put 

together a bid for any of these assets should they ever come up for 

sale. 

5.79 The policy also encourages the improvement of community facilities 

to enable them to remain viable. This may require new development 

to extend an existing facility, and this will be supported in principle, 

provided any concerns about additional car parking or local 

amenities can be satisfactorily resolved. 

  

Policy 10: Community facilities 

 

Proposals to improve the viability and current community use of the 

buildings and facilities identified in Map L will be supported. Extension 

or partial redevelopment of existing buildings will be supported, 

provided the design of the scheme and the resulting increase in use 

are appropriate in design terms and will not be detrimental to 

adjoining residential properties.  

 

New development that will result in the loss of a facility will be resisted 

unless it can be demonstrated that its benefit to the community is no 

longer viable, relevant or necessary.  
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Map L: Assets map 
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Assets map key 

 

Asset (map reference) 

 

Owned by 

Pubs: Fountain Inn (1), Half Moon and Plough Privately owned 

All Saints Church and annex (2), St Michaels 

Church 

Diocese of Chichester 

Garages: Brighton Garage Services (3), RW Motor 

Engineering, Beetle Garage 

Privately owned  

Village Hall, car park and designated village 

green (4) 

PPC 

Red phone box (5)  PPC 

Post Office and General Stores (6)  Privately owned 

Plumpton Primary School (7)  East Sussex County Council 

(ESCC) 

Parking area adjacent to allotments (8) LDC 

Allotments (9)  PPC 

Station and adjoining car park (10)  Network Rail 

King George V Playing Field, Pavilion, play area, 

woodland walk, basketball courts, skate park, and 

parking area (11) 

PPC 
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5.80 This policy proposes a number of important green spaces in the 

parish to be protected from development by their designation as 

Local Green Spaces in accordance with the NPPF. 

5.81 In each case, the green spaces are an integral part of the parish 

and are therefore regarded as special to the local community. 

Once designated, the policy will resist all proposals for development 

unless it can be clearly demonstrated they are minor, or they are 

ancillary to a public recreation use or they are required for utilities 

development. 

5.82 A list of proposed Local Green Spaces with a map and further 

information can be found in the Local Green Spaces and Green 

Infrastructure report. ‘Map M: Policies Map’ (p. 59) also shows all of 

the proposed Local Green Spaces listed above. 

Policy 11: Local Green Spaces 

 

The PPNP designates Local Green Spaces (LGS) in the following 

locations (see green areas in Map M, p.59): 

 

Site: LGS1 – King George V Playing Fields – a large area of amenity 

grassland to the east of Station Road, between the railway and the 

Bevern Stream;  

Site: LGS2 – Bevernside Pocket Park and allotments – 

allotments and wooded wetland alongside and north of 

Bevern Stream, west of Station Road; 

Site: LGS3 – Village Green – area of public land situated between 

the village hall and Station Road; 

Site: LGS4 – Riddens Wood – a small area of woodland on the 

western border of the parish, adjacent to Little Inholmes Farm; 

Site: LGS5 – Fields on Little Inholmes Farm to the north of West Gate. 

 

The development of Local Green Spaces is ruled out other than in very special 

circumstances. 
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6. Neighbourhood Plan implementation 

6.1 The PPNP will be implemented through the consideration and 

determination of planning applications for development in the 

parish by the relevant local planning authority. 

Development management 

6.2 Most of the policies contained in the PPNP will be delivered by 

landowners and developers. In preparing the PPNP, care has been 

taken to ensure, as far as possible, that the policies are achievable. 

6.3 While the local planning authority will be responsible for the 

development management, the Parish Council will use the PPNP to 

frame its representations on submitted planning applications.  

Community infrastructure projects 

6.4 The Parish Council proposes some or all of the following projects for 

investment of future community infrastructure levy funding: 

 a play space/play park if the need is identified; 

 a larger play/sports area, possibly for all-weather use; 

 a cycle path network to connect the railway station and South 

Downs National Park; 

 additional footpaths at the north and south of the parish to provide 

safer pedestrian access where there are no pavements; 

 a bridleway network at the north and south of the parish; 

 additional facilities at the King George V playing fields, 

including a replacement sports pavilion; 

 a community orchard; 

 a site for additional allotments 

 restoration of Novington Quarry, to provide a local nature reserve. 

 

6.5 This provides an indication of the priorities for investing the funds to 

improve local infrastructure as a result of new development in the 

parish. 

6.6 Once the PPNP is formally adopted, PPC will receive 25% of all 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) receipts from development in 

the parish (against 15%, capped at £100 per council tax dwelling, 

per annum, without a Neighbourhood Plan in place). The Parish 

Council will have the opportunity to bid for additional CIL monies to 

match-fund local projects.  
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6.7 In addition, other policies of the Neighbourhood Plan require some 

planning obligations to be entered into as part of planning consents 

to finance and deliver specific infrastructure projects relating to the 

development scheme in order to make the scheme acceptable in 

planning terms in line with paragraphs 173 and 204 of the NPPF. 
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7. Map: M Policies map 

Housing Sites (Policies 5 to 5.4) and Local Green Spaces (Policy 11) 
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8. Annex – Evidence base 

The list below contains all the documents collected and reviewed in the process of 

preparing this report. All are available to view on Plumpton Parish Council’s 

Neighbourhood Plan website (www.plumptonpc.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan) 

 

PPNP Vision Paper (2014)  

 

PPNP Village consultation April 2014 – summary report (2014) 

 

PPNP Village consultation April 2014 – analysis of feedback (2014) 

 

PPNP Village consultation event September 2014 – feedback (2014) 

 

PPNP Village consultation event September 2014 – analysis of feedback (2014) 

 

PPNP Village questionnaire: preliminary results (2015) 

 

PPNP Village questionnaire – brief outline of results (2015) 

 

PPNP Village questionnaire – complete raw data (2015) 

 

PPNP Business and Employment Topic Group Report (2015) 

 

PPNP Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2015) 

A Historic Landscape Characterisation of Plumpton Green, East Sussex (2016) 

PPNP Design Statement (2016) 

 

PPNP Community Evidence (2016) 

 

Responses to Regulation 14 consultation (2016) 

PPNP Local Green Spaces and Green Infrastructure (2017) 

 

Evidence Report from the Landscape and Biodiversity Topic Group for the Plumpton 

Parish Neighbourhood Plan (2017) 

 

PPNP Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environment Assessment) (2017) 

 

PPNP Site Assessment Report (2017) 

 

Responses to Regulation 14 consultation (2017) 
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Representation ID: REP/175/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/175/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/175 

Name: Jane Gane 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The proposed Travellers Site in Plumpton is unsound and unjustified on many grounds. I 
am a local resident and have no idea what language or grounds to use to sucessfully 

Page  1013



Representation ID: REP/175/GT01 

 

  
 

challenge this proposal. I simply ask that the Inspector hear, and consider, my 
objections. 

The proposed site is on a green field site. We do not want further development, any 
development, in such a location. Most of us choose to live in Plumpton because we want 
to live in a small, rural village. We do not want further housing, industry or permanent 
camps built here. Our views should be considered. 

The village has done its bit regarding development. We have developed a plan, we have 
accepted further development most of us didn't want. Why is it fair now to impose further 
development on us? This was not identified in the Neighbourhood Plan as being needed 
or wanted. 

Furthermore, the site is patently unsuitable. Lewes's report claims there is already 
access to the field. It is, in fact, a single sized five bar gate. Access via this gate will not 
be easy off a narrow lane with fast moving traffic without significant destruction of 
hedges and widening of the entryway. This reduces the visual appeal of a pleasant rural 
location as well as destroying established hedgerows. 

There ARE neighbours closeby whose enjoyment of their own properties would, 
presumably, be reduced by . The village voted overwhelmingly in the 
village questionnaires to remain street light free and a "dark zone". How would that work 
on a permanent camp site? 

In addition, there are a number of businesses in the Old Brickworks Industrial Estate 
next door to the proposed site. The lady who owns the site (I believe) stood up at the 
October 2018 Plumpton Parish Council meeting where three representatives from 
Lewes District Council were present and said ALL of the 21 businesses had said to her 
that they will leave if the Travellers Site goes ahead. I have no reason to believe the 
woman is not speaking the truth so I ask that the Inspector consider the impact to the 
village in terms of local employment and loss of revenue to the local shop if the site were 
to go ahead. 

The site is further unsuitable in that: 

There is no doctor or dentist in the village, 

No footpath leading to the local primary school, 

Station Road/Plumpton Lane is very narrow and winding in parts (only one and a half car 
widths at Green Cross) and without pavements - it does not lend itself to the frequent 
movement of heavy vehicles, 

The proposed site is, I understand, prone to flooding. 

Public Transport is infrequent. Buses are around three times a day and, I understand, 
the hourly rail service has recently been reduced. 

There are few real amenities in the village - one small corner shop and that would be a 
lengthy walk from the proposed site. 

The Lewes District Council representatives claimed at the 5th October 2018 Plumpton 
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Representation ID: REP/175/GT01 

 

  
 

Parish Council meeting that there was simply no other site suitable. I find that hard to 
accept. 

They suggested that the landowner had agreed to sell the land and agreed in principle to 
a Travellers Site yet they could give no indication, even when pressed, how much the 
land would cost to buy. I formed the distinct impression that they really didn't care what it 
cost as, I gather, the money comes from the Government. And, if it really is "money no 
oject" are we really supposed to believe there isn't another landowner out there, willing 
to sell what might actually be a more suitable site? 

They also hinted, (although I accept this may have been intended to be helpful, rather 
than a veiled threat), that if the village didn't accept a Travellers Site that the 
Neighbourhood Plan might be set aside, with even more building. They also indicated 
they were willing to consider any other site that we might suggest. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/178/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/178/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/178 

Name: Frances and Phil Gazzard 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

The proposed traveller's site for the North end of the village is totally unsuitable. There is 
no path access to the village and the traffic travels very fast down this stretch of road, 
making it a very dangerous place to walk, especially to the local shop and school. 

The site is right next to 21 businesses at the Old Brickworks, many who are used by 
residents in the village, especially the garage, and they have stated that they will move 
because of security issues. They will need to install extra security measures, such as 
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Representation ID: REP/178/GT01 

 

  
 

secure fencing and lighting. This will impact on the local economy and many of the 
village people who work there. 

We appreciate that travellers need permanent sites, but at their other sites we note they 
are placed further away from villages in more suitable plots. 

Also how are the nos going to be controlled to just 5 plots? There is the problem of 
rubbish and access!!! What happens if they take over the whole area with higher nos, 
who regulates this??? We have had no community officer for several years!!! More 
expense for the Council!!!! 

The whole idea is going to cause so much disruption in this lovely downland village. 

Therefore we are objecting to the proposed plans for a gypsy/travellers site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Frances Gazzard 

Sent: 04 November 2018 18:12

To: ldf

Subject: Travellers site Plumpton Green objection

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs,  

 

The proposed traveller's site for the North end of the village is totally unsuitable. There is no path access to 

the village and the traffic travels very fast down this stretch of road, making it a very dangerous place to 

walk, especially to the local shop and school.  

 

The site is right next to 21 businesses at the Old Brickworks, many who are used by residents in the village, 

especially the garage, and they have stated that they will move because of security issues. They will need to 

install extra security measures, such as secure fencing and lighting. This will impact on the local economy 

and many of the village people who work there.  

 

We appreciate that travellers need permanent sites, but at their other sites we note they are placed further 

away from villages in more suitable plots.  

 

Also how are the nos going to be controlled to just 5 plots? There is the problem of rubbish and access!!! 

What happens if they take over the whole area with higher nos, who regulates this??? We have had no 

community officer for several years!!! More expense for the Council!!!!  

 

The whole idea is going to cause so much disruption in this lovely downland village.  

 

Therefore we are objecting to the proposed plans for a gypsy/travellers site.  

 

Yours faithfully,  

 

Frances and Phil Gazzard  

 

  

  

Page  1018



Representation ID: REP/180/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/180/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/180 

Name: Martin Gilbert 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to express my strong objection to your proposal for a traveller site in Plumpton 
Green. 

This proposal falls outside the Neighbourhood Plan and contradicts many of LDC's 
previously stated criteria for development in 

Plumpton Green,as already expressed in Plumpton Parish Council's response to the 

Page  1019



Representation ID: REP/180/GT01 

 

  
 

proposal. As you must be aware. 

In addition, this is a strong community interwoven with numerous social and cultural 
societies and sporting clubs. 

This leads to a powerful feeling of security and trust. The imposition of the proposed site 
would lead to a feeling, either real or percieved,of insecurity within the community. 

The businesses adjacent to the site have all said they would be more than likely to re-
locate which would have a hugely detrimental effect on the economy of the village. The 
local shop, pubs and garage in particular. 

The containment of the site will be extremly difficult to manage as it is within a much 
larger open field where unofficial incursion would be difficult to prevent. 

As detailed by our Parish Council and no doubt expressed by countless other residents, 
this is a wholly unacceptable proposal for this community and should be discarded 
forthwith. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Martin Gilbert 

Sent: 02 November 2018 14:59

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed gypsy/ traveller site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear sirs, 

 

I wish to express my strong objection to your proposal for a traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

 

This proposal falls outside the Neighbourhood Plan and contradicts many of LDC's previously stated criteria 

for development in  

Plumpton Green,as already expressed in Plumpton Parish Council's response to the proposal. As you must 

be aware. 

 

In addition, this is a strong community interwoven with numerous social and cultural societies and sporting 

clubs. 

This leads to a powerful feeling of security and trust. The imposition of the proposed site would lead to  

a feeling, either real or percieved,of insecurity within the community. 

 

The businesses adjacent to the site have all said they would be more than likely to re-locate which would 

have a hugely detrimental effect on the economy of the village. The local shop, pubs and garage in 

particular. 

 

The containment of the site will be extremly difficult to manage as it is within a much larger open field 

where unofficial incursion would be difficult to prevent. 

 

As detailed by our Parish Council and no doubt expressed by countless other residents, this is a wholly 

unacceptable proposal for this community and should be discarded forthwith. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Martin Gilbert 
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Representation ID: REP/181/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/181/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/181 

Name: Mark Gilbert 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 

Representation: 

There has been woefully little engagement with the community of Plumpton about the 
proposed Gypsy site. 

Also their has been very little notice given to the local residence resulting in a process 
that is way too short. 

The Government's national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites states under Policy A: 
Using evidence to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7): 
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Representation ID: REP/181/GT01 

 

  
 

'In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 
engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' 
accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 
support groups).' 

1. The Parish council where only told about the GT01 development on the 5/9/18, this is 
not 'early and effective community engagement'. 

2. There has only been one community meeting that I know of in relation to this 
development and unfortunately I was unable to attend, this is not 'early and effective 
community engagement'. 

3. The proposed Gypsy development is an additional development that was not included 
in the neighbourhood plan, this is not 'early and effective community engagement'. 

As an additional concern, Plumpton Green as a small rural community does not have 
many employers. My understanding is that a large percentage of the Businesses at the 
Brick Works will consider moving out of the village if the development goes ahead. This 
will reduce the opportunities for employment in the village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Adhere to the Government's national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites states under 
Policy A 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/186/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/186/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/186 

Name: James and Helen Grant 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Re: Proposed Permanent Gypsy and Traveller Pitches south of The Plough in Plumpton 

We strongly object to the above proposal for the following reasons: 

- Negative effect on local businesses - all the businesses at The Old Brickworks have 
started they will leave, which would affect the property owners, the business owners and 
the community. The Plough has stated the have put development plans on hold until the 
know the result of this proposed development. The Village shop is the absolute heart of 
the village and it would be a travesty if they decided to leave. The Racecourse may be 
affected by potential lack of visitors. 

- The effect of light pollution secondary to the need for increased security of The Old 
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Representation ID: REP/186/GT01 

 

  
 

Brickworks 

- the likely negative effect on house prices for the whole village and potential issues to 
re-sell 

- we feel the site would serve far more appropriate for actual housing and/or an area that 
would benefit the community, e.g. further commercial options, a park for children to play 
in, shops, leisure facilities, etc. 

Please keep us updated with any developments. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: helen blanchard <

Sent: 04 November 2018 21:36

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Permanent Gypsy and Traveller Pitches south of The Plough

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear sir/madam  

 

Re: Proposed Permanent Gypsy and Traveller Pitches south of The Plough in Plumpton 

 

We strongly object to the above proposal for the following reasons: 

 

- Negative effect on local businesses - all the businesses at The Old Brickworks have started they will leave, 

which would affect the property owners, the business owners and the community. The Plough has stated the 

have put development plans on hold until the know the result of this proposed development. The Village 

shop is the absolute heart of the village and it would be a travesty if they decided to leave. The Racecourse 

may be affected by potential lack of visitors.  

 

- The effect of light pollution secondary to the need for increased security of The Old Brickworks 

 

- the likely negative effect on house prices for the whole village and potential issues to re-sell 

 

 

- we feel the site would serve far more appropriate for actual housing and/or an area that would benefit the 

community, e.g. further commercial options, a park for children to play in, shops, leisure facilities, etc. 

 

 

Please keep us updated with any developments. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

James and Helen Grant 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/189/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/189 

Name: Susannah Griffin 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to register that I feel that the site proposed is inappropriate for all concerned 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Susannah Jane 

Sent: 31 October 2018 10:21

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Traveller site at Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs 

I would like to register that I feel that the site proposed is inappropriate for all concerned 

Susannah Griffin  
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Representation ID: REP/191/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/191 

Name: D G Hadden 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

This email is from Mr and Mrs DG Hadden and these comments represent our joint 
views. 

We consider the allocation of a .069ha site immediately north of the Old Brickworks 
industrial estate to be wholly inappropriate for the following reasons: 

* The proposed site is outside the established village boundary and recent, extensive 
consultations on the provision of new housing outside said boundary clearly established 
that further development beyond the boundary is unsustainable for numerous, already 
documented reasons, to which LDC must have regard; 

* A gypsy encampment on the proposed site will seriously adversely affect local 
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Representation ID: REP/191/GT01 

 

  
 

employment, with loss of jobs and businesses shutting down at the Old Brickworks; 

* It is our considered opinion that gypsy and traveller sites should be concentrated 
where such residents and visitors may socialize in groups. This site is isolated, rural, 
inadequately serviced and remote from all necessary social amenities, such as shop, 
school, church, playing fields and railway station. Over time, this will inevitably lead to a 
sense of isolation for those living on the site and  

 

* The proposed site is on the only access road running north south through Plumpton 
and Plumpton Green, with access to the public highway where the maximum national 
speed limit applies. Having lived in the northern part of this village, adjacent to the 
highway for more than 30 years, we know how fast vehicles can travel along this 
section, heading to or from the direction of The Plough public house; 

* Along this section of highway, there is no discernible footpath for the whole length of 
the narrow verge, no street lighting, no pavement and no speed restriction. We know the 
objections given in 2012 by the Highways Authority and we assert these objections 
remain wholly valid; 

* Beyond the village boundary, both north and south, there is a natural beauty which 
frames Plumpton and Plumpton Green in a way which has recently been recognized by 
the new housing planning consents. The development as proposed on this site would 
destroy the natural beauty of this area and, without it being a planning consideration, it is 
inevitable the site will, over time, attract interest from other traveller groups, resulting in 
pressure to extend, despite inadequate services  

 

* For the reasons given in 6 above, caravans and static homes are entirely out of 
keeping with the character of the locality and the only adequate screening would be 3m 
high fencing around a gated community – cf gypsy site north of Offham at junction of 
A275 with B2116. Is there a better option of extending the Offham site, instead of 
developing at Plumpton? 

* It is well known that sites of the nature proposed require  management; our 
village policeman was never replaced many years ago and, at the recent public meeting 
in Plumpton Village Hall, LDC was unable to give any assurances  

 To create such a site and leave it to its own devices 
is irresponsible and unsustainable. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: David Hadden < >

Sent: 19 October 2018 16:20

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

This email is from Mr and Mrs DG Hadden and these comments represent our joint views. 

 

We consider the allocation of a .069ha site immediately north of the Old Brickworks industrial estate to be wholly 

inappropriate for the following reasons: 

 

1. The proposed site is outside the established village boundary and recent, extensive consultations on the 

provision of new housing outside said boundary clearly established that further development beyond the 

boundary is unsustainable for numerous, already documented reasons, to which LDC must have regard; 

 

2. A gypsy encampment on the proposed site will seriously adversely affect local employment, with loss of jobs 

and businesses shutting down at the Old Brickworks; 

 

3. It is our considered opinion that gypsy and traveller sites should be concentrated where such residents and 

visitors may socialize in groups. This site is isolated, rural, inadequately serviced and remote from all 

necessary social amenities, such as shop, school, church, playing fields and railway station. Over time, this 

will inevitably lead to a sense of isolation for those living on the site and  

 

 

4. The proposed site is on the only access road running north south through Plumpton and Plumpton Green, 

with access to the public highway where the maximum national speed limit applies. Having lived in the 

northern part of this village, adjacent to the highway for more than 30 years, we know how fast vehicles can 

travel along this section, heading to or from the direction of The Plough public house; 

 

5. Along this section of highway, there is no discernible footpath for the whole length of the narrow verge, no 

street lighting, no pavement and no speed restriction. We know the objections given in 2012 by the 

Highways Authority and we assert these objections remain wholly valid; 

 

6. Beyond the village boundary, both north and south, there is a natural beauty which frames Plumpton and 

Plumpton Green in a way which has recently been recognized by the new housing planning consents. The 

development as proposed on this site would destroy the natural beauty of this area and, without it being a 

planning consideration, it is inevitable the site will, over time, attract interest from other traveller groups, 

resulting in pressure to extend, despite inadequate services  

 

 

7. For the reasons given in 6 above, caravans and static homes are entirely out of keeping with the character of 

the locality and the only adequate screening would be 3m high fencing around a gated community – cf 

gypsy site north of Offham at junction of A275 with B2116. Is there a better option of extending the Offham 

site, instead of developing at Plumpton? 

 

8. It is well known that sites of the nature proposed require  management; our village policeman 

was never replaced many years ago and, at the recent public meeting in Plumpton Village Hall, LDC was 

unable to give any assurances . To create such a site 

and leave it to its own devices is irresponsible and unsustainable. 
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Representation ID: REP/193/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/193/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/193 

Name: Thomas Hall 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to register my objections to the proposed traveller site in Plumpton Green. I 
work on the Old Brick Works next to the proposed sitting  

 

It has already been decided that should the proposed site go ahead then my employers 
will leave Plumpton and look for a new workshop. As I have to commute by bike I may 
well not be able to reach it and will be looking for another job. I hope that an alternative 
site can be found that will not threaten local small businesses so directly. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Representation ID: REP/193/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1033



1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tom Hall 

Sent: 04 November 2018 16:53

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Traveller site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madame, 

I am writing to register my objections to the proposed traveller site in Plumpton Green. I work on 

the Old Brick Works next to the proposed sitting  

 

It has already been decided that should the proposed site go ahead then my employers will leave 

Plumpton and look for a new workshop. As I have to commute by bike I may well not be able to 

reach it and will be looking for another job. I hope that an alternative site can be found that will not 

threaten local small businesses so directly. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Thomas Hall 
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Representation ID: REP/199/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/199 

Name: Gordon Harper 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object in the strongest possible manner to the Proposed Gypsy Traveller Site in 
Plumpton Green. 

My reasons for objecting are as follows:- 

1. The rural area of the Low Weald is an intimate landscape characterised by an 
irregular field pattern enclosed by thick hedgerows, shaws, areas of ancient woodland 
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Representation ID: REP/199/GT01 

 

  
 

and rural settlements. Plumpton Green is one such area and should be protected from 
excessive development. 

2. Housing Development has taken place over the years in Plumpton Green and the 
village has been allocated some 50 houses for continued development. To add a Gypsy 
and Traveller site would only further deteriorate the rural aspects of the village and 
village life 

3. In the Lewes District Local Plan Part 1, Plumpton Green was placed in the Settlement 
Hierarchy as a Service Village. As such it is described as a village that has a basic level 
of services and facilities, public transport provision (possibly not frequent) and limited 
employment opportunities. To propose to add a Gypsy site on the extremity of the 
Plumpton Green flows against the basis of a Service Village 

4. The proposed site is a green field site and is located in a quiet area. Any development 
of this site would be detrimental to the rural aspect of the Low Weald 

5. The LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 3 states "The 
site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing services and 
facilities such as schools, health services and shops". The prosed site does not comply 
with Core Policy 3. 

6. The LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 4 states "there is 
safe and convenient vehicular access to the road network". The proposed site would exit 
on to a very busy road and would therefore not comply with Core Policy 3. 

7. Access by foot to the proposed site would be unsafe as it fronts a busy road. 

8. The Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 5 states "There is 
capacity to provide appropriate on-site physical and social infrastructure such as water, 
power, drainage, parking and amenity space". Your proposal has not demonstrated 
these facilities can be provided and as such would not comply with Core Policy 3. 

9. It is not clear who would be responsible for maintaining the site should it be 
accepted…..ESCC, LDC or the Parish Council. I doubt the Parish Council would want to 
maintain such a site or provide for the cost of same. 

10. There is a considerable distance from the proposed site to the limited facilities in the 
village. Foot access would be extremely dangerous on the busy road as there are no 
pavements along this road from the Old Brickworks until the village is reached, a 
distance of approximately 1 mile. 

11. In the 2018 SHELAA report site 03PL was annotated lying between the Old 
Brickworks and the Plough Inn. On the Local Plan Part 2 Pre-submission document you 
show the proposed site at the southern end of site 03PL. The SHELAA has described 
the assessment of this site as being "Filtered – Fails Proximity Assessment". This would 
lead me to believe the site is not suitable for development or deliverable. 

12. The proposed area of the site lies in a much larger site, viz, that shown as 03PL on 
the 2018 SHELAA. Whilst the proposed site talks of a limited population of 5 permanent 
pitches it is not inconceivable that planning creep would extend the limits of this site 
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given the probable area of the general site 

13. It is my understanding that no agreement has been reached with the landowner and 
as such under SHELAA Definitions the site is "Not Deliverable" 

14. The Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan did not include this site for development. 

15. There is very limited potential for employment in Plumpton Green and as such any 
residents on this site would have quite a distance to travel to any locations 

for employment 

16. The Old Brickworks currently houses some 21 businesses. They have advised the 
landowner that they will relocate if the proposed gypsy site goes forward. 

This would have a detrimental effect on the village economy and lead to job losses for 
local residents employed in the 21 businesses. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Gordon Harper 

Sent: 02 November 2018 12:57

To: ldf

Cc: plumptonactiongroup@gmail.com; anita.emery@plumptonpc.co.uk; 

clerk@wivelsfield.org.uk

Subject: Objection to Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir,  

 

I wish to object in the strongest possible manner to the Proposed Gypsy Traveller Site in Plumpton Green. 

 

My reasons for objecting are as follows:- 

 

1.     The rural area of the Low Weald is an intimate landscape characterised by an irregular field pattern 

enclosed by thick hedgerows, shaws, areas of ancient woodland and rural settlements. Plumpton 

Green is one such area and should be protected from excessive development. 

 

2.     Housing Development has taken place over the years in Plumpton Green and the village has been 

allocated some 50 houses for continued development. To add a Gypsy and Traveller site would only 

further deteriorate the rural aspects of the village and village life    

 

3.     In the Lewes District Local Plan Part 1, Plumpton Green was placed in the Settlement Hierarchy as a 

Service Village. As such it is described as a village that has a basic level of services and facilities, 

public transport provision (possibly not frequent) and limited employment opportunities. To 

propose to add a Gypsy site on the extremity of the Plumpton Green flows against the basis of a 

Service Village 

 

4.     The proposed site is a green field site and is located in a quiet area. Any development of this site 

would be detrimental to the rural aspect of the Low Weald 

 

5.     The LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 3 states “The site is well related 

to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing services and facilities such as schools, 

health services and shops”. The prosed site does not comply with Core Policy 3. 

 

6.     The LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 4 states “there is safe and 

convenient vehicular access to the road network”. The proposed site would exit on to a very busy 

road and would therefore not comply with Core Policy 3. 

 

7.     Access by foot to the proposed site would be unsafe as it fronts a busy road. 

 

8.     The Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Point 5 states “There is capacity to provide 

appropriate on-site physical and social infrastructure such as water, power, drainage, parking and 

amenity space”. Your proposal has not demonstrated these facilities can be provided and as such 

would not comply with Core Policy 3.  
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9.     It is not clear who would be responsible for maintaining the site should it be accepted…..ESCC, LDC 

or the Parish Council. I doubt the Parish Council would want to maintain such a site or provide for 

the cost of same. 

 

10.  There is a considerable distance from the proposed site to the limited facilities in the village. Foot 

access would be extremely dangerous on the busy road as there are no pavements along this road 

from the Old Brickworks until the village is reached, a distance of approximately 1 mile. 

 

11.  In the 2018 SHELAA report site 03PL was annotated lying between the Old Brickworks and the 

Plough Inn. On the Local Plan Part 2 Pre-submission document you show the proposed site at the 

southern end of site 03PL. The SHELAA has described the assessment of this site as being “Filtered 

– Fails Proximity Assessment”. This would lead me to believe the site is not suitable for 

development or deliverable. 

 

12.  The proposed area of the site lies in a much larger site, viz, that shown as 03PL on the 2018 

SHELAA. Whilst the proposed site talks of a limited population of 5 permanent pitches it is not 

inconceivable that planning creep would extend the limits of this site given the probable area of 

the general site  

 

13.   It is my understanding that no agreement has been reached with the landowner and as such under 

SHELAA Definitions the site is “Not Deliverable” 

 

14.   The Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan did not include this site for development.  

 

15.    There is very limited potential for employment in Plumpton Green and as such any residents on 

this site would have quite a distance to travel to any locations   

        for employment  

 

16.    The Old Brickworks currently houses some 21 businesses. They have advised the landowner that 

they will relocate if the proposed gypsy site goes forward.    

        This would have a detrimental effect on the village economy and lead to job losses for local 

residents employed in the 21 businesses. 

 

Thank you. 

 

G S Harper 
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Representation ID: REP/200/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/200 

Name: Sally Harper 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to object to the proposal by Lewes District Council to include a Permanent 
Travellers Site next to the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green in the Lewes District Plan 
Part 2: Site Allocations and Development. 

1. The proposed site was not allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan, which has 
been Made. This would therefore appear to override and indeed make a nonsense of the 
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the principal behind the use of Neighbourhood Plans. Indeed in his Budget Speech last 
Monday Philip Hammond strongly supported the use of Neighbourhood Plans. REP 

bringing in a proposal at this stage would appear to be contrary to Parliamentary 
thinking. 

2. The local businesses located at The Old Brickworks have indicated that they would 
require much greater security to be installed should this site go ahead. This would be 
costly for them and they have indicated that they will be forced to relocate. This would 
have a detrimental effect on the economy of Plumpton/Plumpton Green which, being a 
rural economy would have a major effect. 

3. This site is a greenfield site: the Old Brickworks was a brownfield site. It should not be 
necessary to allow 'creep' in such a rural location. It will also impact the rural nature of 
the village. 

4. The site is quite some distance from the centre of Plumpton. There is no pavement or 
street lighting, which would raise the question of safety. Also the nearest bus stop is 
quite some distance away, again with no safe walking access, and indeed the bus 
service itself is limited. 

5. In the 2018 SHELAA the only site identified adjacent to the Old Brickworks was 
categorised as ……Filtered – Fails Proximity Assessment. 

6. No agreement has been reached with the landowner so this renders the site as not 
deliverable. 

I would ask that these objections be taken into consideration please. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sally Harper 
Sent: 01 November 2018 16:27
To: ldf
Cc: anita.emery@plumptonpc.co.uk
Subject: Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development..Proposed Permanent 

Travellers' Site Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir, 
 
I am writing to object to the proposal by Lewes District Council to include a Permanent Travellers Site next 
to the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green in the Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development.
 

1. The proposed site was not allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan, which has been Made. 
This would therefore appear to override and indeed make a nonsense of the 
the principal behind the use of Neighbourhood Plans. Indeed in his Budget Speech last Monday 
Philip Hammond strongly supported the use of Neighbourhood Plans. LDC 
bringing in a proposal at this stage would appear to be contrary to Parliamentary thinking.  

 
2. The local businesses located at The Old Brickworks have indicated that they would require much 

greater security to be installed should this site go ahead. This would be costly for them and they 
have indicated that they will be forced to relocate. This would have a detrimental effect on the 
economy of Plumpton/Plumpton Green which, being a rural economy would have a major effect. 

 
3. This site is a greenfield site: the Old Brickworks was a brownfield site. It should not be necessary to 

allow ‘creep’ in such a rural location. It will also impact the rural nature of the village. 
 

4. The site is quite some distance from the centre of Plumpton. There is no pavement or street lighting, 
which would raise the question of safety. Also the nearest bus stop is quite some distance away, 
again with no safe walking access, and indeed the bus service itself is limited. 
 

5. In the 2018 SHELAA the only site identified adjacent to the Old Brickworks was categorised as 
……Filtered – Fails Proximity Assessment. 
 

6. No agreement has been reached with the landowner so this renders the site as not deliverable. 
 

I would ask that these objections be taken into consideration please. 
 
Sally Harper, 
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Representation ID: REP/202/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/202 

Name: Charles Hartridge 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

This proposal is inappropriate and inconsistent with stated policies for a number of 
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reasons.  

It will generate additional traffic into and through the village, one reason why this and the 
larger adjacent site has already been considered unsuitable for additional dwellings. The 
walk on foot into the village to the shop or school is along a national speed limit lane with 
no footpath which is dangerous especially at times of peak traffic.  

It will generate additional light and noise pollution which will significantly impact the 
immediate vicinity.  

The adjacent business park will be adversely impacted e.g. additional security measures 
being required by insurers. There is a strong possibility that this will cause business 
owners to relocate taking with them their local business and employment opportunities. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/203/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/203 

Name: Sheila Hartridge 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

It is not appropriate to build Traveller accommodation on a greenfield site. By changing 
the use of arable land to a residential site the rural character and nature or the area will 

Page  1045



Representation ID: REP/203/GT01 

 

  
 

be permanently altered adversely.   

At a local meeting LDC officers stated that this site was very unlikely to get planning 
permission for traditional housing, therefore it would seem that lower criteria are being 
applied for its suitability for Traveller accommodation. This is unfair to both that 
community and local residents.  

The proposed access to the village and its facilities via a new footpath to the bus stop 
200m to the north of the site and therefore 850m from the outskirts of the village Is 
totally impractical. The bus service is very infrequent and its future is in question. To 
suggest that you would walk away from the village to catch a bus to the shop, school or 
train station is fundamentally flawed. You would either walk along the main road with no 
pavement or travel by car thus increasing the traffic through the village.  

The proposed site is part of a much larger field and if a Traveller site is established I 
would be concerned that as a precident had been set the site could be expanded in the 
future which would be detrimental to the local community.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/205/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/205 

Name: Tracey Harwood 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to strongly object to the proposal to locate a permanent Gypsy and Traveller 
site in Plumpton Green for the following reasons: 

1. It does not fit with the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the policies within that 
plan. It is outside of the Plumpton Planning Boundary. As a villager I engaged with the 
consultation and referendum on the plan and fully support the plan in its entirety. 
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2. It is not in keeping with the rural surroundings and is on a greenfield site. This area is 
used by wildlife, including deer. 

3. LDC have already deemed the area not suitable for residential housing development. 
There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village from the site. Together with a lack 
of lighting due Plumpton Green being a "dark skies' parish with absolutely no desire to 
change this. 

4. The local economy would be severely damaged if businesses no longer wished to be 
located in the Old Brickworks which they have said is the case if the site went ahead 
The businesses chose this location due to the quiet rural location and soft security. The 
location of the gypsey traveller site would significantly change this. 

I am in full support of all the comments submitted by Plumpton Parish Council in 
response to the consultation on Lewes District Local Plan 2: Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies DPD - Pre Submission version and specifically 
GT01. 

My view is that LDC should be considering a brownfield site which has less direct impact 
on a rural village or enlarging an existing gypsy/traveller site in the area. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tracey Harwood 

Sent: 04 November 2018 18:03

To: ldf

Cc: tracey nick

Subject: Policy GT01 - Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site - Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I am writing to strongly object to the proposal to locate a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site in Plumpton 

Green for the following reasons:  

 

1. It does not fit with the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the policies within that plan. It is outside 

of the Plumpton Planning Boundary. As a villager I engaged with the consultation and referendum on the 

plan and fully support the plan in its entirety.  

 

2. It is not in keeping with the rural surroundings and is on a greenfield site. This area is used by wildlife, 

including deer.  

 

3. LDC have already deemed the area not suitable for residential housing development. There is inadequate 

pedestrian access to the village from the site. Together with a lack of lighting due Plumpton Green being a 

"dark skies' parish with absolutely no desire to change this.  

 

4. The local economy would be severely damaged if businesses no longer wished to be located in the Old 

Brickworks which they have said is the case if the site went ahead The businesses chose this location due to 

the quiet rural location and soft security. The location of the gypsey traveller site would significantly change 

this.  

 

I am in full support of all the comments submitted by Plumpton Parish Council in response to the 

consultation on Lewes District Local Plan 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD 

- Pre Submission version and specifically GT01.  

 

My view is that LDC should be considering a brownfield site which has less direct impact on a rural village 

or enlarging an existing gypsy/traveller site in the area.  

 

Tracey Harwood 
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Representation ID: REP/206/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/206 

Name: Nick Harwood 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to submit my objection the the site above for these reasons: 

It is not in keeping with the rural surroundings and is on a greenfield site. This area is 
used by wildlife, including deer. 

If LDC have already said the area not suitable for residential housing. There is 
inadequate pedestrian access to the village from the site and with no suitable lighting 
maybe construed as dangerous and asking for traffic and accident issues 

Local businesses will be affected as they are so close to this proposed site. I believe 
they have threatened to leave if this gets the go ahead.That would be a real shame and 
have knock on affects for us, the community, this proposed new group and of course 
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REP 

It does not fit with the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the policies within that 
plan. It is outside of the Plumpton Planning Boundary. As a villager I engaged with the 
consultation and referendum on the plan and fully support the plan in its entirety. 

I am in full support of all the comments submitted by Plumpton Parish Council in 
response to the consultation on Lewes District Local Plan 2: Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies DPD - Pre Submission version and specifically 
GT01. 

My view is that LDC should be considering a brownfield site which has less direct impact 
on a rural village or enlarging an existing gypsy/traveller site in the area. Thus giving this 
new group access to more schools, surgeries, social care, shops and transport 

I trust you find this acceptable without being rude or condescending 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tracey Nick 

Sent: 05 November 2018 21:14

To: ldf

Subject: planning objection to proposed Travelers site in Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir/madam 

I would like to submit my objection the the site above for these reasons: 

It is not in keeping with the rural surroundings and is on a greenfield site. This area is used by wildlife, 

including deer.  

If LDC have already said the area not suitable for residential housing. There is inadequate pedestrian access 

to the village from the site and with no suitable lighting maybe construed as dangerous and asking for traffic 

and accident issues 

Local businesses will be affected as they are so close to this proposed site. I believe they have threatened to 

leave if this gets the go ahead.That would be a real shame and have knock on affects for us, the community, 

this proposed new group and of course LDC 

It does not fit with the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the policies within that plan. It is outside of 

the Plumpton Planning Boundary. As a villager I engaged with the consultation and referendum on the plan 

and fully support the plan in its entirety.  

I am in full support of all the comments submitted by Plumpton Parish Council in response to the 

consultation on Lewes District Local Plan 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD 

- Pre Submission version and specifically GT01.  

My view is that LDC should be considering a brownfield site which has less direct impact on a rural village 

or enlarging an existing gypsy/traveller site in the area. Thus giving this new group access to more schools, 

surgeries, social care, shops and transport 

 

I trust you find this acceptable without being rude or condescending 

 

Nick Harwood 
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Representation ID: REP/206/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/206 

Name: Nick Harwood 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 

Representation: 

I believe you have not taken in the voices and feelings on the Community. The 
Community is the heart of any village or town. We live here with the best intentions for 
ourselves, our future and our (in some case new neighbours). Our Parish council 
provide what any village wants best for themselves and the Community. with freedom of 
speech, information, improve services for all groups. They encourage fetes, jumble 
sales, classes, day care centres, social media sites. Goods for sale and work for 
anyone. the list is endless 
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This proposed site does not cover these areas above, it does not encourage joining in. 
By placing it there away from sight and prying eyes this new group is hidden away left 
alone thus encouraging a non community sense of being 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

the changes I would prefer are to encourage access to a welcoming Community, where 
the new group are encouraged to join in and be a apart of the Community. By being 
closer to urban life, social services, choice of schools, transport and not tuck them away 
out of sight out of mind 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tracey Nick < >

Sent: 05 November 2018 21:14

To: ldf

Subject: planning objection to proposed Travelers site in Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir/madam 

I would like to submit my objection the the site above for these reasons: 

It is not in keeping with the rural surroundings and is on a greenfield site. This area is used by wildlife, 

including deer.  

If LDC have already said the area not suitable for residential housing. There is inadequate pedestrian access 

to the village from the site and with no suitable lighting maybe construed as dangerous and asking for traffic 

and accident issues 

Local businesses will be affected as they are so close to this proposed site. I believe they have threatened to 

leave if this gets the go ahead.That would be a real shame and have knock on affects for us, the community, 

this proposed new group and of course LDC 

It does not fit with the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the policies within that plan. It is outside of 

the Plumpton Planning Boundary. As a villager I engaged with the consultation and referendum on the plan 

and fully support the plan in its entirety.  

I am in full support of all the comments submitted by Plumpton Parish Council in response to the 

consultation on Lewes District Local Plan 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD 

- Pre Submission version and specifically GT01.  

My view is that LDC should be considering a brownfield site which has less direct impact on a rural village 

or enlarging an existing gypsy/traveller site in the area. Thus giving this new group access to more schools, 

surgeries, social care, shops and transport 

 

I trust you find this acceptable without being rude or condescending 

 

Nick Harwood 
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Representation ID: REP/211/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/211 

Name: Katie Heath 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have received notification that the council propose to allow a permanent site for the 
travelling community adjacent to 'The old brickworks' in Plumpton Green. 

I object to this as a resident of the village. I believe that if this proposal is approved it will 
undermine the beautiful village that many work hard to maintain and promote. 

Given the recent housing plans going ahead I am sure that the construction companies 
willing to invest their money will not approve either. Potential buyers of not only the new 
properties but those already in existence will most certainly be put off investing their 
money in the village. 
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Will they be required to pay council tax? How much? What band will they be in? 

I do not believe that whatever the positives to be achieved by this plan going ahead will 
out weigh the negatives that go inevitably go with members of these communities 
moving into an area? 

Please record this as an objection to this plan, can you please provide the planning 
number so I am able to monitor this online. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Katie Heath < >

Sent: 26 September 2018 19:56

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to traveller site - Plumpton Green 

Categories: Vanessa to deal with

 

Good evening,  

 

I have received notification that the council propose to allow a permanent site for the travelling 

community adjacent to ‘The old brickworks’ in Plumpton Green.  

 

I object to this as a resident of the village. I believe that if this proposal is approved it will  

undermine the beautiful village that many work hard to maintain and promote.  

 

Given the recent housing plans going ahead I am sure that the construction companies willing to 

invest their money will not approve either. Potential buyers of not only the new properties but 

those already in existence will most certainly be put off investing their money in the village.  

 

Will they be required to pay council tax? How much? What band will they be in?  

 

I do not believe that whatever the positives to be achieved by this plan going ahead will out weigh 

the negatives that go inevitably go with members of these communities moving into an area?  

 

Please record this as an objection to this plan, can you please provide the planning number so I 

am able to monitor this online.  

 

Kind Regards 

 

Katie Heath  
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Representation ID: REP/216/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/216 

Name: Paul and Jane Hildyard 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As long standing residents of Plumpton Green, we are writing to object to the proposal of 
the Gypsy and Traveller site GT01. 

Plumpton recognises the need to grow and provide additional accommodation, and we 
have worked hard to create our Neighbourhood Plan. As you are aware, this is to have 
small pockets of development around the centre of the village. This is to maintain the 
village feel and provide easy and safe access to the amenities – shop, school, station 
etc. Sites that were to the north and south of the village were rejected. It would appear 
that this is an insult to the traveller community that they would be offered a site rejected 
for housing for all the reasons stated. 
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Plumpton has few opportunities for businesses to develop and offer employment for 
locals. However there is a successful site at the Old Brickworks, which is adjacent to the 
proposed traveller site. These businesses have made it clear that they will relocate to 
more suitable premises if the proposal is adopted. This would be a huge loss to 
Plumpton. 

The proposed site is a greenfield site and part of the agricultural legacy and tradition of 
the village and forms part of the green corridor into the village enjoyed by the residents 
and vital to the wildlife. 

After attending the PPC meeting last month it was obvious to us that LDC themselves do 
not consider this site to be suitable, but in the absence of alternatives wish to go ahead. 
This would be a detrimental to Plumpton and an insult to the traveller community who 
deserve better. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jane Hildyard 

Sent: 05 November 2018 07:31

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller site in Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir 

As long standing residents of Plumpton Green, we are writing to object to the proposal of the Gypsy and Traveller 

site GT01. 

 

Plumpton recognises the need to grow and provide additional accommodation, and we have worked hard to create 

our Neighbourhood Plan. As you are aware, this is to have small pockets of development around the centre of the 

village. This is to maintain the village feel and provide easy and safe access to the amenities – shop, school, station 

etc. Sites that were to the north and south of the village were rejected. It would appear that this is an insult to the 

traveller community that they would be offered a site rejected for housing for all the reasons stated.  

 

Plumpton has few opportunities for businesses to develop and offer employment for locals. However there is a 

successful site at the Old Brickworks, which is adjacent to the proposed traveller site. These businesses have made it 

clear that they will relocate to more suitable premises if the proposal is adopted. This would be a huge loss to 

Plumpton. 

 

The proposed site is a greenfield site and part of the agricultural legacy and tradition of the village and forms part of 

the green corridor into the village enjoyed by the residents and vital to the wildlife. 

 

After attending the PPC meeting last month it was obvious to us that LDC themselves do not consider this site to be 

suitable, but in the absence of alternatives wish to go ahead. This would be a detrimental to Plumpton and an insult 

to the traveller community who deserve better. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Paul and Jane Hildyard 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

 

Page  1061



Representation ID: REP/218/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/218/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/218 

Name: Coral Hinbest 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We are very concerned that you are considering a traveller site at the edge of our rural 
village in the South Downs National Park. 

* Plumpton Lane/Station Road (PL/SR) has particularly dangerous junction at both ends, 
i.e. The Plough and Half Moon. I have witnessed accidents and near accidents on 
multiple occasions. The council are aware of this but have done little to improve both 
junctions.  
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* PL/SR has multiple parked cars all the way through and outside of the village, making 
it particularly difficult to navigate in and out of the village, including the bend near The 
Old Brick Works, the hump of the hill outside the Village Shop and the narrow road by 
the main entrance to Plumpton Race Course, where I was once hit by a speeding car 
not noticing the narrow warning sign. Again, these hazards are known by the Local 
Council, but nothing has been done to improve the road, I believe lack of funds to be the 
reason.  

* We regularly have horse boxes, horses, tractors, buses, school buses, learner 
commercial vehicles based at Plumpton Race Course, cycling groups with more than 10 
cyclists a time, sponsored cycle events (hundreds of cyclists), hikers and kids/scouts 
doing activities such as Duke of Edinburgh, not to mention hundreds of vehicles 
arriving/leaving Plumpton Race Course, throughout their many race/fun days. There are 
no paths outside of the village, making pedestrian access difficult for the people/groups 
who already use the lane.  

* PL/SR cannot cope with any more vehicles, especially towed caravans and 
commercial vehicles that come with a traveller community.  

* When we lived in Yorkshire, there was a traveller site a few miles away  
 
 

good road access for their commercial vehicles.  

* The proposed site was not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan and you will be fully 
aware that a traveller site is very contentious and the locals would be against such a 
proposal  

* How the business at the Old Brick Works will survive having the proposed travelling 
site next to it, is questionable and they may feel forced to relocate which in turn could 
mean job losses for local people  

* You are considering building this on a green field site, which would have a huge impact 
on a rural village and would permanently change the character of the village.  

* This will impact on the village school  
 
 

 Small village schools did not have the capacity to 
adapt to these extra challenges. 

I have many elderly neighbours who are distraught at the thought of this happening but 
are unable to voice their opinions and we do have quite a large number of elderly people 
in the village. I found it impossible to find how to comment on your website and 
understand that objections will be received up to midnight on 5th November, so please 
include my email with the objections. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: coral hinbest < >
Sent: 05 November 2018 18:50
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller site - Policy GT01 - Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

We are very concerned that you are considering a traveller site at the edge of our rural village in the South Downs 
National Park.  
 

1. Plumpton Lane/Station Road (PL/SR) has particularly dangerous junction at both ends, i.e. The Plough and 
Half Moon. I have witnessed accidents and near accidents on multiple occasions. The council are aware of 
this but have done little to improve both junctions.  

2. PL/SR has multiple parked cars all the way through and outside of the village, making it particularly difficult 
to navigate in and out of the village, including the bend near The Old Brick Works, the hump of the hill 
outside the Village Shop and the narrow road by the main entrance to Plumpton Race Course, where I was 
once hit by a speeding car not noticing the narrow warning sign. Again, these hazards are known by the 
Local Council, but nothing has been done to improve the road, I believe lack of funds to be the reason.  

3. We regularly have horse boxes, horses, tractors, buses, school buses, learner commercial vehicles based at 
Plumpton Race Course, cycling groups with more than 10 cyclists a time, sponsored cycle events (hundreds 
of cyclists), hikers and kids/scouts doing activities such as Duke of Edinburgh, not to mention hundreds of 
vehicles arriving/leaving Plumpton Race Course, throughout their many race/fun days. There are no paths 
outside of the village, making pedestrian access difficult for the people/groups who already use the lane.  

4. PL/SR cannot cope with any more vehicles, especially towed caravans and commercial vehicles that come 
with a traveller community. 

5. When we lived in Yorkshire, there was a traveller site a few miles away   
 

 with good road access for their 
commercial vehicles.  

6. The proposed site was not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan and you will be fully aware that a traveller 
site is very contentious and the locals would be against such a proposal 

7. How the business at the Old Brick Works will survive having the proposed travelling site next to it, is 
questionable and they may feel forced to relocate which in turn could mean job losses for local people 

8. You are considering building this on a green field site, which would have a huge impact on a rural village and 
would permanently change the character of the village.  

9. This will impact on the village school   
 

 Small village schools did not have 
the capacity to adapt to these extra challenges.  

 
I have many elderly neighbours who are distraught at the thought of this happening but are unable to voice their 
opinions and we do have quite a large number of elderly people in the village. I found it impossible to find how to 
comment on your website and understand that objections will be received up to midnight on 5th November, so 
please include my email with the objections.  
 
Coral and Steve Hinbest 

 
 

 
Coral and Steve.  
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Representation ID: REP/226/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/226 

Name: Tim Honess 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

This site (0.69ha), as shown on figure 11 below, is allocated for the development of 5 
net additional permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches, subject to compliance with all 
appropriate development plan policies and the following criteria: 

* Access, including provision for pedestrians and cyclists, to be provided from Station 
Road;  

* Development should be levelled and laid out to provide sufficient room to allow for 
vehicles to turn around within the site;  
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* Development should use the natural topography in screening the site from wider, 
sensitive landscape views and designed to minimise the perception of urbanisation in 
this location, particularly with regards to hardstanding and amenity buildings;  

* Development is subject to an appropriate assessment and evaluation of archaeological 
potential and mitigation measures implemented accordingly;  

* An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified 
and implemented accordingly to mitigate potential adverse impacts on biodiversity. 
Development allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible;  

* Appropriate flood risk assessment and surface water drainage strategy and mitigation 
is agreed with the appropriate body and implemented accordingly; and  

* The development should be occupied by only those that fulfil the definition of a Gypsy 
or Traveller. 

My Comments below 

As a local resident I will to express my objections to the Proposed Gypsy & Traveller site 
on the approach to Plumpton Green for the following reasons:- 

Local neighbourhood plan was only adopted this year following public consultation with 
no reference to a traveller site requirement. What has changed in such a short space of 
time? Compromises for the village were agreed as part of the consultation and this site 
should have been part of that process (or was it and discounted as not being suitable). 
The neighbourhood plan also agreed that the village would expand East/West (and not 
North/South) to lessen the impact on development within this rural location – this 
development is at the upmost north end of the village and contrary to the agreed village 
expansion plans. 

The proposed traveller site will give a loss of green field space and spoil the whole vista 
appeal of the countryside approach into the village 

I am not aware of any relevant needs assessment being carried out that identifies the 
site for travellers at this Rural location? 

There has been a total lack of formal consultation with local resident, businesses, clubs 
& societies and the wider communities to the village. 

The proposed site in within a field that is prone to flooding (in fact my wife grew up in the 
neighbouring Chicken Farm now referred to as the Old Brickworks, and is fully aware of 
the flooding that occurs on a regularly. When the site floods the impact has also been 
that raw sewerage is evident due to number of cesspit tanks in the area. 

The proposed Gypsy site will set a precedent for future development within the local 
area and I can the fields between the Plough and the current North end of the village 
being built upon (again outside the agreed local plan). Plus the proposed site once 
developed would be subject to further expansion and grow as a traveller encampment 
for further static units. 
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There is no safe pedestrian access to the nearest public transport (bus stop) 

There is no safe pedestrian access to village shop & amenities and train station 

The site access is dangerous with no safe road access as it is at the bottom of a steep 
hill with vehicles approaching blind at speed. 

A previous housing proposal was turned down as the site was deemed unsuitable. 
what's changed now for this proposal? 

The original proposal was for 5 permanent pitches but this has now grown to 10 pitches 
(5 static and 5 caravans on concrete pitches) plus space for travelling caravans! It's easy 
to do the maths and work out an average of 4 persons on each pitch. Total of 40 people 
living on the site plus unauthorised visitors 

The proposals will have a detrimental effect on the local area as it is in close proximity of 
local residential houses 

The proposals will have a detrimental effect on local business next door in the old 
brickworks (where it is known that the businesses will move out if the site goes ahead) 
and will also have a detrimental effect on the local Plough public house. 

There will be a significant Impact village and local house prices. – I have a work 
colleague who has been looking to move into Plumpton however, when I mentioned a 
couple of weeks ago that I was going to meeting about a proposed traveller site, he 
immediately has withdrawn his plans to move into the village and is now looking 
elsewhere. That's just one case I know of, but the same will apply to other local property 
within the area. 

Plumpton is a unspoilt gateway into the South Downs National Park. The Traveller site 
proposals will have a significant affect onto the greenfield outlook as you approach the 
village. 

I am therefore in total disagreement with this proposal 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tim Honess 

Sent: 29 October 2018 08:24

To: ldf

Subject: Local Plan Consultation

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Local Plan Consultation 

Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD - Pre-Submission  

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

This site (0.69ha), as shown on figure 11 below, is allocated for the development of 5 net additional 

permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches, subject to compliance with all appropriate development plan 

policies and the following criteria: 

1. Access, including provision for pedestrians and cyclists, to be provided from Station Road; 

2. Development should be levelled and laid out to provide sufficient room to allow for vehicles to 

turn around within the site; 

3. Development should use the natural topography in screening the site from wider, sensitive 

landscape views and designed to minimise the perception of urbanisation in this location, 

particularly with regards to hardstanding and amenity buildings; 

4. Development is subject to an appropriate assessment and evaluation of archaeological potential 

and mitigation measures implemented accordingly; 

5. An ecological impact assessment is undertaken and appropriate measures identified and 

implemented accordingly to mitigate potential adverse impacts on biodiversity. Development 

allows for the protection of biodiversity and enhancement where possible; 

6. Appropriate flood risk assessment and surface water drainage strategy and mitigation is agreed 

with the appropriate body and implemented accordingly; and 

7. The development should be occupied by only those that fulfil the definition of a Gypsy or 

Traveller. 

 

 

My Comments below 

As a local resident I will to express my objections to the Proposed Gypsy & Traveller site on the approach to 

Plumpton Green for the following reasons:- 

 

Local neighbourhood plan was only adopted this year following public consultation with no reference to a traveller 

site requirement. What has changed in such a short space of time? Compromises for the village were agreed as part 

of the consultation and this site should have been part of that process (or was it and discounted as not being 

suitable). The neighbourhood plan also agreed that the village would expand East/West (and not North/South) to 

lessen the impact on development within this rural location – this development is at the upmost north end of the 

village and contrary to the agreed village expansion plans. 

 

The proposed traveller site will give a loss of green field space and spoil the whole vista appeal of the countryside 

approach into the village 

 

I am not aware of any relevant needs assessment being carried out that identifies the site for travellers at this Rural 

location? 
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There has been a total lack of formal consultation with local resident, businesses, clubs & societies and the wider 

communities to the village.  

 

The proposed site in within a field that is prone to flooding (in fact my wife grew up in the neighbouring Chicken 

Farm now referred to as the Old Brickworks, and is fully aware of the flooding that occurs on a regularly. When the 

site floods the impact has also been that raw sewerage is evident due to number of cesspit tanks in the area. 

 

The proposed Gypsy site will set a precedent for future development within the local area and I can the fields 

between the Plough and the current North end of the village being built upon (again outside the agreed local plan). 

Plus the proposed site once developed would be subject to further expansion and grow as a traveller encampment 

for further static units. 

 

 

 

 

There is no safe pedestrian access to the nearest public transport (bus stop) 

 

There is no safe pedestrian access to village shop & amenities and train station 

 

The site access is dangerous with no safe road access as it is at the bottom of a steep hill with vehicles approaching 

blind at speed. 

 

A previous housing proposal was turned down as the site was deemed unsuitable. what’s changed now for this 

proposal? 

 

The original proposal was for 5 permanent pitches but this has now grown to 10 pitches (5 static and 5 caravans on 

concrete pitches) plus space for travelling caravans! It’s easy to do the maths and work out an average of 4 persons 

on each pitch. Total of 40 people living on the site plus unauthorised visitors 

 

The proposals will have a detrimental effect on the local area as it is in close proximity of local residential houses 

 

The proposals will have a detrimental effect on local business next door in the old brickworks (where it is known that 

the businesses will move out if the site goes ahead) and will also have a detrimental effect on the local Plough public 

house. 

 

There will be a significant Impact village and local house prices. – I have a work colleague who has been looking to 

move into Plumpton however, when I mentioned a couple of weeks ago that I was going to meeting about a 

proposed traveller site, he immediately has withdrawn his plans to move into the village and is now looking 

elsewhere. That’s just one case I know of, but the same will apply to other local property within the area. 

 

Plumpton is a unspoilt gateway into the South Downs National Park. The Traveller site proposals will have a 

significant affect onto the greenfield outlook as you approach the village. 

 

I am therefore in total disagreement with this proposal 

 

Tim Honess MCIOB MIET 
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Representation ID: REP/227/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/227 

Name: Tim Honess 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The local plan for Plumpton Green was agreed earlier this year- there was no mention of 
a Traveller site within the local plan that has already been adopted. This application is 
therefore unlawful as it is misrepresentation of the plan already agreed earlier this year. 
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There has been a total lack of consultation as this new site is being considered through 
the back door!! 

The proposed Traveller site is within a known flood zone (my wife lived in The Old 
Brickworks for over 20 years). I can confirm that site floods regularly in the winter. There 
is limited mains drains in the vicinity and raw sewerage is often evident after periods of 
flooding when cesspit tanks overflow. 

The site is outside of the agreed local plan, any future development in Plumpton has 
been agreed as expansion in a East/West direction only. This proposed site is to the 
North of the village and would set a precedent for future infill development to the North 
of the village. Totally in conflict to the already agreed plan for the village. 

The Local plan states that 5 Traveller units will be built however I attended a recent 
meeting in the village where we were informed that in fact there would be 10 pitches (5 
permanent plus 5 additional caravan pitches) the submission also states the site would 
additionally allow for travelling caravans which increases the site well in excess of the 
proposals. 

There is no safe pedestrian access to the local bus stop. 

There is no safe pedestrian access to the local village amenities. 

The vehicle access to the proposed site is the bottom of a steep hill (over a blind brow). 
This site was previously deemed unsuitable access for housing development, so what 
has changed now. 

The close proximity of local business will be affected, It is known and has been reported 
by the local business community that they will not remain in Plumpton if this Traveller 
site goes head, having a detrimental affect on the local economy. 

Heading South into Plumpton form the North of the village is a gateway into the 
Southdowns National Park. This proposal will have significant impact on the surrounding 
natural beauty of the area and spoil the vista into the National Park. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Remove the section regarding the Traveller site being located in Plumpton Green as the 
proposals are suitable for reasons adapted above. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/229/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/229 

Name: Neal Hovey 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write in connection with the proposal to site a Gipsy and Traveller Site in Station Road, 
Plumpton and would like to lodge the following objections 

The site was rejected for housing yet is good enough for the Traveller site. I consider 
this demeaning to the Travelling community 

The council admitted at the public meeting that the site was not satisfactory, that it was 
the only one they had and therefore had to pursue it unless anyone at the meeting could 
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come up with a site that was better 

The site will impact on the Old Brickworks industrial site and the economy / employment 
in the village which is already precarious 

The site could be expanded in the future therefore exacerbating the problem 

It is a greenfield site outside the village boundary 

There is no footpath or street lighting - for children to get to school they would invariably 
end up using private cars as the public transport is inaccessible especially in the winter 
having to walk along a road with grass verges in the dark. The road is derestricted and 
therefore dangerous. To put a footpath along the road is not a satisfactory answer - road 
side footpaths do not exist in the middle of the countryside and extending the village 
speed limit beyond the village boundary unacceptable as well 

I would concur with the Parish Councils objections already lodged with yourselves 

I would be most grateful if you could keep me advised of progress, any public meeting 
etc in this matter 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1074



1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Neal Hovey 

Sent: 05 November 2018 09:24

To: ldf

Cc: sarah.osborne2@lewes-gov.uk

Subject: Proposed Gipsy and Traveller Site, Station Road, Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

 

I write in connection with the proposal to site a Gipsy and Traveller Site in Station Road, Plumpton 

and would like to lodge the following objections 

 

The site was rejected for housing yet is good enough for the Traveller site. I consider this 

demeaning to the Travelling community  

 

The council admitted at the public meeting that the site was not satisfactory, that it was the only 

one they had and therefore had to pursue it unless anyone at the meeting could come up with a 

site that was better 

 

The site will impact on the Old Brickworks industrial site and the economy / employment in the 

village which is already precarious  

 

The site could be expanded in the future therefore exacerbating the problem 

 

It is a greenfield site outside the village boundary 

 

There is no footpath or street lighting - for children to get to school they would invariably end up 

using private cars as the public transport is inaccessible especially in the winter having to walk 

along a road with grass verges in the dark. The road is derestricted and therefore dangerous. To 

put a footpath along the road is not a satisfactory answer - road side footpaths do not exist in the 

middle of the countryside and extending the village speed limit beyond the village boundary 

unacceptable as well 

 

I would concur with the Parish Councils objections already lodged with yourselves 

 

I would be most grateful if you could keep me advised of progress, any public meeting etc in this 

matter 

 

Kind regards 

 

C Neal H Hovey 
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Representation ID: REP/231/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/231 

Name: Caroline Hoy 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to voice my objection to the proposed development of a greenfield site GT01 
south of the Plough Public House in Plumpton Green. I am a Plumpton Green resident 
and have no issue with the sites agreed in the Neighbourhood plan as they were well 
thought out and the most suitable places put forward for development, all of which do 
not mean developing open green spaces along the main road through the village 
spoiling both the aesthetics of the village and providing poor access to an already linear 
village layout. 

I object to development on Green field sites as we should be looking to brownfield sites 
for development of housing and/or travellers sites. The site proposed has no footpath 
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into the village, extremely poor visibility if you were trying to turn left or right onto the 
road in a vehicle/lorry/caravan etc. Whoever you were to house there would have 
inadequate access into the village and the area is assessed as being at increased risk of 
flood. I fail to see how this could be viewed as suitable for any residential development. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Caroline Hoy 

Sent: 05 November 2018 21:21

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to GT01

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

For the attention of the Planning Officer, 

 

I wish to voice my objection to the proposed development of a greenfield site GT01 south of the Plough 

Public House in Plumpton Green. I am a Plumpton Green resident and have no issue with the sites agreed in 

the Neighbourhood plan as they were well thought out and the most suitable places put forward for 

development, all of which do not mean developing open green spaces along the main road through the 

village spoiling both the aesthetics of the village and providing poor access to an already linear village 

layout.  

 

I object to development on Green field sites as we should be looking to brownfield sites for development of 

housing and/or travellers sites. The site proposed has no footpath into the village, extremely poor visibility 

if you were trying to turn left or right onto the road in a vehicle/lorry/caravan etc. Whoever you were to 

house there would have inadequate access into the village and the area is assessed as being at increased risk 

of flood. I fail to see how this could be viewed as suitable for any residential development.  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Caroline Hoy.  

 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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Representation ID: REP/232/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/232 

Name: Sally Huband 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to express my dismay at the proposal for a permanent site for Gypsies and 
Travellers in Plumpton. This is a rural community and we are already faced with the 
development of at least 56 houses in the village. 

As you are aware, Plumpton only has one road passing through it and it is already 
congested at certain times of day with cars parked at the side of the road and cars going 
to the station, the school and work. When the development commences in Plumpton, we 
will undoubtedly have large lorries passing through and an increased amount of traffic. 
Travellers will bring caravans and lorries to an already congested road. The turn off at 
the North end of Plumpton by the Plough Inn, is already dangerous as the visibility is 
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poor. The turn off at the Southern End by the Half Moon Pub is equally dangerous. 

The proposed field has a gate leading into St Helena Lane, if used as access to the site 
would also be very dangerous as the lane is narrow and windy and not fit for large 
vehicles. The increase in heavy traffic  is 
unacceptable. 

 
 

 
 
 

 

There is a foot path running through the proposed site and locals use this to walk their 
dogs and enjoy the surrounding countryside. This peaceful area could be totally 
destroyed by having the site there. 

Will the travellers be paying Council Tax and will there be increased rubbish disposal 
plans in place if this is to go ahead? 

I appreciate that the Council has a duty to provide sites for Travellers/Gypsies but I do 
not think that Plumpton is a suitable choice, particularly as the site is currently a green 
space. Plumpton is a rural village with an excellent community spirit which is appreciated 
by all who live here. I do think there are other sites in the District which would be better 
suited. There are brown field sites which have not been developed and also areas with 
better road systems to cope with more heavy traffic. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sally Huband 
Sent: 25 September 2018 18:52
To: ldf
Subject: proposed Gypsy and Travellers site in Plumpton

Categories: Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir, 
I am writing to express my dismay at the proposal for a permanent site for Gypsies and Travellers in Plumpton. This 
is a rural community and we are already faced with the development of at least 56 houses in the village.  
As you are aware, Plumpton only has one road passing through it and it is already congested at certain times of day 
with cars parked at the side of the road and cars going to the station, the school and work. When the development 
commences in Plumpton, we will undoubtedly have large lorries passing through and an increased amount of traffic. 
Travellers will bring caravans and lorries to an already congested road. The turn off at the North end of Plumpton by 
the Plough Inn, is already dangerous as the visibility is poor. The turn off at the Southern End by the Half Moon Pub 
is equally dangerous.  
The proposed field has a gate leading into St Helena Lane, if used as access to the site would also be very dangerous 
as the lane is narrow and windy and not fit for large vehicles. The increase in heavy traffic   

 is unacceptable. 
 

 
 

 
There is a foot path running through the proposed site and locals use this to walk their dogs and enjoy the 
surrounding countryside. This peaceful area could be totally destroyed by having the site there.  
Will the travellers be paying Council Tax and will there be increased rubbish disposal plans in place if this is to go 
ahead? 
 
I appreciate that the Council has a duty to provide sites for Travellers/Gypsies but I do not think that Plumpton is a 
suitable choice, particularly as the site is currently a green space. Plumpton is a rural village with an excellent 
community spirit which is appreciated by all who live here. I do think there are other sites in the District which 
would be better suited. There are brown field sites which have not been developed and also areas with better road 
systems to cope with more heavy traffic. 
Yours sincerely, Sally Huband  
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Representation ID: REP/233/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/233 

Name: Howard Hughes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object to the proposed travellers site in Plumpton Green. 

i This site was not included in the Neighbourhood Plan. In this plan it was felt that new 
developments should be central to the village,to reduce car traffic and to enable safe 
pedestrian movements via pavements. The positioning of this site is totally at odds with 
these considerations. 

ii The businesses adjacent to the proposed development have indicated that they will 
leave if this goes ahead. Plumpton Green has few jobs that don't require lengthy 
commuting. To compromise these local jobs seems a hugely retrograde step. 

iii The proposed site is a green field site. Not only will inevitably compromise the rural 
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feel to this area,there can be no assurances that the site wouldn't develop further. 

Also,how would this site be contained and managed long term? 

I trust that the committee will recognise that an isolated rural field is unsuitable for the 
site under discussion and refuse permission for it. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1083



1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Howard Hughes 

Sent: 29 October 2018 16:40

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed traveller site Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I wish to object to the proposed travellers site in Plumpton Green.  

 

i This site was not included in the Neighbourhood Plan. In this plan it was felt that new 

developments should be central to the village,to reduce car traffic and to enable safe pedestrian 

movements via pavements. The positioning of this site is totally at odds with these considerations. 

ii The businesses adjacent to the proposed development have indicated that they will leave if this 

goes ahead. Plumpton Green has few jobs that don't require lengthy commuting. To compromise 

these local jobs seems a hugely retrograde step.  

iii The proposed site is a green field site. Not only will inevitably compromise the rural feel to this 

area,there can be no assurances that the site wouldn't develop further.  

Also,how would this site be contained and managed long term?  

 

I trust that the committee will recognise that an isolated rural field is unsuitable for the site under 

discussion and refuse permission for it.  

 

Howard Hughes  
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Representation ID: REP/234/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/234 

Name: Linda Hughes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green. 

Due to the fact that access to the site on foot would be extremely dangerous as it is on a 
very fast road without pavements, this would inevitably mean more traffic. My 
understanding is that Lewes District Council would give preference to sites that were not 
wholly dependent on cars. The choice of this site would seem to be at odds with that. 

Local businesses adjacent to the proposed site have indicated that they will relocate if 
this site goes ahead, which would damage the local economy. 

I fear that this would be the "thin end of the wedge" and the number of units would 
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increase, and this could be an eyesore in a predominantly rural area. 

I urge you to refuse this application as it is totally inappropriate. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Linda Mant 

Sent: 29 October 2018 17:25

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Dear Sirs,  

 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green. 

 

Due to the fact that access to the site on foot would be extremely dangerous as it is on a very fast 

road without pavements, this would inevitably mean more traffic.  My understanding is that Lewes 

District Council would give preference to sites that were not wholly dependent on cars.  The 

choice of this site would seem to be at odds with that. 

 

Local businesses adjacent to the proposed site have indicated that they will relocate if this site 

goes ahead, which would damage the local economy. 

 

I fear that this would be the “thin end of the wedge” and the number of units would increase, and 

this could be an eyesore in a predominantly rural area.   

 

I urge you to refuse this application as it is totally inappropriate. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Linda Hughes (Mrs) 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/235/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/235 

Name: Tom Hughes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Regarding the traveller site next to The old brickworks if this goes ahead then our 
tenants will be leaving and i fear i will lose my job as the site will have to be shut down 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: . 

Sent: 25 October 2018 09:23

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy & Traveller Site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Regarding the traveller site next to The old brickworks if this goes ahead then our tenants will be leaving 

and i fear i will lose my job as the site will have to be shut down 
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Representation ID: REP/241/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/241 

Name: David Ince 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

It has come to my notice that you are planning to allow a permanent Gypsy site adjacent 
to the Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green . I strongly object to this as it will lead the 
spoiling of our beautifull environment .  

 There has to be a more 
suitable brown field site available rather than putting one almost in the national 

Please keep me advised on this matter 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: David Ince 

Sent: 27 September 2018 16:35

To: ldf

Subject: TRAVELLERS SITE PLUMPTON GREEN

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Lewes Council 

 

It has come to my notice that you are planning to allow a permanent Gypsy site adjacent to the Old 

Brickworks in Plumpton Green . I strongly object to this as it will lead the spoiling of our beautifull 

environment .  

 There has to be a more suitable brown field site available rather than putting one almost 

in the national 

 

Please keep me advised on this matter 

 

Yours  

 

David Ince 
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Representation ID: REP/242/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/242 

Name: Allison Ingram 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to object to the proposal, termed GT01, to provide 5 permanent pitches for 
Gypsy Traveller and/or Travelling Showpeople at land south of the The Plough at the 
north end of Station Road, Plumpton Green, 

An application for much needed social housing was refused at this location due to the 
absence of any pavements on what is a road with the national speed limit. 

How can it be acceptable to have a Travellers site at this location and not social 
housing? 
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I understand it is a government overarching aim to ensure fair and equal treatment for 
travellers in accessing education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure. How 
can the proposed location meet this aim? It is remote from any shops and the nearest 
bus stop can only be accessed by walking along a 60mph road. The local primary school 
is over 2km away and can only be accessed by car or by walking along a road with the 
national speed limit and two blind corners. 

I believe the Draft Plan should delete the proposed site on the basis that it does not 
comply with Government policy on providing fair and equal treatment for Travellers and 
is unsound 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From: Allison Ingram 

Sent: 05 November 2018 20:13

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

I am writing to object to the proposal, termed GT01, to provide 5 permanent pitches for Gypsy Traveller and/or Travelling Showpeople at land south of the The 

Plough at the north end of Station Road, Plumpton Green,  

An application for much needed social housing was refused at this location due to the absence of any pavements on what is a road with the national speed limit. 

How can it be acceptable to have a Travellers site at this location and not social housing? 

I understand it is a government overarching aim to ensure fair and equal treatment for travellers in accessing education, health, welfare and employment 

infrastructure. How can the proposed location meet this aim? It is remote from any shops and the nearest bus stop can only be accessed by walking along a 

60mph road. The local primary school is over 2km away and can only be accessed by car or by walking along a road with the national speed limit and two 

blind corners. 

I believe the Draft Plan should delete the proposed site on the basis that it does not comply with Government policy on providing fair and equal treatment for 

Travellers and is unsound 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Allison Ingram 
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Representation ID: REP/245/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/245 

Name: Romney and Sandie Jackson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We wish to register our objections to the proposed permanent traveller site on the 
northern edge of The Old Brickworks Business Units, Plumpton Green. 

The following comments largely refer to the guidance note of the Department for 
Communities and Local Government August 2015 "Planning policy for traveller sites 
[https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/F
inal_planning_and_travellers_policy.pdf] " ("the Guidance"). 
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"4(i) - to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and 
planning decisions." 

"4(k) - for local planning authorities to have due regard to the protection of local amenity 
and local environment." 

"14. When assessing the suitability of sites in rural or semi-rural settings, local planning 
authorities should ensure that the scale of such sites does not dominate the nearest 
settled community." 

The proposed traveller site adversely impacts our local community significantly and goes 
against the above Guidance (4(k)) for the following reasons: 

* According to the adopted Neighbourhood Plan, new developments should "maximise 
opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and [to] plan for new 
development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character 
of the area." The proposed traveller site will spoil the rural nature of our village and be 
located where planning has been refused in the past. It will be one of the first things any 
visitor to the village will notice. Plumpton is a quiet, downland village surrounded by 
farmland and visible from the South Downs National Park. 

* The proposed site is directly adjoining the Old Brickworks business park. Every one of 
the 21 businesses have stated that in the case of any development on this site they will 
be seeking to relocate as soon as possible  

 
 

 

* As residents, we have fought to maintain our position as a dark skies village and 
security lighting would fly in the face of this. Dark Skies is also a policy of the South 
Downs National Park Authority. 

* Our family uses several of the businesses at the Old Brickworks and many Plumpton 
residents are employed there. These businesses also contribute to the local shop and 
the pubs. We have already lost one pub (The Winning Post) in the village as well as a 
general store, a hairdresser, the garage by the station and the butcher. 

* The custom brought into the village by these businesses is significant and to lose even 
a proportion of them would be a severe blow. 

Tensions between settled and traveller communities (4(i)) 

* With the above comments in mind, it is clear that there would be a real adverse effect 
on the settled community, in particular those adjacent or very close to the proposed site. 

 

* The norm for a permanent traveller site has, until now, been outside the village apron. 
The two examples of sites "within villages in East Sussex" (Maresfield and 
Roberstbridge) cited at the Parish Council Meeting were completely erroneous. In both 
those cases a major road acts as a separator between the village and the site, there are 
no nearby houses and there are further separations, in Maresfield a Recycling Centre 
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and in Roberstbridge a high level of landscaping and trees. The proposed Plumpton Site 
would be unique within East Sussex. 

* It should be noted that the European Convention on Human Rights (included in UK law 
by the Human Rights Act 1988) confers rights on the settled community as well as on 
travellers. 

The Neighbourhood Plan states "to plan for new development in the highly sustainable 
locations." 

The proposed site is exactly 1 mile from the local primary school and just under 1 mile 
from the shop. There is no pavement from the proposed site in any direction and the 
national speed limit of 60mph is in force along that part of Station Road. There is 
inadequate public transport with infrequent buses and bus services which are under 
threat. This will result in a significant increase in traffic to and from the local school at 
peak times and further parking problems. 

Domination of the nearest settled community (14) 

Five permanent sites which include a mobile home and a touring caravan and parking 
and toilet blocks(s) will dominate the nearest settled community. This site is within only a 
few metres of one house and very near to eleven others. 

Inadequate notice: 

The notice given falls short of "early and effective community engagement". We knew 
nothing of this proposal until one week prior to the Parish Council meeting. We found out 
through Facebook despite the fact that we live close to the proposed site. This suggests 
a deliberate lack of transparency. In view of this we request the consultation period to be 
extended. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Lewes District Council 

LDF@lewes.gov.uk 

 

24
th

 October 2018 

 

Ref: Local Plan Part 2: Proposal for a permanent site of five pitches for travellers and gypsies in 

Plumpton Green 

 

 

We wish to register our objections to the proposed permanent traveller site on the northern 

edge of The Old Brickworks Business Units, Plumpton Green. 

 

The following comments largely refer to the guidance note of the Department for Communities 

and Local Government August 2015 “Planning policy for traveller sites” (“the Guidance”).  

 

“4(i) - to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and 

planning decisions.” 

“4(k) - for local planning authorities to have due regard to the protection of local amenity 

and local environment.” 

“14. When assessing the suitability of sites in rural or semi-rural settings, local planning 

authorities should ensure that the scale of such sites does not dominate the nearest settled 

community.”   

 

The proposed traveller site adversely impacts our local community significantly and goes 

against the above Guidance (4(k)) for the following reasons: 

 

• According to the adopted Neighbourhood Plan, new developments should “maximise 

opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and [to] plan for new 

development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character of 

the area.”   The proposed traveller site will spoil the rural nature of our village and be 

located where planning has been refused in the past. It will be one of the first things any 

visitor to the village will notice.  Plumpton is a quiet, downland village surrounded by 

farmland and visible from the South Downs National Park. 

  

• The proposed site is directly adjoining the Old Brickworks business park. Every one of the 21 

businesses have stated that in the case of any development on this site they will be seeking 

to relocate as soon as possible  

 

 

  

 

• As residents, we have fought to maintain our position as a dark skies village and security 

lighting would fly in the face of this. Dark Skies is also a policy of the South Downs National 

Park Authority. 
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• Our family uses several of the businesses at the Old Brickworks and many Plumpton 

residents are employed there. These businesses also contribute to the local shop and the 

pubs. We have already lost one pub (The Winning Post) in the village as well as a general 

store, a hairdresser, the garage by the station and the butcher.  

 

• The custom brought into the village by these businesses is significant and to lose even a 

proportion of them would be a severe blow. 

 

 

Tensions between settled and traveller communities (4(i)) 

 

• With the above comments in mind, it is clear that there would be a real adverse effect on 

the settled community, in particular those adjacent or very close to the proposed site.  

 

• The norm for a permanent traveller site has, until now, been outside the village apron.  The 

two examples of sites “within villages in East Sussex” (Maresfield and Roberstbridge) cited 

at the Parish Council Meeting were completely erroneous. In both those cases a major road 

acts as a separator between the village and the site, there are no nearby houses and there 

are further separations, in Maresfield a Recycling Centre and in Roberstbridge a high level of 

landscaping and trees. The proposed Plumpton Site would be unique within East Sussex. 

 

• It should be noted that the European Convention on Human Rights (included in UK law by 

the Human Rights Act 1988) confers rights on the settled community as well as on travellers.  

 

The Neighbourhood Plan states “to plan for new development in the highly sustainable 

locations.”  

 

The proposed site is exactly 1 mile from the local primary school and just under 1 mile from the 

shop. There is no pavement from the proposed site in any direction and the national speed limit 

of 60mph is in force along that part of Station Road. There is inadequate public transport with 

infrequent buses and bus services which are under threat. This will result in a significant 

increase in traffic to and from the local school at peak times and further parking problems. 

 

Domination of the nearest settled community (14) 

 

Five permanent sites which include a mobile home and a touring caravan and parking and toilet 

blocks(s) will dominate the nearest settled community.  This site is within only a few metres of 

one house and very near to eleven others. 

 

Inadequate notice: 

 

The notice given falls short of “early and effective community engagement”. We knew nothing 

of this proposal until one week prior to the Parish Council meeting. We found out through 

Facebook despite the fact that we live close to the proposed site. This suggests a deliberate lack 

of transparency. In view of this we request the consultation period to be extended. 

 

Romney and Sandie Jackson 
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Representation ID: REP/247/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/247/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/247 

Name: Carl Jenkins 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I received notice of the proposed traveller site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in 
Plumpton. 

I wish to appeal against this proposal for the following reasons:- 

There is no pedestrian access to the village amenities, which could be extremely 
dangerous for both pedestrians and road users. 

There is very poor access onto Station Road, and with its 60mph speed limit this would 
be an accident waiting to happen. 

The complete lack of services, especially the lack of mains drainage means its not a 
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habitable site. 

This proposed site is outside the development of a greenfield site and well outside the 
village planning envelope. 

We have only just moved the business from Scaynes Hill to The Old Brickworks, 
bringing in new trade and jobs for the local community, but sadly  

we would not be prepared to stay on if the proposal were to go ahead, and 
would have to relocate our business elsewhere. 

We have spoken at length to other tenants at The Old Brickworks, and others too have 
voiced their intention to leave. This would have a marked effect on the economy of the 
local area. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Carl < >
Sent: 04 October 2018 09:46
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed Traveller Site Adjacent to The Old Brickworks at Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Dear Sir\Madam 
 

I received notice of the proposed traveller site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 
 

I wish to appeal against this proposal for the following reasons:- 

 
There is no pedestrian access to the village amenities, which could be extremely dangerous for both 

pedestrians and road users. 
 

There is very poor access onto Station Road, and with its 60mph speed limit this would be an accident 
waiting to happen. 

 
The complete lack of services, especially the lack of mains drainage means its not a habitable site. 

 
This proposed site is outside the development of a greenfield site and well outside the village planning 

envelope.  

 
We have only just moved the business from Scaynes Hill to The Old Brickworks, bringing in new trade 

and jobs for the local community, but sadly  we would not be prepared 
to stay on if the proposal were to go ahead, and would have to relocate our business elsewhere. 

 
We have spoken at length to other tenants at The Old Brickworks, and others too have voiced their 

intention to leave. This would have a marked effect on the economy of the local area. 
 

Yours sincerely 

 
Carl Jenkins 
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Representation ID: REP/248/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/248 

Name: Simon Jones 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

The proposed gypsy and traveller accommodation : Policy GT01 Land South of the 
Plough fails to address the needs assessment (which is out of date) and the harm to the 
neighbouring village is significant. 
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The site remain outside of village confines and it conflicts with the neighbourhood plan 
which was adopted in May 2018. 

It is out with the character and appearance of the village and will impact on the settling 
and appearance of the location. 

It will require a change of use for the land in question, as it is currently agricultural land 
and would set a precedent for onward and further development. 

Previous applications to develop this site have failed. 

The site itself fails in achieving key sustainability criteria and the plan itself is incorrect 
insofar as it suggests safe pedestrian access along station road. This road does not 
provide a safe pedestrian foot path and the site is not within reasonable and safe 
walking distance to local amenities. 

The site itself is prone to flooding. 

It is also noted that the needs assessment is significantly out of date with a base date of 
1st February 2014 and therefore cannot be relied upon. 

There are no record of any unauthorised encampment or unauthorised development in 
the vicinity. 

It is also noted that Bridies Tan the local transit provision is rarely over 50% capacity and 
as such more appropriate provision exists elsewhere. 

This proposed location is outside of current national guidance for site allocation for 
gypsy and traveller accommodation. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The provision for traveller accommodation should be addressed only after an up to date 
needs assessment is completed. The expansion of the Bridies Tan transit provision 
remains the most appropriate, suitable and cost effective location. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

I would like to ensure that all components of the plan comply with both national guidance 
and policy. Furthermore I wish to ensure that all elements of harm are considered during 
the examination process. 
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Representation ID: REP/249/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/249 

Name: Ron Jury 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Having just moved to into Plumpton Village, we were (and still are) very disappointed to 
hear about the above proposal. 

Having moved from Buckinghamshire,  
 

 
 

Please reconsider the impact on the local community that attracted us to this village. 

If this site goes ahead we will seriously review staying here, albeit that we have just 
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Representation ID: REP/249/GT01 

 

  
 

moved in! 

We attended the recent parish council meeting in the village hall and must echo and 
support the concerns that were raised during that meeting. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Ron Jury < >

Sent: 29 October 2018 19:47

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy / Traveller Site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

 

Having just moved to into Plumpton Village, we were (and still are) very disappointed to hear about the 

above proposal. 

 

Having moved from Buckinghamshire,  

 

 

 

 

 

Please reconsider the impact on the local community that attracted us to this village. 

 

If this site goes ahead we will seriously review staying here, albeit that we have just moved in! 

 

We attended the recent parish council meeting in the village hall and must echo and support the concerns 

that were raised during that meeting. 

 

Ron Jury 
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Representation ID: REP/254/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/254 

Name: Mr and Mrs Kenyon 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Please find below a response from my wife and I to Lewes District Council's Local Plan 
Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management Policies consultation on the Pre-
submission version of the Plan. I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT1 – 
Land south of The Plough. My home at  

 is directly opposite the proposed permanent Gypsy and Traveller 
site for five pitches at a distance of approximately 30 metres. My property is shown in 
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red below divorced from the edge of the Village. The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site 
is shown in brown. 

Figure 1: The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site in relation to my property. 

Paragraph 2.134 of the emerging Plan informs that: 

"Core Policy 3 sets out criteria to be considered in any future assessment of subsequent 
potential Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through Local Plan Part 2." 

The preamble to Core Policy 3 identifies key two strategic objectives. These are: 

• "To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way." 

and 

• "To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area." 

Given the site's divorced location from everyday goods and services and the 
incongruous intrusion the development of the site would subject the countryside to, I 
cannot fathom how the Council's proposal could possibly be construed as 
accommodating (alleged) growth requirements in the most sustainable way. Further, the 
proposed site is greenfield, not previously developed land, is not in a sustainable 
location as I have canvassed above, let alone a highly sustainable one and it would 
have a substantial adverse impact on the character of the area due to the consolidation 
of loose knit development which makes up the prevailing pattern of development at this 
end of the village. 

The allocation of the proposed site will clearly fail to meet the two key two strategic 
objectives of Core Policy 3. 

Paragraph 2.136 indicates the site is 650 metres north of Plumpton Green village. This 
is deceptive on the Council's behalf. Having measured, I believe it is 720 metres along 
Station Road to the edge of the more dense development in the village. More 
importantly, the site is 1500 metres from the post office and village store which the 
Council itself acknowledges "the site is not within a reasonable walking distance of these 
facilities". The Council has deliberately provided a lower distance to make the site 
appear like a more attractive proposition but if one walks 650 metres from the proposed 
site one will find nothing useful in terms of shops of facilities. Only 3 buses run per day, 
do not stop near the access and they are about to be removed. 

Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst 
paragraph 2.137 refers to an existing agricultural access. This means two accesses will 
exist from Station Road as access will still be required to the land that is not 
encompassed within the proposed site. Paragraph 2.137 also informs that the access 
delivery is dependent on land outside of the County Council's ownership and also 
outside of the ownership of the landowner. It is therefore questionable as to whether the 
site could be delivered in any event. I attended a meeting at which Leigh Palmer of 
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Lewes – Eastbourne Council indicated East Sussex County Council had agreed to the 
access however this information has not been placed in the public domain. Local 
residents should have an opportunity to comment on the information. 

On the subject of delivery, the Council has had no discussion with the Landowner 
regarding purchase price. It is entirely plausible that the Council are being used by the 
landowner as a pawn in a game to drive up the perceived value of his land in the hope 
that someone offers him over the odds for it. It may also reduce local opposition if an 
alternative form of development were to be proposed on the land. The site should not be 
considered deliverable until a firm agreement is in place between the landowner and the 
Council. Policy CP3 specifically requires the site is "deliverable" but the Council in truth 
has no idea as to whether delivery is achievable. 

In terms of the other criteria required by Policy CP3, the site fails criterions 2, 3, 4, and 
6. 

As I have explained above, the site is not well related to, nor has it reasonable access to 
the Plumpton Green's services and facilities in variance to criterion 2. 

The proposal would compromise landscape designations as the site is designated as 
countryside which is to be protected from development. The intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside should be recognised. The proposed site does not comply with 
criterion 3. 

Criterion 4 is not complied with as it has not been demonstrated safe and convenient 
access is deliverable as I explain above. If this is now considered achievable, the public 
should have opportunity to comment on the Council's proposals. 

The derestricted speed of the road means heavy vehicles from either direction breaking 
directly opposite / at the access point to turn into the works causes fast moving cars / 
other commercial vehicles to use the full width of the road so any pedestrian particularly 
children would be in unnecessary danger – certainly with 13 years' experience it is at 
times impossible to walk out and along this part of the road due to traffic and at night 
dangerous. Highways must know this and note the wear caused by heavy breaking / 
skidding at the exact point of access to the site. 

Criterion 6 is caused offence as adequate levels of privacy would not be secured for 
residents of the site. I will be able to directly overlook them from my bedroom window. 
This will be impossible to landscape out unless 10 metre high evergreen trees are put in. 
This is demonstrated by Figure 2 below. Also night time there will be excessive light 
pollution from such density of human activity in one spot again directly at my property. 

Figure 2: A view over the proposed site from a bedroom window at Downshurst. 

Further, in reference to criterion 5 which requires capacity to provide appropriate on-site 
physical and social infrastructure such as water, power, drainage, parking and amenity 
space; there is little doubt this can be provided for 5 pitches in 0.69 hectares, it begs the 
question why so much space is required even allowing for vehicle turning.  
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I am also concerned about odours,  (banned on the adjacent Works site) 
drainage (foul and surface water),  the negative impact on The Old Brickworks as 
a local employment centre, and the containing of the site to just that which has been 
allocated and any further expansion in the future. 

Any previous planning applications have been refused – see your records. 

Fundamentally, the Council has taken the easy way out. Rather than acknowledge that 
no suitable sites are available within the District, or at least that it has been unable to 
find them, it is waiting to be told by the Planning Inspectorate that the only site it has 
unearthed is inappropriate. It obviously deems this to be an easier task than explaining 
to the Inspector why it has been unable to find a suitable site. Rather than picking the 
best site out of a bad bunch, the Council has plumped for a bad site out of no bunch. 
Policy GT1 should be deleted and the Council instructed to undertake an exhaustive 
search for a site that complies with the requirements of Policy CP3 on the proviso that 
the alleged need is established. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Planning Policy Team 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
East Sussex  
BN7 1AB 
                                                                                                               29th October 2018 
 
 
 
  
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 
Policies Consultation - Pre-submission version 
Policy GT1 - Land south of The Plough 
 
Please find below a response from my wife and I to Lewes District Council’s Local Plan Part 2 
Site Allocations and Development Management Policies consultation on the Pre-submission 
version of the Plan. I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT1 – Land south of The 
Plough. My home at  is directly 
opposite the proposed permanent Gypsy and Traveller site for five pitches at a distance of 
approximately 30 metres. My property is shown in red below divorced from the edge of the 
Village. The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site is shown in brown.  
 
 

 
Figure 1: The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site in relation to my property. 
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Paragraph 2.134 of the emerging Plan informs that: 
 
“Core Policy 3 sets out criteria to be considered in any future assessment of subsequent potential 
Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through Local Plan Part 2.” 
 
The preamble to Core Policy 3 identifies key two strategic objectives. These are: 
 
• “To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the housing 
growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way.”  
 
and 
 
• “To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan for new 
development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character of the 
area.”  
 
Given the site’s divorced location from everyday goods and services and the incongruous 
intrusion the development of the site would subject the countryside to, I cannot fathom how the 
Council’s proposal could possibly be construed as accommodating (alleged) growth requirements 
in the most sustainable way. Further, the proposed site is greenfield, not previously developed 
land, is not in a sustainable location as I have canvassed above, let alone a highly sustainable 
one and it would have a substantial adverse impact on the character of the area due to the 
consolidation of loose knit development which makes up the prevailing pattern of development 
at this end of the village.  
 
The allocation of the proposed site will clearly fail to meet the two key two strategic objectives of 
Core Policy 3. 
 
Paragraph 2.136 indicates the site is 650 metres north of Plumpton Green village. This is 
deceptive on the Council’s behalf. Having measured, I believe it is 720 metres along Station 
Road to the edge of the more dense development in the village. More importantly, the site is 
1500 metres from the post office and village store which the Council itself acknowledges “the 
site is not within a reasonable walking distance of these facilities”. The Council has deliberately 
provided a lower distance to make the site appear like a more attractive proposition but if one 
walks 650 metres from the proposed site one will find nothing useful in terms of shops of 
facilities. Only 3 buses run per day, do not stop near the access and they are about to be 
removed. 
 
Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst paragraph 
2.137 refers to an existing agricultural access. This means two accesses will exist from Station 
Road as access will still be required to the land that is not encompassed within the proposed 
site. Paragraph 2.137 also informs that the access delivery is dependent on land outside of the 
County Council’s ownership and also outside of the ownership of the landowner. It is therefore 
questionable as to whether the site could be delivered in any event. I attended a meeting at 
which Leigh Palmer of Lewes – Eastbourne Council indicated East Sussex County Council had 
agreed to the access however this information has not been placed in the public domain. Local 
residents should have an opportunity to comment on the information.  
 
On the subject of delivery, the Council has had no discussion with the Landowner regarding 
purchase price. It is entirely plausible that the Council are being used by the landowner as a 
pawn in a game to drive up the perceived value of his land in the hope that someone offers him 
over the odds for it. It may also reduce local opposition if an alternative form of development 
were to be proposed on the land. The site should not be considered deliverable until a firm 
agreement is in place between the landowner and the Council. Policy CP3 specifically requires 
the site is “deliverable” but the Council in truth has no idea as to whether delivery is achievable.  
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In terms of the other criteria required by Policy CP3, the site fails criterions 2, 3, 4, and 6. 
 
As I have explained above, the site is not well related to, nor has it reasonable access to the 
Plumpton Green’s services and facilities in variance to criterion 2.  
 
The proposal would compromise landscape designations as the site is designated as countryside 
which is to be protected from development.  The intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside should be recognised. The proposed site does not comply with criterion 3.  
 
Criterion 4 is not complied with as it has not been demonstrated safe and convenient access is 
deliverable as I explain above. If this is now considered achievable, the public should have 
opportunity to comment on the Council’s proposals.  
 
The derestricted speed of the road  means heavy vehicles from either direction breaking directly 
opposite / at the access point to turn into the works causes fast moving cars / other commercial 
vehicles to use the full width of the road so any pedestrian particularly children would be in 
unnecessary danger – certainly with 13 years’ experience it is at times impossible to walk out 
and along this part of the road due to traffic and at night dangerous. Highways must know this 
and note the wear caused by heavy breaking / skidding at the exact point of access to the site.  
 
Criterion 6 is caused offence as adequate levels of privacy would not be secured for residents of 
the site. I will be able to directly overlook them from my bedroom window. This will be 
impossible to landscape out unless 10 metre high evergreen trees are put in. This is 
demonstrated by Figure 2 below. Also night time there will be excessive light pollution from such 
density of human activity in one spot again directly at my property.  
 
 

 
Figure 2: A view over the proposed site from a bedroom window at Downshurst. 
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Further, in reference to criterion 5 which requires capacity to provide appropriate on-site physical 
and social infrastructure such as water, power, drainage, parking and amenity space; there is 
little doubt this can be provided for 5 pitches in 0.69 hectares, it begs the question why so much 
space is required even allowing for vehicle turning.  

  
 
I am also concerned about odours,  (banned on the adjacent Works site) 
drainage (foul and surface water), , the negative impact on The Old Brickworks as a local 
employment centre, and the containing of the site to just that which has been allocated and any 
further expansion in the future.  
 
Any previous planning applications have been refused – see your records. 
 
Fundamentally, the Council has taken the easy way out. Rather than acknowledge 
that no suitable sites are available within the District, or at least that it has been 
unable to find them, it is waiting to be told by the Planning Inspectorate that the 
only site it has unearthed is inappropriate. It obviously deems this to be an easier 
task than explaining to the Inspector why it has been unable to find a suitable site. 
Rather than picking the best site out of a bad bunch, the Council has plumped for a 
bad site out of no bunch. Policy GT1 should be deleted and the Council instructed to 
undertake an exhaustive search for a site that complies with the requirements of 
Policy CP3 on the proviso that the alleged need is established.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Mr and Mrs Kenyon 
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Representation ID: REP/255/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/255 

Name: Peta King 

Organisation: Gorgeous Things Ltd & Kings Framers 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to you regarding the proposal for the development of a travellers site in 
Plumpton Green. 

We have been trading since 1993, and we are an established business on the Lewes 
High Street. 

I have a workshop space in the Old Brickworks, which is located right beside this 
proposed site and am extremely worried about the possibility that the proposal may go 
through, as this would mean, due to the nature of our business  

, our immediate relocation away from the Old Brickworks. 

This would cause our business and its employees considerable upheaval and huge 
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disruption to our services, and to our customers. 

This comes at an already dreadfully insecure time for those of us trading on the High 
Street, I am not at all sure we would survive it. 

I implore those in a position of decision making to rethink this proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Pilfold, Russell
Sent: 02 October 2018 16:57
To: ldf
Cc: Cllr Stephen Catlin 
Subject: FW: Proposed Traveller Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Hi 
 
Please find attached an objection relating to the proposed travellers site in Plumpton green 
 
Kind regards 
 
Russell Pilfold 
 
Team Leader (Planning Administration) 
 
Phone: 01273 471600 ext. 5318 
Email: russell.pilfold@lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk 
Web: lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 1AB 
 
From: Cllr Stephen Catlin  
Sent: 02 October 2018 16:54 
To: Pilfold, Russell 
Subject: Fw: Proposed Traveller Site in Plumpton Green 
 

 

 

Sent via the BlackBerry Hub for Android 

From:  
Sent: 2 October 2018 15:33 
To: maria.caulfield.mp@parliament.co.uk; Sarah.Osborne@lewes.gov.uk; anita.emery@plumptonpc.co.uk; 
Sam.Adeniji@lewes.gov.uk; Graham.Amy@lewes.gov.uk; simon.barnes@lewes.gov.uk; nancy.bikson@lewes.gov.uk; 
liz.borrman@lewes.gov.uk; wayne.botting@lewes.gov.uk; bill.bovington@lewes.gov.uk; Julie.Carr@lewes.gov.uk; 
joanna.carter@lewes.gov.uk; stephen.catlin@lewes.gov.uk; mike.chartier@lewes.gov.uk; 
sharon.davey@lewes.gov.uk; johnnydennis@lewes.gov.uk; Will.Elliott@lewes.gov.uk; nigel.enever@lewes.gov.uk; 
Paul.Franklin@lewes.gov.uk; Peter.Gardiner@lewes.gov.uk; Stephen.Gauntlett@lewes.gov.uk; 
bill.giles@lewes.gov.uk; jaqueline.harrison-hicks@lewes.gov.uk; olivia.honeyman@lewes.gov.uk; 
vic.ient@lewes.gov.uk; Tom.Jones@lewes.gov.uk; alex.lambert@lerewes.gov.uk; isabel.linington@lewes.gov.uk; 
andy.loraine@lewes.gov.uk; Ron.Maskell@lewes.gov.uk; Elayne.Merry@lewes.gov.uk; susan.murray@lewes.gov.uk; 
david.neave@lewes.gov.uk; Tony.Nicholson@lewes.gov.uk; roklewes@lewes.gov.uk; Sarah.Osborne@lewes.gov.uk; 
julian.peterson@lewes.gov.uk; Robbie.Robertson@lewes.gov.uk; Tony.Rowell@lewes.gov.uk; 
Steve.Saunders@lewes.gov.uk; Jim.Sheppard@lewes.gov.uk; Andy.Smith@lewes.gov.uk; 
richard.turner@lewes.gov.uk; linda.wallraven@lewes.gov.uk; maria.caulfield.mp@parliament.uk 
Subject: Proposed Traveller Site in Plumpton Green 
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Good Afternoon,  

 

I am writing to you regarding the proposal for the development of a travellers site in Plumpton Green. 

 

We have been trading since 1993, and we are an established business on the Lewes High Street. 

I have a workshop space in the Old Brickworks, which is located right beside this proposed site and am 

extremely worried about the possibility that the proposal may go through, as this would mean, due to the 

nature of our business and the security we must offer our clients, our immediate relocation away from the 

Old Brickworks.  

 

This would cause our business and its employees considerable upheaval and huge disruption to our services, 

and to our customers. 

 

This comes at an already dreadfully insecure time for those of us trading on the High Street, I am not at all 

sure we would survive it. 

 

I implore those in a position of decision making to rethink this proposal. 

 

 
Peta King  

Director 

 

Gorgeous Things LTD & Kings Framers 

57 High Street, Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 1XE 

01273 481020  

 

 

WWW.GORGEOUSTHINGSLTD.COM 

WWW.KINGSFRAMERS.COM 

 

 
BESPOKE FRAMING • ONLINE PRINT GALLERY • ARTWORK CONSULTANCY • LEWES SHOP  
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Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/259 

Name: Rob Lane 

Organisation: Koop Furniture 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: info@koopfurniture.co.uk 

Address: Unit 53, The Old Brickworks 
st 
plumpton 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 
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Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Being an open estate it is also a very pleasant place to work with a friendly and open 
atmosphere,   

 

Other concerns are the lack of services to the field. 

Lack of sewage facilities 

Access is often flooded in the winter 

Distance from the local school along a 60mph road with no footpath seems extremely 
hazardous and completely lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must walk alonga 
national speed limit minor road to reach the village. 

We are also aware of the impact on the natural environment as this is a greenfield site 
with varied habitat living there, so building a toilet complex and parking facilities will have 
a serious impact. 

To summarise, this seems a totally inappropriate site for Gypsy's and Travellers and in 
our opinion needs careful reconsideration. 

Inevitably we would probably end up leaving the old brickworks. Currently we spend 
Around £300 a month in the local village shop, we also use the Plough and the Fountain 
for business meetings and employ people from the neighbouring area who may not be 
able to travel to a new workshop site due to distance. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/B 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/259 

Name: Rob Lane 

Organisation: Koop Furniture 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: info@koopfurniture.co.uk 

Address: Unit 53, The Old Brickworks 
st 
plumpton 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Representation ID: REP/259/GT01/B 

 

  
 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/263/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/263/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/263 

Name: Bob Leeds 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I should like to object to the proposal for a permanent site for Gypsies and Travellers in 
Plumpton Green. 

 
 Additionally, I have looked at other permanent sites 

around the area; these are invariably an eyesore, with rubbish piled up and old cars 
seemingly abandoned. 

To have this site in Plumpton would alter the character of the village, and I would 
suggest that it would be better to have the site away from any village or town. 
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Representation ID: REP/263/GT01 

 

  
 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Bob Leeds 

Sent: 02 October 2018 12:12

To: ldf

Subject: Plan for gypsy/travellers site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I should like to object to the proposal for a permanent site for Gypsies and Travellers in Plumpton Green. 

 

 

Additionally, I have looked at other permanent sites around the area; these are 

invariably an eyesore, with rubbish piled up and old cars seemingly abandoned. 

 

To have this site in Plumpton would alter the character of the village, and I would suggest that it would be 

better to have the site away from any village or town. 

 

Regards 

 

Bob Leeds 
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Representation ID: REP/265/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/265/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/265 

Name: Teresa Lewington 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Object Object Object 

Disgusting that your looking to put gypsy site in Plumpton,  
 

 
 

 

I live just away from Plumpton on a small holding  
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Representation ID: REP/265/GT01 

 

  
 

The brick works will 
be closed within the year as no one will want to have their business their  

 
 

 
 

Problem is you don't care about the people already living in that area, who ever thought 
suggesting this should be fired! 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1130



1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Teresa Lewington < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 15:10

To: ldf

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Object Object Object 

 

Disgusting that your looking to put gypsy site in Plumpton,  

 

 

  

 

I live just away from Plumpton on a small holding  

 

 

 The brick works will be closed within the year as no one will want to have their business their  

 

  

 

 

  

 

Problem is you don't care about the people already living in that area, who ever thought suggesting this 

should be fired! 

 

one annoyed and disgusted  

 

Teresa Lewington 
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Representation ID: REP/269/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/269/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/269 

Name: Jeremy Long 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have been made aware of a proposal for a gypsy site in the field by the Plough Pub in 
Plumpton. I would like to strongly voice my concerns over the suitability of this as a 
traveller site. I'm aware that you need to provide official pitches for the travelling 
community which must be a very challenging task indeed. However, this field backs 
directly onto the old Brickworks industrial estate where I have been running my business 
for the past 10 years or more. We moved our business here, away from central hove, as 
it's rural location serves our business well (being a bespoke furniture business we 
generate a certain amount of noise). 

My business partners and I travel from Brighton to the Brickworks, which isn't exactly 
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Representation ID: REP/269/GT01 

 

  
 

convenient, but we love this peaceful area so make the effort. If this goes ahead I have 
no doubt that we would have to relocate to another area and, talking to some of the 
other businesses, I fear we wouldn't be the only business to do so. This I'm sure would 
have a not insignificant economic impact on the area. 

I also don't think the field itself is suited to traffic or caravans. I know for a fact that the 
field is prone to flooding. A couple of years ago a tractor had sunk and was completely 
stuck up to its axles and was there for some time). The old Brickworks, in fact, has a 
large retaining bank which keeps the flooding away from the buildings. 

I have no doubt that within a few years, without the necessary infrastructure this 
beautiful greenfield site will be reduced to a mud-bath and the fantastic wildlife we see 
there now will, I'm sure, have been scared off to greener pastures. 

On a final note, I would also like to bring up the safety of the residents of this proposed 
gipsy site. This is a very dark and fast road, with no street lighting or pavements. I 
certainly would not want my own kids walking to school down this road in the winter 
months. 

I sincerely hope that this does not get any approval in this weeks meeting as it would be 
a detriment to the lovely Village of Plumpton which has served us very well for the past 
decade. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jeremy Long < >

Sent: 22 October 2018 13:21

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed traveller site- Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

I have been made aware of a proposal for a gypsy site in the field by the Plough Pub in Plumpton. I would 

like to strongly voice my concerns over the suitability of this as a traveller site. I'm aware that you need to 

provide official pitches for the travelling community which must be a very challenging task indeed. 

However, this field backs directly onto the old Brickworks industrial estate where I have been running my 

business for the past 10 years or more. We moved our business here, away from central hove, as it's rural 

location serves our business well (being a bespoke furniture business we generate a certain amount of 

noise).  

 

My business partners and I travel from Brighton to the Brickworks, which isn't exactly convenient, but we 

love this peaceful area so make the effort. If this goes ahead I have no doubt that we would have to relocate 

to another area and, talking to some of the other businesses, I fear we wouldn't be the only business to do so. 

This I'm sure would have a not insignificant economic impact on the area.  

 

I also don't think the field itself is suited to traffic or caravans. I know for a fact that the field is prone to 

flooding. A couple of years ago a tractor had sunk and was completely stuck up to its axles and was there 

for some time). The old Brickworks, in fact, has a large retaining bank which keeps the flooding away from 

the buildings.  

 

I have no doubt that within a few years, without the necessary infrastructure this beautiful greenfield site 

will be reduced to a mud-bath and the fantastic wildlife we see there now will, I'm sure, have been scared 

off to greener pastures.  

 

On a final note, I would also like to bring up the safety of the residents of this proposed gipsy site. This is a 

very dark and fast road, with no street lighting or pavements. I certainly would not want my own kids 

walking to school down this road in the winter months.  

 

I sincerely hope that this does not get any approval in this weeks meeting as it would be a detriment to the 

lovely Village of Plumpton which has served us very well for the past decade.  

Kind Regards 

Jeremy Long 
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Representation ID: REP/270/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/270/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/270 

Name: Steve Long 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a member of the Plumpton Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee 
that was actively involved in the consultation process for our recently approved 
neighbourhood plan, I feel the need to object to the proposed development of a 
permanent Gypsy and Travellers site at the land south of The Plough public house and 
adjacent to 'The Old Brickworks'. The basis of my objections are as follows: 

* The site does not meet LDC's own core policies for sustainable development. The 
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Representation ID: REP/270/GT01 

 

  
 

proposed site is located one mile from the nearest shop and local school and access to 
these amenities is along a busy road without pavements or lighting.  

* As part of the consultation process for the neighbourhood plan, LDC expressed its 
preference for sites to be within a notional planning boundary extending from the railway 
in the south to the Old Police House and Trillium in the north, in order to both reflect 
sustainability issues and preserve the current green space around the village settlement. 
This current proposed site sits outside of this notional planning boundary.  

* LDC had also stated it's preference for east-west development as opposed to north-
south development in order to maintain green gaps to the north and south of the village 
to retain the character of the existing settlement and the agricultural nature of the parish. 
Development of the proposed site would be in contradiction to this previously stated 
view.  

* The proposed site will have an adverse effect on local Plumpton businesses, many of 
which are located in the adjacent Old Brickworks. From a personal conversation with 
one of the business owners (name and contact details available upon request), if the 
proposed site is given the go-ahead, he will relocate his business out of Plumpton. This 
business is currently a key business for the village serving many of the villagers who 
require auto-servicing facilities. As the only other auto-garage in the village is already 
closing due to that site being developed as part of the neighbourhood plan, this will 
leave the village with no accessible auto services. I am also informed that several other 
business owners have similar views. Even if businesses were to stay, these businesses 
would incur cost for additional security measures to meet insurance requirements based 
on the proximity of the proposed development. Also, additional security lighting, that 
would no doubt be required, would be in contravention of the South Downs National 
Park 'dark skies' policy. 

Should LDC have required the inclusion of a Gypsy and Travellers site in the Plumpton 
area, this should have been clearly articulated previously so that it could have been 
considered in the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan and been part of the 
consultation process and referendum that occurred earlier this year. The current 
proposed travellers site does not meet the policies that were detailed in this 
neighbourhood plan and thus should be rejected as a potential development site, as 
were other sites that similarly did not meet the policies. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Steve Long 
Sent: 05 November 2018 22:34
To: ldf
Cc: Ruth Long
Subject: Policy GT01 - Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers site at the land south of 

The Plough public house and adjacent to ‘The Old Brickworks’ in Plumpton

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
As a member of the Plumpton Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee that was actively involved in 
the consultation process for our recently approved neighbourhood plan, I feel the need to object to the proposed 
development of a permanent Gypsy and Travellers site at the land south of The Plough public house and adjacent to 
‘The Old Brickworks’. The basis of my objections are as follows: 
 

 The site does not meet LDC’s own core policies for sustainable development. The proposed site is located 
one mile from the nearest shop and local school and access to these amenities is along a busy road without 
pavements or lighting. 

 As part of the consultation process for the neighbourhood plan, LDC expressed its preference for sites to be 
within a notional planning boundary extending from the railway in the south to the Old Police House and 
Trillium in the north, in order to both reflect sustainability issues and preserve the current green space 
around the village settlement. This current proposed site sits outside of this notional planning boundary.  

 LDC had also stated it’s preference for east‐west development as opposed to north‐south development in 
order to maintain green gaps to the north and south of the village to retain the character of the existing 
settlement and the agricultural nature of the parish. Development of the proposed site would be in 
contradiction to this previously stated view. 

 The proposed site will have an adverse effect on local Plumpton businesses, many of which are located in 
the adjacent Old Brickworks. From a personal conversation with one of the business owners (name and 
contact details available upon request), if the proposed site is given the go‐ahead, he will relocate his 
business out of Plumpton. This business is currently a key business for the village serving many of the 
villagers who require auto‐servicing facilities. As the only other auto‐garage in the village is already closing 
due to that site being developed as part of the neighbourhood plan, this will leave the village with no 
accessible auto services. I am also informed that several other business owners have similar views. Even if 
businesses were to stay, these businesses would incur cost for additional security measures to meet 
insurance requirements based on the proximity of the proposed development. Also, additional security 
lighting, that would no doubt be required, would be in contravention of the South Downs National Park 
‘dark skies’ policy. 

 
Should LDC have required the inclusion of a Gypsy and Travellers site in the Plumpton area, this should have been 
clearly articulated previously so that it could have been considered in the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan and 
been part of the consultation process and referendum that occurred earlier this year. The current proposed 
travellers site does not meet the policies that were detailed in this neighbourhood plan and thus should be rejected 
as a potential development site, as were other sites that similarly did not meet the policies. 
 
Kind regards, 
Dr Steve J Long and Mrs Ruth Long 
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Representation ID: REP/272/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/272/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/272 

Name: John Lorkin 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

The site identified as GT01 in Plumpton Green is not appropriate for the proposed use 
as a Gypsy and Traveller Site, as it is green field agricultural land at present. There must 
be many brown field sites within the Plan Area that are already in Local Government or 
similar ownership that are in need of redevelopment and/or decontamination, which 
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Representation ID: REP/272/GT01 

 

  
 

would lend themselves far better for this sort of use and benefit a broader spectrum of 
the community than just the targeted site users. Safe and appropriate road access and 
effective site drainage may well be available already. Furthermore, as a green field site, 
the site in Plumpton Green will be far more high profile than a site that has been 
previously used for some other use incorporating redundant buildings and hard areas. 
As such, scrutiny of the Councils on-going management of this site will be far more 
intense than on a brown field site, resulting in far higher Revenue costs in the future. 
The Councils revenue costs overall are and will continue to be under excessive strain, to 
the extent that there will be difficulty to even meet its Statutory responsibilities in the 
future. Thus, despite the assurances that the Council officers have given the village 
residents that the site once developed will be effectively controlled by strict planning 
conditions, there can be scant hope that this will actually happen in the long term. 
Accordingly, Council officers should be instructed to revisit the search for a suitable site 
with increased emphasis on reducing to a minimum the on-going costs of maintenance 
and particularly effective administration. If this results in increased initial capital costs on 
a more suitable brown field site, then so be it. Those costs will be funded in large part by 
Central Government. Once a gypsy and travellers site has been developed and 
occupied, then the costs (including considerable officer time having to be redirected from 
other duties) will be borne entirely by the local rate payers. Inevitably, there will be never 
be sufficient funds to manage the site to meet the present, somewhat rose tinted, 
aspirations of the Councils members and officers which are currently being "peddled" to 
the very concerned residents of the village. At the end of the day, there will be no "plan 
B" site to which to relocate the use in the event that the initial development proves to be 
"unmanageable" and therefore it is essential that the choice of site is right first time and 
not decided simply on the basis that the site in Plumpton Green appears to be available 
and relatively cheap to develop when compared with alternatives. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The site identified as GT01 in Plumpton Green should be deleted from the Local Plan 
part 2. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

N/A 
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Representation ID: REP/281/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/281/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/281 

Name: Johannes Makonnen 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I object most strongly to the proposal to have a site in Plumpton 

We have a beautiful village that is virtually crime free 

If this happens we will need street lights in the village which the council will have to fund 
 

 

 
 

 

Page  1140



Representation ID: REP/281/GT01 

 

  
 

 

You must reconsider this crazy idea 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jmakonnen 

Sent: 25 October 2018 18:16

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Gypsy site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I object most strongly to the proposal to have a site in Plumpton We have a beautiful village that is 

virtually crime free If this happens we will need street lights in the village which the council will 

have to fund  

  

 

 

 

You must reconsider this crazy idea 

Regards Johannes  

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/282/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/282/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/282 

Name: Guy Malyon 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

Having read both the Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies Pre-Submissions Document (REPLP) and the 
Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2030 (PPNP) I am concerned that Policy GT01 
Land South of the Plough is not in accordance with the PPNP for the reasons given 
below. 

Policy 1 of PPNP clearly that any new development should e within the existing planning 
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Representation ID: REP/282/GT01 

 

  
 

boundary and the rural character of the village should be maintained by ensuring new 
development is contained around the current centre of the village, Policy GT01 
contravenes this policy. 

Policy 2 of the PPNP states that new development should reflect local finishes and 
complement the local surroundings, Policy GT01 contravenes this policy. 

Policy 6 of the PPNP states that new development proposals that result in the loss of an 
existing business or employment will be resisted. Policy 7 of the PPNP states that new 
development proposals that negatively impact existing shops or commercial units will be 
resisted. At a recent meeting to discuss Policy GT01 the owner of the owner of the Old 
Brickworks business park stated that the business owners would look to re-locate their 
business if a residential development were approved due to security concerns. This wold 
have the knock on effect of reducing business to the local shop and public houses. For 
new business to move in there would need to be security fencing and lighting which 
would be both intrusive and go against the wish to be a dark skies parish.  

At a plumpton parish council meeting held on 9th October 2018 a representative form 
Lewes District Council read out a prepared list of questions and answers. The following 
question with its answer was given regarding purchase of the land. 

Q: Who will own the site? Will LDC purchase it, lease it from the current owner or 
'broker' its sale to the travellers? it is the arrangement the perpetuity? 

A: We understand from the landowner that the site will need to be purchased and LDC is 
looking into the funding and government grants available to deliver the allocation. It is 
highly likely the site would remain either in LDC ownership or be transferred to ESCC - it 
is not anticipated to become a private site; due to the costs of delivery it will remain in 
public ownership and be rented through licence agreements. 

The use of phrases such as 'we understand', 'it is highly likely' and 'it is not anticipated' 
basically invalidate the answer to this questions. I find it extraordinary that as the period 
od public consultation comes to an end there is no factual evidence available regarding 
future ownership of the land. 

I also have concern that the 60mph road plus lack of suitable footpaths both to the North 
and South of the site could be very dangerous for anyone going on food North to the bus 
stop or South into the village centre. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/283/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/283/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/283 

Name: Sarah Mann 

Organisation: Friends Families and Travellers 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Other group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: Sarah@gypsy-traveller.org 

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 

Friends, Families and Travellers (FFT) is a national charity working towards equality of 
opportunity and an end to discrimination against Gypsies Roma and Travellers. We also 
work with Gypsy, Roma and Traveller clients across Sussex, so we are familiar with 
established private and public Gypsy and Traveller sites in Sussex and in Lewes District 
specifically.  

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Lewes Local Plan Part 2, with specific 
reference to the proposed allocation GT01 - Land South of the Plough.  

There is not only a clearly evidenced local need, but also a national need for pitches for 
Gypsies and Travellers. By developing this piece of land it will give a welcome 
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opportunity for a family to have a safe place to live. Core Policy 3 of the adopted Joint 
Core Strategy the Local Plan Part 1 sets the requirement for provision to be found in 
LPP2 and this is based on the 2016 GTAA for East Sussex. There are a number of 
families in East Sussex looking for availability on sites and at FFT we have regular 
requests from families asking us to help them find a site. This is not necessarily area 
specific as Travellers understand the lack of site availability in East Sussex.  

Some concerns have been raised in regards to this being a suitable location as there are 
no footpaths to use leading from the site. This is very similar to a site currently managed 
by East Sussex County Council, Swan Barn in Hailsham. The road adjacent to the site is 
National Speed limit and there is not a footpath that leads from the site. Six out of the 
ten Local Authority sites in West Sussex do not have footpath access and this should 
not be seen as a barrier to delivery. There is a bus stop that is adjacent to the site on 
Station Road. Vehicle access to and from the site is sound. One of the 
recommendations will be and should be to reduce the speed limit along Station Road 
which we would recommend, but again should not be seen as a barrier to delivery. The 
Swan Barn Site has a National Speed limit road adjacent to the site and there have been 
no recorded Road Traffic Collisions that are related to residents or visitors to the site.  

The site is not within a flood risk zone for fluvial or tidal flooding; the Environment 
Agencys mapping shows that the property is not in the vicinity of Flood Zone 2 and flood 
zone 3. We are aware there is a stream (ordinary watercourse) on the boundary line to 
the south of the site and this is why the policy requires a surface water drainage strategy 
and site specific flood risk assessment. This is quite normal for residential allocations 
and a number of other residential allocations also have this requirement.  

The development will use the natural topography in screening the site from wider, 
sensitive landscape views and is designed to minimise the perception of urbanisations in 
this location, particularly with regards to hard standing and amenity buildings. we 
understand that there is a concern from local residents that that 'aesthetics' of the 
landscape will be affected and that this will destroy the rural appeal of Plumpton Village. 
By having sufficient bunding and hedge row planting in place this will not affect the 
visual appeal of the village or damage the aesthetics of the landscape.  

Through our casework, our experience of small Gypsy and Traveller sites in Sussex and 
in other areas is very positive in terms of the benefits for the families and the positive 
contribution to the local community. This is also evidence in the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission publication, Simple Solutions for Living Together.  

This site meets the requirements for Gypsy and Travellers and is culturally sensitive in 
the needs of the Travelling community.  

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you would like further information or evidence of 
need.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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05 November 2018 
Friends Families and Travellers 

Dear Planners, 

Lewes Local Plan Part 2 

Friends, Families and Travellers (FFT) is a national charity working towards 
equality of opportunity and an end to discrimination against Gypsies Roma and 
Travellers. We also work with Gypsy, Roma and Traveller clients across Sussex, 
so we are familiar with established private and public Gypsy and Traveller sites in 
Sussex and in Lewes District specifically. 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Lewes Local Plan Part 2, with 
specific reference to the proposed allocation GT01 - Land South of the Plough. 

There is not only a clearly evidenced local need, but also a national need for 
pitches for Gypsies and Travellers. By developing this piece of land it will give a 
welcome opportunity for a family to have a safe place to live. Core Policy 3 of the 
adopted Joint Core Strategy the Local Plan Part 1 sets the requirement for 
provision to be found in LPP2 and this is based on the 2016 GTAA for East Sussex. 
There are a number of families in East Sussex looking for availability on sites and 
at FFT we have regular requests from families asking us to help them find a site. 
This is not necessarily area specific as Travellers understand the lack of site 
availability in East Sussex. 

Some concerns have been raised in regards to this being a suitable location as 
there are no footpaths to use leading from the site. This is very similar to a site 
currently managed by East Sussex County Council, Swan Barn in Hailsham. The 
road adjacent to the site is National Speed limit and there is not a footpath that 
leads from the site. Six out of the ten Local Authority sites in West Sussex do not 
have footpath access and this should not be seen as a barrier to delivery. There is 
a bus stop that is adjacent to the site on Station Road. Vehicle access to and from 
the site is sound. One of the recommendations will be and should be to reduce 
the speed limit along Station Road which we would recommend, but again should 
not be seen as a barrier to delivery. The Swan Barn Site has a National Speed 
limit road adjacent to the site and there have been no recorded Road Traffic 
Collisions that are related to residents or visitors to the site. 

Friends Families & Travellers 
Community Base, 113 Queens Road, Brighton, BN1 3XG 

www.gypsy-traveller.org 

T: 01273 234 777 
F: 01273 234 778 

fft@gypsy-traveller.org 

Registered charity no: 1112326 Company (non-profit voluntary organization) limited by guarantee - No. 3597515 
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Representation ID: REP/284/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/284/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/284 

Name: Diane Marks 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

I object to this proposal on the following grounds: 

This is not part of the Neighbourhood Plan – This proposal is for a permanent site and 
therefore is relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan. Introducing this makes a mockery of 
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the Neighbourhood Plan process and all the hard work / consideration that went into 
that. 

Cannot believe this is the 'only possible site' in East Sussex as quoted by the REP 
representatives at the Plumpton Parish Council meeting and wonder if the call for land 
was loud enough / long enough, noting that it went across the Christmas period. If it is 
not possible to extend any of the existing sites, then the transit site in Lewes, Bridies 
Tan, could convert to include these 5 permanent pitches and still some transit space. 
We knew nothing of this proposal until very recently (despite all the interactions our 
Parish Council has with REP) and so there should be a longer period and more thorough 
process to identify a suitable location. 

The information provided was misleading. The quoted 5 pitches then transpired at the 
meeting to be 10 caravans (1 permanent and 1 static), together with all the vehicles for 
these, plus each one being allowed visitors for up to a week at a time – so a much larger 
presence than was originally stated. Given this proposed site would only be using part of 
the field, it strikes as being the thin end of the wedge and that this in time will only 
continue to grow. 

We would lose the businesses at The Old Brickworks which serve the village both in 
terms of employment and services such as the garage there. 

The position of this proposed site would mean that in order to access the amenities in 
the village, people, including children going to / from school, would be walking in the 
road which is of course unlit given the rural nature (an important factor to the village). 

It also seems that REP is being discriminatory. This land was deemed to be unsuitable 
for general housing due to its proximity to the amenities, and yet, even though it's a 
permanent site, it is deemed to be ok for the Gypsy / Traveller community – how can 
that be anything other than discriminatory? 

This site would be so out of keeping with the rural nature of the village and take 
development beyond the existing boundaries. For REP to even entertain this, shows 
how out of touch with the area they are. 

Lastly, the process to comment on proposals is not made easy – many of the villagers 
are of an age where they do not use computers. Even if they do, the wording and 
different sections make it hard to navigate, when people just want to be able to 
comment. (I use a computer daily, but found it very frustrating trying to submit my 
comments – and I'm still not sure I have successfully!) 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

I object to this proposal on the following grounds: 
 
This is not part of the Neighbourhood Plan – This proposal is for a permanent site and 
therefore is relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan. Introducing this makes a mockery of 
the Neighbourhood Plan process and all the hard work / consideration that went into 
that. 
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Cannot believe this is the 'only possible site' in East Sussex as quoted by the REP 
representatives at the Plumpton Parish Council meeting and wonder if the call for land 
was loud enough / long enough, noting that it went across the Christmas period. If it is 
not possible to extend any of the existing sites, then the transit site in Lewes, Bridies 
Tan, could convert to include these 5 permanent pitches and still some transit space. 
We knew nothing of this proposal until very recently (despite all the interactions our 
Parish Council has with REP) and so there should be a longer period and more thorough 
process to identify a suitable location. 
 
The information provided was misleading. The quoted 5 pitches then transpired at the 
meeting to be 10 caravans (1 permanent and 1 static), together with all the vehicles for 
these, plus each one being allowed visitors for up to a week at a time – so a much larger 
presence than was originally stated. Given this proposed site would only be using part of 
the field, it strikes as being the thin end of the wedge and that this in time will only 
continue to grow. 
 
We would lose the businesses at The Old Brickworks which serve the village both in 
terms of employment and services such as the garage there. 
 
The position of this proposed site would mean that in order to access the amenities in 
the village, people, including children going to / from school, would be walking in the 
road which is of course unlit given the rural nature (an important factor to the village). 
 
It also seems that REP is being discriminatory. This land was deemed to be unsuitable 
for general housing due to its proximity to the amenities, and yet, even though it's a 
permanent site, it is deemed to be ok for the Gypsy / Traveller community – how can 
that be anything other than discriminatory? 
 
This site would be so out of keeping with the rural nature of the village and take 
development beyond the existing boundaries. For REP to even entertain this, shows 
how out of touch with the area they are. 
 
Lastly, the process to comment on proposals is not made easy – many of the villagers 
are of an age where they do not use computers. Even if they do, the wording and 
different sections make it hard to navigate, when people just want to be able to 
comment. (I use a computer daily, but found it very frustrating trying to submit my 
comments – and I'm still not sure I have successfully!) 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

I don't understand this. 
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Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 – Site Allocations & Development 

Management 

 

I object to this proposal on the following grounds: 

 

This is not part of the Neighbourhood Plan – This proposal is for a permanent site and therefore is 

relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan.  Introducing this makes a mockery of the Neighbourhood Plan 

process and all the hard work / consideration that went into that. 

Cannot believe this is the ‘only possible site’ in East Sussex as quoted by the LDC representatives at 

the Plumpton Parish Council meeting and wonder if the call for land was loud enough / long enough, 

noting that it went across the Christmas period.  If it is not possible to extend any of the existing 

sites, then the transit site in Lewes, Bridies Tan, could convert to include these 5 permanent pitches 

and still some transit space.  We knew nothing of this proposal until very recently (despite all the 

interactions our Parish Council has with LDC) and so there should be a longer period and more 

thorough process to identify a suitable location. 

The information provided was misleading.  The quoted 5 pitches then transpired at the meeting to 

be 10 caravans (1 permanent and 1 static), together with all the vehicles for these, plus each one 

being allowed visitors for up to a week at a time – so a much larger presence than was originally 

stated.  Given this proposed site would only be using part of the field, it strikes as being the thin end 

of the wedge and that this in time will only continue to grow. 

We would lose the businesses at The Old Brickworks which serve the village both in terms of 

employment and services such as the garage there.   

The position of this proposed site would mean that in order to access the amenities in the village, 

people, including children going to / from school, would be walking in the road which is of course 

unlit given the rural nature (an important factor to the village). 

It also seems that LDC is being discriminatory.  This land was deemed to be unsuitable for general 

housing due to its proximity to the amenities, and yet, even though it’s a permanent site, it is 

deemed to be ok for the Gypsy / Traveller community – how can that be anything other than 

discriminatory? 

 

This site would be so out of keeping with the rural nature of the village and take development 

beyond the existing boundaries.  For LDC to even entertain this, shows how out of touch with the 

area they are. 

Lastly, the process to comment on proposals is not made easy – many of the villagers are of an age 

where they do not use computers.  Even if they do, the wording and different sections make it hard 

to navigate, when people just want to be able to comment.  (I use a computer daily, but found it 

very frustrating trying to submit my comments – and I’m still not sure I have successfully!) 
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Representation ID: REP/287/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/287 

Name: Kevin Massingale 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
I wish to register my objection to the proposed Permanent Traveller and Gypsy Site 
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GT01 – Land south of The Plough. I object for the following reasons. 
 
The site has previously been rejected for housing development and was excluded from 
the neighbourhood plan due to lack of infrastructure, pedestrian access to the village 
services and it is located outside the planning boundary. The site lacks electricity, 
lighting, water supplies and would require a sewage treatment facility to be built at 
substantial cost and would require regular servicing. 
 
The site is on greenfield land that sloops downhill, a stream in the Old Brickworks 
currently takes away excess rain water. The proposed site would sit between the field 
and the stream and this would require significant drainage work. 
 
The proposed site would be visible from several properties, including mine. The sizable 
screenings to protect the privacy for both existing village residents, including the Old 
Brickworks business tenants, and residents of the proposed site would not be in keeping 
with the existing surroundings. There is also a public footpath running through the 
adjacent field which would also need to be screened off to protect the privacy of the 
proposed site's residents. 
 
The village services, including shop, post office, school, pre-school, station, village hall, 
church, play park and sports field are not accessible by foot due to the national speed 
limit road into the village centre having two bends close together and no footpath. The 
road is extremely dangerous for pedestrians, especially children. The proposed footpath 
to the bus stop near The Plough pub would be costly and probably not of any benefit 
due to the limited bus service that operates in the village, the village bus service is at 
risk of being reduced further. Motor vehicles would be required to travel anywhere from 
the proposed site resulting in further vehicle travelling though the village. With the 
proposed site being located so far from the village services this will impact of the 
proposed site's residents integrating with the existing village residents. 
 
The site access from the national speed limit road would be dangerous, especially when 
manoeuvring large vehicles in and out of the proposed site. The slight bend and the 
incline on the road makes visibility quite difficult, especially when the hedge rows grow in 
spring. The proposed site entrance sits at the bottom of an incline, surface water flows 
down the road and pools around this area which can turn to ice in winter. East Sussex 
Highways previously objected to the site being used for housing development due to 
road access, nothing has changed with the road layout and due to additional 
development in the village the amount of traffic on this road has increased. Any vehicles 
parking on the road around the proposed site entrance would make travelling past the 
site in either direction quite difficult and very dangerous. 
 
Access to the site would need to be very secure to protect young children and animals 
such as dogs from wandering on to the national speed limit road and these security 
measures would not be in keeping with the surrounding area. 
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All businesses within the Old Brickworks have informed the landlord that they will 
relocate should the proposed site be built. The tenants of the sole residential property 
within the Old Brickworks have also stated they will leave. This will have a massive 
economic effect on the village as a number of these businesses employ local people and 
support other local businesses. Without these businesses, the Old Brickworks would be 
forced to shut resulting in job losses of the maintenance staff. 
 
The proposed site is located next to greenfield land that could be used for additional 
pitches should further government targets for permanent pitches be set in years to come 
and the possibility of unauthorised vehicles encamping on the land. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Kevin Massingale 

Sent: 01 November 2018 22:33

To: ldf

Cc: Kevin Massingale

Subject: Objection to the proposed Permanent Traveller and Gypsy Site GT01 – Land south 

of The Plough

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam,  

 

I wish to register my objection to the proposed Permanent Traveller and Gypsy Site GT01 – Land south of The 

Plough. I object for the following reasons. 

 

The site has previously been rejected for housing development and was excluded from the neighbourhood plan due 

to lack of infrastructure, pedestrian access to the village services and it is located outside the planning boundary. 

The site lacks electricity, lighting, water supplies and would require a sewage treatment facility to be built at 

substantial cost and would require regular servicing. 

 

The site is on greenfield land that sloops downhill, a stream in the Old Brickworks currently takes away excess rain 

water. The proposed site would sit between the field and the stream and this would require significant drainage 

work. 

 

The proposed site would be visible from several properties, including mine. The sizable screenings to protect the 

privacy for both existing village residents, including the Old Brickworks business tenants, and residents of the 

proposed site would not be in keeping with the existing surroundings. There is also a public footpath running 

through the adjacent field which would also need to be screened off to protect the privacy of the proposed site’s 

residents.  

 

The village services, including shop, post office, school, pre-school, station, village hall, church, play park and sports 

field are not accessible by foot due to the national speed limit road into the village centre having two bends close 

together and no footpath. The road is extremely dangerous for pedestrians, especially children. The proposed 

footpath to the bus stop near The Plough pub would be costly and probably not of any benefit due to the limited bus 

service that operates in the village, the village bus service is at risk of being reduced further. Motor vehicles would 

be required to travel anywhere from the proposed site resulting in further vehicle travelling though the village. With 

the proposed site being located so far from the village services this will impact of the proposed site’s residents 

integrating with the existing village residents. 

 

The site access from the national speed limit road would be dangerous, especially when manoeuvring large vehicles 

in and out of the proposed site. The slight bend and the incline on the road makes visibility quite difficult, especially 

when the hedge rows grow in spring. The proposed site entrance sits at the bottom of an incline, surface water 

flows down the road and pools around this area which can turn to ice in winter. East Sussex Highways previously 

objected to the site being used for housing development due to road access, nothing has changed with the road 

layout and due to additional development in the village the amount of traffic on this road has increased. Any 

vehicles parking on the road around the proposed site entrance would make travelling past the site in either 

direction quite difficult and very dangerous. 

 

Access to the site would need to be very secure to protect young children and animals such as dogs from wandering 

on to the national speed limit road and these security measures would not be in keeping with the surrounding area. 

 

All businesses within the Old Brickworks have informed the landlord that they will relocate should the proposed site 

be built. The tenants of the sole residential property within the Old Brickworks have also stated they will leave. This 
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will have a massive economic effect on the village as a number of these businesses employ local people and support 

other local businesses. Without these businesses, the Old Brickworks would be forced to shut resulting in job losses 

of the maintenance staff. 

 

The proposed site is located next to greenfield land that could be used for additional pitches should further 

government targets for permanent pitches be set in years to come and the possibility of unauthorised vehicles 

encamping on the land. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Kevin Massingale 
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Representation ID: REP/288/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/288 

Name: Nichola Massingale 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

To whom this may concern, I'm am writing with regards to my concerns of a traveller site 
you have plans for in Plumpton Green. 

Plumpton Green is a beautiful warm hearted village with lots of caring lovely people 
whom work hard and thrive on community spirit either with clubs and associations. Our 
community support all events that take place and fundraising to give our village a happy 
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healthy community. We have lived in Plumpton Green for 20 years and have become an 
honoured member of the village. Where you are planning to place your travellers site is 
in full view of every resident, visitor and worker entering and exciting the village. Putting 
myself in the shoes of a travellers family, I would not like to be seen and felt unwelcome 
anywhere in the community. 

Looking up the required plot for them to take occupancy, they would be asked to avoid 
the following. 1. Try to find a place that is not, for example, in the Green Belt, in an Area 
of Special Scientific Interest or in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The best type 
of land is a 'brown field' site (that means a piece of land that has already had buildings 
or development on it) Ideally, the site should be well screened. This means any 
caravans or mobile homes should not be visible from any direction – either from the 
road, other houses, roads or locations that might overlook the site from a nearby hill, 
etc.. 2. It is very important that the site has a safe entrance and exit. There are very strict 
Highway regulations about visibility at the entrance/exit to sites to ensure there is no 
danger of accidents and this is very important. The land should be in an area where you 
have a local connection. For example, you have lived there for a long time, you have 
close family there, your children attend the local school or you are registered with local 
doctors. 3. The site should either already have services provided to it or be able to have 
them installed. This means mainly water and sewage. If the site doesn't already have 
these, then you will need to look into if it is possible to provide them and how much it will 
cost. 4. Do you carry out any business that is likely to increase the amount of traffic on 
an off the site beyond what a family would create and will any work create noise or 
nuisance? 5. Before you buy a piece of land you should get a solicitor to do a check on 
it, to make sure there are no restrictions such as previous injunctions on it, which would 
make it impossible to get planning permission.. So the first thing to bear in mind is that 
nothing will happen quickly and you must be prepared to commit considerable time, 
effort and money, with the possibility that you will fail, despite all your efforts. All these 
points to me are against this proposed site. Travellers like to keep their community and 
families private and away from onlookers which placing them where you intend would 
not be fair on them and for our community and families alike. Large screening around 
them would imprison them and for the surrounding area would be an eyesore and a very 
costly process to hide from residents and businesses overlooking the site. I am all for 
living in peace and harmony and placing this site here would course lots of unnecessary 
heart ache to all parties involved, as well as an extreme costly matter for the sack of 5 
pitches. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Floral Art by Nichola Massingale 

Sent: 04 November 2018 14:48

To: ldf

Subject: My objection to propesed Permanent Traveller and Gypsy Site GT01 (the land south 

of the The Plough pub)

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To whom this may concern, 

 

I’m am writing with regards to my concerns of a traveller site you have plans for in Plumpton Green. 

Plumpton Green is a beautiful warm hearted village with lots of caring lovely people whom work hard and thrive on 

community spirit either with clubs and associations. Our community support all events that take place and fundraising 

to give our village a happy healthy community. We have lived in Plumpton Green for 20 years and have become an 

honoured member of the village. 

 

Where you are planning to place your travellers site is in full view of every resident, visitor and worker entering and 

exciting the village. 

 

Putting myself in the shoes of a travellers family, I would not like to be seen and felt unwelcome anywhere in the 

community.  

Looking up the required plot for them to take occupancy, they would be asked to avoid the following. 

 

1. Try to find a place that is not, for example, in the Green Belt, in an Area of Special Scientific Interest or in an Area 

of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The best type of land is a ‘brown field’ site (that means a piece of land that has 

already had buildings or development on it) 

Ideally, the site should be well screened. This means any caravans or mobile homes should not be visible from any 

direction – either from the road, other houses, roads or locations that might overlook the site from a nearby hill, 

etc.. 

 

2. It is very important that the site has a safe entrance and exit. There are very strict Highway regulations about 

visibility at the entrance/exit to sites to ensure there is no danger of accidents and this is very important. 

The land should be in an area where you have a local connection. For example, you have lived there for a long time, 

you have close family there, your children attend the local school or you are registered with local doctors. 

 

3. The site should either already have services provided to it or be able to have them installed. This means mainly 

water and sewage. If the site doesn’t already have these, then you will need to look into if it is possible to provide 

them and how much it will cost. 

 

4. Do you carry out any business that is likely to increase the amount of traffic on an off the site beyond what a 

family would create and will any work create noise or nuisance? 

 

5. Before you buy a piece of land you should get a solicitor to do a check on it, to make sure there are no restrictions 

such as previous injunctions on it, which would make it impossible to get planning permission.. So the first thing to 

bear in mind is that nothing will happen quickly and you must be prepared to commit considerable time, effort and 

money, with the possibility that you will fail, despite all your efforts. 

 

All these points to me are against this proposed site. 

 

Travellers like to keep their community and families private and away from onlookers which placing them where you 

intend would not be fair on them and for our community and families alike. 
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Large screening around them would imprison them and for the surrounding area would be an eyesore and a very 

costly process to hide from residents and businesses overlooking the site. 

 

I am all for living in peace and harmony and placing this site here would course lots of unnecessary heart ache to all 

parties involved, as well as an extreme costly matter for the sack of 5 pitches. 

 

With heart felt concerns, 

 

Nichola Massingale 
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Representation ID: REP/289/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/289/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/289 

Name: John Masters 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a resident of Plumpton, I would like to register an objection to the Council's proposal 
to build a permanent Gypsy and Travellers site at the land south of the Plough in 
Plumpton. 

My objection is based on the loss of a precious greenfield site - this development will 
increase the liklihood of further development in the surrounding area. 

Additionally, the development is outside of the adopted Village Plan and finally the 
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Representation ID: REP/289/GT01 

 

  
 

development will increase the amount of traffic on what is already a very busy road. I 
note that in the Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment Addendum in December 2012 the 
Highway Authority raised an objection to this site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: JOHN MASTERS 

Sent: 25 September 2018 17:15

To: ldf

Subject: LDC Local Plan Part 2: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Policy GT01 Land South 

of the Plough, Plumpton

Categories: Vanessa to deal with

As a resident of Plumpton, I would like to register an objection to the Council's proposal to build a permanent Gypsy 

and Travellers site at the land south of the Plough in Plumpton.  

 

My objection is based on the loss of a precious greenfield site - this development will increase the liklihood of further 

development in the surrounding area. 

 

Additionally, the development is outside of the adopted Village Plan and finally the development will increase the 

amount of traffic on what is already a very busy road. I note that in the Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment 

Addendum in December 2012 the Highway Authority raised an objection to this site. 

 

Regards, 

 

John Masters 
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Representation ID: REP/293/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/293/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/293 

Name: Jeremy Midmer 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to express my objection and concerns over Lewes District Council's 
proposal to provide 5 permanent travellers pitches on the land south of the Plough, 
Plumpton Green as outlined in their Policy GT01 within the LDC Local Plan, Part 2 - Site 
Allocations and Development Policies Pre-submission Document September 2018. 

Whilst I understand the governments requirement to provide housing and 
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Representation ID: REP/293/GT01 

 

  
 

accommodation for all, I object to this proposal as it plans to build on a green field site 
within an area of lovely East Sussex countryside, and will set a new and dangerous 
precedence on future housing and other accommodation developments within East 
Sussex and village neighbourhood plans going forward. 

My objections to this proposal are as follows: 

1. The proposed 0.69 hectare site (in GT01) is a greenfield location within countryside 
and therefore will immediately impact the local biodiversity and wildlife. 

2. Building on this piece of land that has previously been refused planning for housing 
creates a dangerous precedence for further development for other housing 
developments in the county. It also questions what further developments might occur on 
this field in future. If development starts here, will more development occur in years to 
come? 

3. When Local Plan Part 1 judged that there were no suitable pitches for allocation, the 
core policy criteria appears to have changed. Under subsequent Core Policy 3 criteria, 
this site did not have the highest score which meant it was not the most appropriate 
location for gypsy and travellers pitches, however, now it seems to be the only option 
within East Sussex and Lewes District Council proposals. How can this be correct? 

4. As the location is a greenfield site, it has no amenities and all these would need to be 
installed. With LDC already tasked with making continuous funding cuts, this choice of 
location seems inappropriate. The cost to buy, develop and provide all necessary 
amenities will be considerable. 

5. For any development there needs to be a footpath or safe access for pedestrians and 
disabled people. None of this currently exists to the North of Station Road and to the 
proposed site. 

The proposal will need further clarification on how this will be provided. The other 
conditions outlined under Policy GT01 – Land south of the Plough still have to be proved 
but I wanted to provide my objection and comments above. 

I trust the above is self-explanatory, however, if you require any clarification please 
contact me 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Planning Policy Team  
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
BN7 1AB 
 
14th October 2018 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Re: LDC Local Plan 2 Policy GT01 – Land South of the Plough, Plumpton Green 
 
I am writing to express my objection and concerns over Lewes District Council’s proposal to provide 
5 permanent travellers pitches on the land south of the Plough, Plumpton Green as outlined in their 
Policy GT01 within the LDC Local Plan, Part 2 - Site Allocations and Development Policies Pre-
submission Document September 2018.  
 
Whilst I understand the governments requirement to provide housing and accommodation for all, I 
object to this proposal as it plans to build on a green field site within an area of lovely East Sussex 
countryside, and will set a new and dangerous precedence on future housing and other 
accommodation developments within East Sussex and village neighbourhood plans going forward.  
 
My objections to this proposal are as follows:  
 

1. The proposed 0.69 hectare site (in GT01) is a greenfield location within countryside and 
therefore will immediately impact the local biodiversity and wildlife. 

2. Building on this piece of land that has previously been refused planning for housing creates a 
dangerous precedence for further development for other housing developments in the 
county. It also questions what further developments might occur on this field in future. If 
development starts here, will more development occur in years to come? 

3. When Local Plan Part 1 judged that there were no suitable pitches for allocation, the core 
policy criteria appears to have changed. Under subsequent Core Policy 3 criteria, this site did 
not have the highest score which meant it was not the most appropriate location for gypsy 
and travellers pitches, however, now it seems to be the only option within East Sussex and 
Lewes District Council proposals. How can this be correct?  

4. As the location is a greenfield site, it has no amenities and all these would need to be 
installed. With LDC already tasked with making continuous funding cuts, this choice of 
location seems inappropriate. The cost to buy, develop and provide all necessary amenities 
will be considerable. 

5. For any development there needs to be a footpath or safe access for pedestrians and 
disabled people. None of this currently exists to the North of Station Road and to the 
proposed site. The proposal will need further clarification on how this will be provided.  
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The other conditions outlined under Policy GT01 – Land south of the Plough still have to be proved 
but I wanted to provide my objection and comments above.  
 
I trust the above is self-explanatory, however, if you require any clarification please contact me 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Jeremy Midmer 
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Representation ID: REP/294/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/294/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/294 

Name: Denise Miller 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a former member of the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, I am 
writing to fully support the Plumpton Parish Council's (PPC) response to the proposed 
site above, and to add the following points arising from the Lewes District Council (REP) 
presentation to the parish at the Plumpton Green Village Hall on 9thOctober 2018 in the 
form of 20 questions and answers: 

3. What are the planning grounds for the allocation? 

● Core Policy 3 in the JCS states that sites to meet the need for 13 pitches will be 

delivered through Local Plan Part 2 and the SDNPA Local Plan, unless allocated 
through neighbourhood plans. No neighbourhood plans have sought to address this 
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Representation ID: REP/294/GT01 

 

  
 

need. 

No need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation was ever expressed by any of the 
representatives of LDC working with the PPC Steering Group (SG) during the four years 
the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) took to produce. 

4. What is the planning history for the site? 

● The site was submitted to the council as a potential development site in 2009 – it was 
submitted as the whole field (4.4ha) in response to a call for sites for the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment. It was filtered out due to proximity to the nearest 
planning or settlement boundary (more than 500m). 

The SG was given no choice but to omit this site from the PPNP on the advice of LDC 
as it was considered too far from village amenities and main services to be sustainable. 
LDC made it clear that if the PPNP included sites remote from the planning boundary of 
Plumpton Green as part of its allocation of 50+ houses, it would grant planning 
permission for sites not included in the plan but closer to village amenities as windfall, 
thus increasing the total amount of development in the parish beyond its allocation. To 
alleviate the additional pressure on infrastructure and excessive traffic this would cause, 
sites central to the village of Plumpton Green were accepted in the revised plan and less 
sustainable remote sites removed. All this was done at the recommendation of the LDC 
representatives working with the SG. 

It appears that LDC has not only misled the SG and the PPC but is prepared to dismiss 
its own criteria for site selection to suit itself, with no respect for the parish residents who 
put a lot of work and effort into making a neighbourhood plan which gave LDC more 
than it required (68 potential houses). To develop this site not only contravenes LDC's 
own policies but insults the intelligence of everyone in the parish and undermines 
confidence in the integrity of LDC. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Denise Miller < >

Sent: 28 October 2018 17:18

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies DPD – Pre-submission version

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Lewes District Council Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management 
Policies DPD – Pre-submission version 

Policy GT01 – Land south of the Plough: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller site in Plumpton 
Green 

Dear Sir or Madam 

As a former member of the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, I am writing to 

fully support the Plumpton Parish Council’s (PPC) response to the proposed site above, and to 

add the following points arising from the Lewes District Council (LDC) presentation to the parish at 

the Plumpton Green Village Hall on 9
th

October 2018 in the form of 20 questions and answers: 

3. What are the planning grounds for the allocation?  

● Core Policy 3 in the JCS states that sites to meet the need for 13 pitches will be delivered 

through Local Plan Part 2 and the SDNPA Local Plan, unless allocated through neighbourhood 

plans. No neighbourhood plans have sought to address this need.  

No need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation was ever expressed by any of the 

representatives of LDC working with the PPC Steering Group (SG) during the four years 

the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) took to produce.  

4. What is the planning history for the site?  

● The site was submitted to the council as a potential development site in 2009 – it was submitted 

as the whole field (4.4ha) in response to a call for sites for the Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment. It was filtered out due to proximity to the nearest planning or settlement boundary 

(more than 500m).  

The SG was given no choice but to omit this site from the PPNP on the advice of LDC as it 

was considered too far from village amenities and main services to be sustainable. LDC 

made it clear that if the PPNP included sites remote from the planning boundary of 

Plumpton Green as part of its allocation of 50+ houses, it would grant planning permission 

for sites not included in the plan but closer to village amenities as windfall, thus increasing 

the total amount of development in the parish beyond its allocation. To alleviate the 

additional pressure on infrastructure and excessive traffic this would cause, sites central 

to the village of Plumpton Green were accepted in the revised plan and less sustainable 

remote sites removed. All this was done at the recommendation of the LDC 

representatives working with the SG. 
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It appears that LDC has not only misled the SG and the PPC but is prepared to dismiss its 

own criteria for site selection to suit itself, with no respect for the parish residents who 

put a lot of work and effort into making a neighbourhood plan which gave LDC more than 

it required (68 potential houses). To develop this site not only contravenes LDC’s own 

policies but insults the intelligence of everyone in the parish and undermines confidence 

in the integrity of LDC. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Denise Miller 
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Representation ID: REP/296/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/296/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/296 

Name: Josh Mitchell 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: Unit 54 
The Old Brickworks 
Plumpton Green 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to make representations in respect of the above document. I am a tenant at 
Unit 54, The Old Brickworks. I have been a tenant at this industrial estate for the past 10 
years. I am seeking to comment on the soundness of the following policy: 

Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough 

Policy GT01 is not justified, effective or sound as it does not represent the most 
appropriate strategy for addressing the assessed need for permanent gypsy and 
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Representation ID: REP/296/GT01 

 

  
 

traveller pitches within the District. 

I do not consider that the proposed site at Land south of The Plough has been properly 
assessed against Core Policy 3 within the adopted Joint Core Strategy (JCS), 
particularly the requirement for conformity with other district wide policies, in addition to 
criteria 1 – 6 which it sets out. 

Further, I consider that the site assessment work is fundamentally flawed as it pre dates, 
by a number of years, the adopted JCS and Core Policy 3. Therefore the assessment 
failed to (and was unable to) take into consideration and measure as part of its 
methodology, conformity with other relevant district wide policies set out in the JCS. 

Specifically, Policy GT01 fails to confirm with the following adopted polices: 

Core Policy 4, Encouraging Economic Development and Regeneration which requires 
(among other criteria) support for economic growth in rural areas. 

Many tenants at The Old Brickworks are not prepared to stay if Policy GT01 is adopted. 
There are a number of uncertainties generated by the proposed development, and many 
businesses are not prepared to wait and see if they may be affected. 

The Old Brickworks has a community feel and if people start to leave, that in itself would 
be a reason relocate my business, most likely out of the District and into Brighton and 
Hove where there are a greater range of available units. 

The level of uncertainty for small businesses which will inevitably be introduced if Policy 
GT01 is adopted, is in direct conflict with the requirement in Core Policy 4 to support 
economic growth in rural areas. The economy, as we know, does not flourish in 
uncertain times. 

Core Policy 6, Retail and Sustainable Town and Local Centres which requires (among 
other criteria) support for and retention of local shops and a requirement that local 
shopping centres remain a vibrant focus for the local community. 

The shop in Plumpton Green is a really important part of the village. It employs people 
who don't have the means to easily travel out of the village, the owners are involved in 
local events and it is treated as a hub by the local community. 

Notwithstanding the above, the reality is that the local shop is not where people go to do 
their weekly shopping. However, tenants of the Old Brickworks go there daily, people 
they employ all buy a sandwich there and their clients pop in. The shop is also a post 
office, and local businesses all do their post there. If the businesses at The Old 
Brickworks move away, this may well halve the income of the local shop, and it is highly 
unlikely that any new households generated by the proposed development will replace 
this level of business. 

Core Policy 10, Natural Environment and Landscape Character which requires (among 
other criteria) maintaining and where possible enhancing the natural, locally distinctive 
and heritage landscape qualities and characteristics of the district, and maintaining and 
where possible enhancing local biodiversity resources. 

The proposed site has previously been considered inappropriate for development by 
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Representation ID: REP/296/GT01 

 

  
 

Lewes District Council. There is nothing within Policy GT01which provides justification or 
suitable mitigation for this position to have changed. 

The proposed development will impact negatively on the local rural landscape and will 
likely set a precedent for further development in this area. The proposed development 
as set out in Policy GT01, will bring with it no environmental benefits which should weigh 
strongly against it. 

Core Policy 11, Built and Historic Environment and High Quality Design which requires 
(among other criteria) that the design of the development provides a satisfactory 
environment for existing and future occupants including, in relation to housing 
development, adequate provision for daylight, sunlight, privacy, private outdoor space 
and/or communal amenity areas. 

It is entirely inappropriate for vulnerable caravans and mobile homes to be sited directly 
next to a busy and noisy industrial estate. 

The estate operates 5.5 days a week, our operating hours being 8am – 5.30pm. Many of 
the units use industrial machinery. During working hours there are frequently lorries 
coming and going and fork lifts driving around the estate. It is a potentially hazardous 
site, particularly for unsupervised children. 

The identification of the proposed site for a new settlement is an inappropriate and in 
direct conflict with Core Policy 11. 

As the 2012 site assessment pre dated the JCS, it was incapable of assessing the 
proposed site against the above adopted policies. If the site assessment was updated - 
which it should be in order to provide a proper assessment of the proposed site and for 
Policy GT01 to be sound – the proposed site would be ranked considerably lower and is 
unlikely to be found to be suitable. The assessment of the site identified by Policy GT01 
needs to be reviewed. 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex  

BN7 1AB 

 

 

 

 
 

4 November 2018 

 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

DPD - Pre-Submission version 

I am writing to make representations in respect of the above document. I am a tenant at Unit 54, 

The Old Brickworks. I have been a tenant at this industrial estate for the past 10 years. I am 

seeking to comment on the soundness of the following policy: 

Policy GT01 –  Land south of The Plough 

Policy GT01 is not justified, effective or sound as it does not represent the most appropriate 

strategy for addressing the assessed need for permanent gypsy and traveller pitches within the 

District.  

I do not consider that the proposed site at Land south of The Plough has been properly assessed 

against Core Policy 3 within the adopted Joint Core Strategy (JCS), particularly the requirement 

for conformity with other district wide policies, in addition to criteria 1 – 6 which it sets out.   

Further, I consider that the site assessment work is fundamentally flawed as it pre dates, by a 

number of years, the adopted JCS and Core Policy 3. Therefore the assessment failed to (and was 

unable to) take into consideration and measure as part of its methodology, conformity with 

other relevant district wide policies set out in the JCS. 

 Specifically, Policy GT01 fails to confirm with the following adopted polices: 

 

Core Policy 4, Encouraging Economic Development and Regeneration which requires 

(among other criteria) support for economic growth in rural areas.  
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Many tenants at The Old Brickworks are not prepared to stay if Policy GT01 is adopted. There 

are a number of uncertainties generated by the proposed development, and many businesses are 

not prepared to wait and see if they may be affected.  

The Old Brickworks has a community feel and if people start to leave, that in itself would be a 

reason relocate my business, most likely out of the District and into Brighton and Hove where 

there are a greater range of available units.  

The level of uncertainty for small businesses which will inevitably be introduced if Policy GT01 

is adopted, is in direct conflict with the requirement in Core Policy 4 to support economic 

growth in rural areas. The economy, as we know, does not flourish in uncertain times.  

 

Core Policy 6, Retail and Sustainable Town and Local Centres which requires (among other 

criteria) support for and retention of local shops and a requirement that local shopping centres 

remain a vibrant focus for the local community. 

The shop in Plumpton Green is a really important part of the village. It employs people who 

don’t have the means to easily travel out of the village, the owners are involved in local events 

and it is treated as a hub by the local community. 

Notwithstanding the above, the reality is that the local shop is not where people go to do their 

weekly shopping. However, tenants of the Old Brickworks go there daily, people they employ all 

buy a sandwich there and their clients pop in. The shop is also a post office, and local businesses 

all do their post there. If the businesses at The Old Brickworks move away, this may well halve 

the income of the local shop, and it is highly unlikely that any new households generated by the 

proposed development will replace this level of business.  

 

Core Policy 10, Natural Environment and Landscape Character which requires (among 

other criteria) maintaining and where possible enhancing the natural, locally distinctive and 

heritage landscape qualities and characteristics of the district, and maintaining and where 

possible enhancing local biodiversity resources. 

The proposed site has previously been considered inappropriate for development by Lewes 

District Council. There is nothing within Policy GT01which provides justification or suitable 

mitigation for this position to have changed.  

The proposed development will impact negatively on the local rural landscape and will likely set 

a precedent for further development in this area. The proposed development as set out in  Policy 

GT01, will bring with it no environmental benefits which should weigh strongly against it. 

 

Core Policy 11, Built and Historic Environment and High Quality Design which requires 

(among other criteria) that the design of the development provides a satisfactory environment 
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for existing and future occupants including, in relation to housing development, adequate 

provision for daylight, sunlight, privacy, private outdoor space and/or communal amenity areas. 

It is entirely inappropriate for vulnerable caravans and mobile homes to be sited directly next to 

a busy and noisy industrial estate. 

The estate operates 5.5 days a week, our operating hours being 8am – 5.30pm. Many of the units 

use industrial machinery. During working hours there are frequently lorries coming and going 

and fork lifts driving around the estate. It is a potentially hazardous site, particularly for 

unsupervised children. 

The identification of the proposed site for a new settlement is an inappropriate and in direct 

conflict with Core Policy 11. 

 

As the 2012 site assessment pre dated the JCS, it was incapable of assessing the proposed site 

against the above adopted policies. If the site assessment was updated - which it should be in 

order to provide a proper assessment of the proposed site and for Policy GT01to be sound – the 

proposed site would be ranked considerably lower and is unlikely to be found to be suitable. The 

assessment of the site identified by Policy GT01needs to be reviewed. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Josh Mitchell 

Unit 54, 

The Old Brickworks 

Plumpton Green 

BN7 3DF 
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Representation ID: REP/297/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/297/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/297 

Name: Lissa Mitchell 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to object the the proposal of a permanent traveller and gypsy site adjacent 
the Old Brickworks, South of the Plough site GT01. 

My name is Lissa Mitchell and I am on the committee for the Old Brickworks, Plumpton 
Green BN7 3DF, which is a family owned and run business. Which has in fact been in 
our family for several generations and a huge amount of money and time has been 
invested into the site, to change it from the former chicken farm my grandfather used to 
run into the industrial site it now is. 

I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site, for a number of reasons as are 
the tenants at the Old Brickworks who are already voicing concerns and am very worried 
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Representation ID: REP/297/GT01 

 

  
 

we will loose our tenants. 

My reasons for objecting to the new site, amongst personal reasons are as follows:- 

* The Old Brickworks, is a nice quiet location to work and currently has soft boundaries 
and minimal security,  

. As well as the potential effect on the business at the Old 
Brickworks.  

* The site is over a kilometre from the A275 and half a kilometre from he village services 
which will prevent the potential residents from coexisting with the village of Plumpton. 
Which is added by the fact there are no pathways from the site to the village.  

* The proposed site has a lack of infrastructure, no water, gas, power. Which would be a 
costly expense to instal when surely there must be better suited sites.  

* This is a greenfield site, with no suitable access point. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my objections and I really do hope this does not go 
forward. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Melissa Mitchell 

Sent: 01 October 2018 21:04

To: ldf

Subject: Site GT01 - proposed traveller site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam 
 

I am writing to object the the proposal of a permanent traveller and gypsy site adjacent the Old Brickworks, South of the Plough site GT01. 

 

My name is Lissa Mitchell and I am on the committee for the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green BN7 3DF, which is a 

family owned and run business. Which has in fact been in our family for several generations and a 

huge amount of money and time has been invested into the site, to change it from the former 

chicken farm my grandfather used to run into the industrial site it now is.  

 

I am hugely concerned about the proposed traveller site, for a number of reasons as are the tenants at the Old 

Brickworks who are already voicing concerns and am very worried we will loose our tenants. 

 

My reasons for objecting to the new site, amongst personal reasons are as follows:- 
 

• The Old Brickworks, is a nice quiet location to work and currently has soft boundaries and minimal security, 

. As well as the 

potential effect on the business at the Old Brickworks. 

• The site is over a kilometre from the A275 and half a kilometre from he village services which will prevent the 

potential residents from coexisting with the village of Plumpton. Which is added by the fact there are no 

pathways from the site to the village.  

• The proposed site has a lack of infrastructure, no water, gas, power. Which would be a costly expense to 

instal when surely there must be better suited sites.  

• This is a greenfield site, with no suitable access point.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to read my objections and I really do hope this does not go forward. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Lissa Mitchell 
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Representation ID: REP/301/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/301/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/301 

Name: Peter Morgan 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

This response relates to the proposed Permanent Gypsy and Traveller site element of 
the LDC Part 2 planning consultation. 

This proposal is NOT sound, on the basis of several points: 

Firstly, LDC have received just this one site for assessment. Consequently they appear 
to be pushing hard for its approval, when in reality it is not remotely suitable. 

It is far too close to existing residential and business premises and is not remotely in 
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keeping with the overall rural position of the Plumpton Green village. 

At an 'open' Plumpton parish council meeting, on 9th October, LDC representatives 
presented responses to resident's prior questions. 

At this meeting it soon became apparent that LDC are struggling 'too hard' to justify this 
single site's suitability. 

For example they cited 'other' village sites that work happily; eg Maresfield. That site is 
NOT in the village at all, but close to the recycling centre and far away from village 
prooerties. 

LDC also said that they would not put forward land from their own holdings - potentially a 
much more controllable suggestion. No reasons were given for their blanket rejection of 
that idea. 

I may not be totally closed to the proposed (0.6ha) site if there could be any assurance 
that its initiation would not ultimately make way for further expansion out into full 4ha 
field. LDC said that expansion was "not in current plans". That is NOT an assurance - 
quite the opposite in fact, and very worrying. 

LDC (perhaps inadvertantly) gave away their potential future approval for expansion via 
some of their other replies........... 

When asked if the existing Offham site could be approved for expansion, the reply was 
'no' - "because it is in the South Downs National Park". Plumpton Green is not in the 
SDNP so potentially expandable. 

As a positive suggestion; if LDC successfully 'buy' the site, could they (and/or the land 
owner) covenant the land to preclude all future/further development on the 0 6ha AND 
the whole 4ha site? 

That said, I am still entirely opposed to the proposal and approval of this land for a 
permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. 

LDC will hopefully listen to the weight of contra opinion - and not try to bulldoze through 
their plans for this highly unsuitable site. 

Find an LDC-owned 'brown-field' site and/or expand the current Lewes site. 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: treadgrapes 

Sent: 30 October 2018 14:40

To: ldf

Subject: Response to LDC Part 2 Planning Consultation

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

This response relates to the proposed Permanent Gypsy and Traveller site element of the LDC Part 2 

planning consultation. 

 

This proposal is NOT sound, on the basis of several points: 

 

Firstly, LDC have received just this one site for assessment. Consequently they appear to be pushing hard 

for its approval, when in reality it is not remotely suitable. 

 

It is far too close to existing residential and business premises and is not remotely in keeping with the 

overall rural position of the Plumpton Green village. 

 

At an 'open' Plumpton parish council meeting, on 9th October, LDC representatives presented responses to 

resident's prior questions.  

 

At this meeting it soon became apparent that LDC are struggling 'too hard' to justify this single site's 

suitability. 

 

For example they cited 'other' village sites that work happily; eg Maresfield. That site is NOT in the village 

at all, but close to the recycling centre and far away from village prooerties.  

 

LDC also said that they would not put forward land from their own holdings - potentially a much more 

controllable suggestion. No reasons were given for their blanket rejection of that idea. 

 

I may not be totally closed to the proposed (0.6ha) site if there could be any assurance that its initiation 

would not ultimately make way for further expansion out into full 4ha field. LDC said that expansion was 

"not in current plans". That is NOT an assurance - quite the opposite in fact, and very worrying. 

 

LDC (perhaps inadvertantly) gave away their potential future approval for expansion via some of their other 

replies........... 

 

When asked if the existing Offham site could be approved for expansion, the reply was 'no' - "because it is 

in the South Downs National Park". Plumpton Green is not in the SDNP so potentially expandable. 

 

As a positive suggestion; if LDC successfully 'buy' the site, could they (and/or the land owner) covenant the 

land to preclude all future/further development on the 0 6ha AND the whole 4ha site?  

 

That said, I am still entirely opposed to the proposal and approval of this land for a permanent Gypsy and 

Traveller site.  

 

LDC will hopefully listen to the weight of contra opinion - and not try to bulldoze through their plans for 

this highly unsuitable site.  

 

Find an LDC-owned 'brown-field' site and/or expand the current Lewes site.  
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Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Representation ID: REP/306/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/306 

Name: Stephen Morris 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to object on the these grounds: 

The site is greenfield, and will have an adverse effect on the character of the landscape 

The site is too far from the village services 

The site had already been declared unsuitable in 2012, and therefore the only reason it 
is now being reconsidered is because LDC have failed to find a better site. 

The village have not had the ample communication and consultation time deemed for 
such a site. 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1190



1

Thea Davis

From: Stephen william Morris < >
Sent: 02 November 2018 19:13
To: ldf
Subject: Objecting to Policy GT01 - Land South of The Plough q

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

 

I would like to object on the these grounds:  

 

The site is greenfield, and will have an adverse effect on the character of the landscape  

 

The site is too far from the village services 

 

The site had already been declared unsuitable in 2012, and therefore the only reason it is now being 

reconsidered is because LDC have failed to find a better site.  

 

The village have not had the ample communication and consultation time deemed for such a site.  

 

Thanks 

Stephen  
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Representation ID: REP/311/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/311 

Name: Kirstie Negus 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to express my objection to the Local Plan Part 2 in which you propose a 
permanent gypsy/travellers' site to the north of The Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green. 

I am a local resident and feel strongly that this use of the land would be detrimental in 
several ways. 

The proposed site is a green field site at the northern approach to the village and is an 
attractive and appealing gateway to the village: a travellers' site would ruin the rural 
character of the area, dissuade the many passing motorists and cyclists from visiting our 
village (and supporting its businesses) and would fail to preserve the open space. 

Moreover I am concerned that if the site were allowed, then this would lead to further 
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applications in the future which could result in the expansion of the travellers' site, further 
impacting negatively on the natural beauty of the area.I am also concerned that any site 
would be difficult to contain and manage. 

Finally, as a regular customer of companies operating at The Old Brickworks and as a 
supporter of local business and our rural economy, I am very worried about the real fear 
that should the site go ahead, they will all leave (as has been indicated to me). This 
would be a disaster for the local economy, as I know that the businesses there spend a 
lot of money at the village shop and pubs. I also fear that should the businesses go 
elsewhere, then some of the workers there will lose their jobs. I would also have to look 
outside the area for the services which I currently use. 

I urge the council not to go ahead with this proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: KIRSTIE NEGUS <

Sent: 17 October 2018 10:23

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam 

I write to express my objection to the Local Plan Part 2 in which you propose a permanent 

gypsy/travellers’ site to the north of The Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green. 

I am a local resident and feel strongly that this use of the land would be detrimental in several 

ways. 

The proposed site is a green field site at the northern approach to the village and is an attractive 

and appealing gateway to the village: a travellers’ site would ruin the rural character of the area, 

dissuade the many passing motorists and cyclists from visiting our village (and supporting its 

businesses) and would fail to preserve the open space. 

Moreover I am concerned that if the site were allowed, then this would lead to further applications 

in the future which could result in the expansion of the travellers’ site, further impacting negatively 

on the natural beauty of the area.I am also concerned that any site would be difficult to contain 

and manage. 

Finally, as a regular customer of companies operating at The Old Brickworks and as a supporter 

of local business and our rural economy, I am very worried about the real fear that should the site 

go ahead, they will all leave (as has been indicated to me). This would be a disaster for the local 

economy, as I know that the businesses there spend a lot of money at the village shop and pubs. I 

also fear that should the businesses go elsewhere, then some of the workers there will lose their 

jobs. I would also have to look outside the area for the services which I currently use. 

I urge the council not to go ahead with this proposal. 

Your faithfully 

Mrs Kirstie Negus 
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Representation ID: REP/312/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/312 

Name: Trevor Negus 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to register my objection to the proposed Travellers site adjacent to the Old 
Brickworks Plumpton Green. 

The site was not referenced under the Neighbourhood Plan, which already has allocated 
large scale development within Plumpton. This appears to be a last minute 'tag on' of 5 
more 'permanent' dwellings and toilet block. One can only assume this was done 
deliberately to avoid proper scrutiny and therefore runs counter to the government's 
Planning Policy for Travellers which attempts to harmonise the local and travelling 
community. 

The site does not meet criteria for public transport, since there is an irregular bus 
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service, which in all likelihood will dwindle further. There is no pavement access to the 
bus stop in any case, and equally there is no pavement to the village. This means that 
children attending the local school from the site would need to walk in the road, where 
there is a 60 mph speed limit. This issue would be compounded further, particularly in 
the winter, as there is no street lighting from the site to the village. 

The LDC should be promoting local business, and it appears that many of those 
businesses based in the Old Brickworks intend to consider their position if the site goes 
ahead. This would not only impact rural employment, it would also reduce spending in 
the village shop and local pubs. This risks the closure of another village pub and 
perhaps even the local shop. 

The land is a Greenfield site at the entrance to a downland village. Having a 
development, with an accompanying toilet block, in this position cannot be argued as 'in 
keeping' with the local surroundings. 

Finally there is concern over the reality of delivery. It appears no agreement over price 
or actual site size has been agreed with the vendor which implies the LDC are simply 
speculating rather than putting forward a meaningful proposal. 

Please confirm receipt of this letter 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Trevor Negus 

Sent: 22 October 2018 12:52

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Traveller Site Objection

Attachments: Plumpton Traveller Site Objection.docx

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam 

I write to register my objection to the proposed Travellers site adjacent to the Old Brickworks 

Plumpton Green.  

The site was not referenced under the Neighbourhood Plan, which already has allocated large 

scale development within Plumpton. This appears to be a last minute ‘tag on’ of 5 more 

‘permanent’ dwellings and toilet block. One can only assume this was done deliberately to avoid 

proper scrutiny and therefore runs counter to the government’s Planning Policy for Travellers 

which attempts to harmonise the local and travelling community.  

The site does not meet criteria for public transport, since there is an irregular bus service, which in 

all likelihood will dwindle further. There is no pavement access to the bus stop in any case, and 

equally there is no pavement to the village. This means that children attending the local school 

from the site would need to walk in the road, where there is a 60 mph speed limit. This issue 

would be compounded further, particularly in the winter, as there is no street lighting from the site 

to the village.  

The LDC should be promoting local business, and it appears that many of those businesses 

based in the Old Brickworks intend to consider their position if the site goes ahead. This would not 

only impact rural employment, it would also reduce spending in the village shop and local pubs. 

This risks the closure of another village pub and perhaps even the local shop.  

The land is a Greenfield site at the entrance to a downland village. Having a development, with an 

accompanying toilet block, in this position cannot be argued as ‘in keeping’ with the local 

surroundings. 

Finally there is concern over the reality of delivery. It appears no agreement over price or actual 

site size has been agreed with the vendor which implies the LDC are simply speculating rather 

than putting forward a meaningful proposal.  

Please confirm receipt of this letter 

Regards 

Trevor Negus  
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Dear Sir / Madam 

I write to register my objection to the proposed Travellers site adjacent to the Old Brickworks 

Plumpton Green.  

The site was not referenced under the Neighbourhood Plan, which already has allocated large scale 

development within Plumpton. This appears to be a last minute ‘tag on’ of 5 more ‘permanent’ 

dwellings and toilet block. One can only assume this was done deliberately to avoid proper scrutiny 

and therefore runs counter to the government’s Planning Policy for Travellers which attempts to 

harmonise the local and travelling community.  

The site does not meet criteria for public transport, since there is an irregular bus service, which in 

all likelihood will dwindle further. There is no pavement access to the bus stop in any case, and 

equally there is no pavement to the village. This means that children attending the local school from 

the site would need to walk in the road, where there is a 60 mph speed limit. This issue would be 

compounded further, particularly in the winter, as there is no street lighting from the site to the 

village.  

The LDC should be promoting local business, and it appears that many of those businesses based in 

the Old Brickworks intend to consider their position if the site goes ahead. This would not only 

impact rural employment, it would also reduce spending in the village shop and local pubs. This risks 

the closure of another village pub and perhaps even the local shop.  

The land is a Greenfield site at the entrance to a downland village. Having a development, with an 

accompanying toilet block, in this position cannot be argued as ‘in keeping’ with the local 

surroundings. 

Finally there is concern over the reality of delivery. It appears no agreement over price or actual site 

size has been agreed with the vendor which implies the LDC are simply speculating rather than 

putting forward a meaningful proposal.  

Please confirm receipt of this letter 

Regards 

Trevor Negus  

 

 

 

 

Page  1198



Representation ID: REP/318/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/318/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/318 

Name: Roger Nurse 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to express my concern at the proposed installation of a travellers site at this 
location. I do not feel that this is an appropriate location for such a site in rural Sussex 
and on the edge of a beautiful village.  

 

I strongly object. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Dear Sir/Madam 

  

I am writing to express my concern at the proposed installation of a travellers site at 
this location. I do not feel that this is an appropriate location for such a site in rural 
Sussex and on the edge of a beautiful village.  

 

I strongly object. 

  

Kind regards 

  

Roger Nurse 
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Thea Davis

From: Roger Nurse 
Sent: 25 September 2018 06:22
To: ldf
Subject: The Old Brickworks - Permanent travellers site : Objection

Categories: Complete, LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I am writing to express my concern at the proposed installation of a travellers site at this location. I 
do not feel that this is an appropriate location for such a site in rural Sussex and on the edge of a 
beautiful village.  
I strongly object. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Roger Nurse 
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Representation ID: REP/319/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/319 

Name: Michael O'Brien 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

 I have lived in Plumpton Green since 1976 and have serious comments on Policy GT01 
– Land south of The Plough. 

1.1 Whilst I recognise that LDC has obligations under the Government's national 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS). I note that paragraph 2.132 introduces this 
policy, but without reference to which version. Paragraph 2.142 explicitly refers to a 
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2012 version of this document. I understand that the current version is 2015, and my 
response refers to that version of the PPTS. 

1.2 Firstly, the PPTS explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan positively 
and manage development (paragraph 7): 

In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 
engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' 
accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 
support groups).' 

I understand that Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council 
via a meeting on 05/09/18. This is not consistent with 'early and effective engagement' 
with the settled community; there has been very little time for quantitative assessment of 
Policy GT01 in a consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It is not in 
accordance with the introductory aim of the PPTS (i) 'to reduce tensions between settled 
and traveller communities in plan-making and planning decisions' and suggests to me 
that either there was deliberate concealment of these plans or that the decision to 
allocate this site was made hastily, without due consideration, which I regard as 
inappropriate for such a sensitive proposal and when the village community is already 
having to come to terms with large-scale development within the settlement. 

* Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

Whilst GT01 specifically addresses the needs of gypsies and travellers, this policy 
effectively represents an additional new development of five permanent dwellings. 

With regard to the Plumpton Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is not in accordance 
with the following policies: 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

Policy 5: New housing 

Policy 6: Local employment 

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

2.1 PPNP Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish PPNP 

Policy 1 states the primary objective: 'New development proposals within the planning 
boundary for Plumpton Green will be supported, provided they accord with the other 
provisions of the PPNP and the development plan for the area.' 

LDC retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing planning 
boundaries unless it meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement in the 
parish that has a planning boundary, and the land allocated in Policy GT01 is not within 
the Plumpton Green planning boundary, or indeed near that boundary (it lies 
approximately 650m to the north). The 'certain criteria' rider of Policy CT1 is covered in 
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subsequent paragraphs. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local 
Plan Part 2 once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional 
new development targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary 
to areas regarded as unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies. 

This proposal does not comply with PPNP Policy 1, and it is therefore unsuitable area to 
site permanent dwellings, including static caravans. 

The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation, which sets the objectives: 

'To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way', and 

'To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area.' 

On the first objective, I do not believe the proposed site is sufficiently sustainable by 
virtue of its likely impact on local employment, discussed below under PPNP Policy 6. 

On the second objective, the proposed site is greenfield and its development is likely to 
adversely change the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential 
development, in addition to the previously discussed spatial plan issues. 

In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy 
statement 2: 

'The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing 
services and facilities such as schools, health services and shops.' 

Accordingly, the site would not score well under the sustainability assessment criteria 
applied under PPNP Policy 1 for the selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and 
cycling and other forms of sustainable transport with the aim of reducing the need to 
travel by car), as it is approximately 650m outside the existing planning boundary (which 
represents the 800m recommended maximum distance limit for walking), and completely 
lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must walk along a national speed limit minor 
road to reach the village amenities, including the primary school and shop. 

LDC asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by providing a 
footpath north to the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus service that is 
currently under threat and therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near future (I am 
unsure whether the provisions of the Bus Services Act 2017 will provide any protection 
against the deficit in funding for ESCC and REP). 

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 also appears not to confidently address the 
responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13 c) to 
'ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis'. 

The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and 
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Landscape Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as: 

'To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area' 
and 

'To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district's towns, villages, 
and rural environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are designed to a 
high standard and maintain and enhance the local vernacular and "sense of place" of 
individual settlements.' 

The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for 
up to 10 caravans (static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch's residents. Accordingly, I 
consider the choice of site for GT01 does not adequately address the responsibility 
within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (10 e) to 'protect local 
amenity and environment'. 

Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as 'Fails proximity 
Assessment' and regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has 
subsequently documented (in its presentation to parishioners at the PPC meeting of 
09/10/18) that the proximity criteria for residential development will need to be adapted 
to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the same presentation, it was stated that the 
site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing development and would 
be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if GT01 was implemented. 

Therefore, I ask under what planning statute LDC is applying a different test of 
suitability. This appears contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), 
which states: 'Criteria based policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional 
and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting the interest of the settled community.' It 
appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would seem to apply to the 
proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of permanent, brickbuilt 
housing, especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether the site will be used for 
gypsies and travellers with protected characteristics under English law, or whether it is 
available to all travellers as under the definition of 'gypsies and travellers' under PPTS 
Annexe 1. 

2.2 PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

PPNP policy 2 states: 

'New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape design and 
material of surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton Design Statement.' 

Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile 
caravans (as stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping 
with the rural hamlet nature of the site. 

2.3 PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

PPNP policy 3 states: 

'Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed by the 

Page  1206



Representation ID: REP/319/GT01 

 

  
 

landscape character of the area.' 

Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green 
corridors, ponds and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green 
corridor used by wildlife, including deer. 

2.4 PPNP Policy 5: New housing 

PPNP Policy 5 states: 

'Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within Plumpton Green.' 

I do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under PPNP 
Policy 1 (and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 2.1). 

2.5 PPNP Policy 6: Local employment 

PPNP Policy 6 states: 

'New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment or 
business use will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is no 
longer viable.' 

This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the 
JCS policy E1 (point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to 
secure the future of the existing employment uses within the parish and plan for their 
growth to serve parish needs. 

PPNP Policy 6 also records under paragraph 5.67: 

'Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that parishioners wished 
to see existing businesses preserved as far as possible and that they had no wish to see 
Plumpton become a dormitory community.' 

There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications 
of Policy GT01. There are 3 major employers in the parish: 

* Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 acres, 
predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses  

* Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green 
that saw its first race in 1884  

* The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton Green 
and directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01. 

Of the three, the Old Brickworks is the only one in the northern section of the parish. It 
comprises 21 businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses 
between them employ in excess of 50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or 
locally to Plumpton. The businesses are categorised as 'quiet, non-industrial 
businesses', and the site is well respected and supported within the parish. 

The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): 'Supporting a 
prosperous rural economy', as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, 
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and not well served by public transport, but is on previously developed land and is 
sensitive to its surroundings. 

The businesses on the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy 
through business rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses 
such as the village shop (and post office) and local public houses - the Plough 
immediately to north of the site proposed in GT01, the Fountain in Plumpton Green, and 
The Half Moon to the south of the parish. 

GT01 proposes to locate the site directly adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no 
meaningful separation between the two. The businesses of the Old Brickworks have 
made it clear that they chose the site because of its quiet, rural location and existing 'soft 
security' and that their continued use of it is dependent on those conditions continuing. 
They have all stated that any kind of development adjacent to the boundary could result 
in re-location of their businesses elsewhere, at some cost and inconvenience. They are 
prompted by concerns about the need for greater security and potential restriction on 
current and future operations due to their proximity to residential development. 

Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a 
residential development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to 
result in the need for additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) 
that will be highly intrusive, such as security fencing and also security lighting in what is 
'dark skies' parish where 91% of respondents to one questionnaire informing the PPNP 
supported preservation dark skies as one of their primary valued aspects of current 
village life. Dark skies is also a policy of the SDNPA. 

The challenges of maintaining public houses in general, and rural ones in particular, is 
well documented. Plumpton Green has already lost one pub in the past five years. 

2.6 PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

PPNP Policy 7 states: 

'New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the loss of 
existing shops or commercial units in the village centre and elsewhere in the parish will 
be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that their continued use is no longer viable.' 

It further states in paragraph 5.68: 

'Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general store, one 
public house and a garage to housing. The remaining businesses in the village centre, in 
particular the village shop/post office, are important to the community as a whole but 
especially to residents without their own transport, as public transport services are 
limited. Development proposals that might negatively affect the remaining facilities and 
businesses will be resisted.' 

Whilst it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the 
businesses located at the Old Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the 
same concerns as under PPNP Policy 6 discussed above. The income arising from the 
occupants of the new development is unlikely to offset the likely loss in custom from the 
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departing businesses. 

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the 
wider responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to 
'ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically'. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies DPD 

By 

Michael O’Brien,  

 

1. I have lived in Plumpton Green since 1976 and have serious comments on Policy GT01 – Land 

south of The Plough.  

1.1 Whilst I recognise that LDC has obligations under the Government’s national Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites (PPTS). I note that paragraph 2.132 introduces this policy, but without reference to 

which version. Paragraph 2.142 explicitly refers to a 2012 version of this document. I understand 

that the current version is 2015, and my response refers to that version of the PPTS.  

1.2 Firstly, the PPTS explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan positively and manage 

development (paragraph 7):  

‘In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 

planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 

engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers’ 

accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 

support groups).’  

I understand that Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council via a meeting 

on 05/09/18. This is not consistent with ‘early and effective engagement’ with the settled 

community; there has been very little time for quantitative assessment of Policy GT01 in a 

consultation period running from 24/09/18 to 04/11/18. It is not in accordance with the introductory 

aim of the PPTS (i) ‘to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making 

and planning decisions’ and suggests to me that either there was deliberate concealment of these 

plans or that the decision to allocate this site was made hastily, without due consideration, which I  

regard as inappropriate for such a sensitive proposal and when the village community is already 

having to come to terms with large-scale development within the settlement.  

2. Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

Whilst GT01 specifically addresses the needs of gypsies and travellers, this policy effectively  

represents an additional new development of five permanent dwellings.  

With regard to the Plumpton Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is not in accordance with the 

following policies:  

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish  

Policy 2: New-build environment and design  

Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity  

Policy 5: New housing  

Policy 6: Local employment  

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre  
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2.1 PPNP Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish PPNP  

Policy 1 states the primary objective: ‘New development proposals within the planning boundary for 

Plumpton Green will be supported, provided they accord with the other provisions of the PPNP and 

the development plan for the area.’  

LDC retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing planning boundaries unless it 

meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement in the parish that has a planning 

boundary, and the land allocated in Policy GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning 

boundary, or indeed near that boundary (it lies approximately 650m to the north). The ‘certain 

criteria’ rider of Policy CT1 is covered in subsequent paragraphs.  

Whilst it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local Plan Part 2 

once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional new development 

targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary to areas regarded as 

unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies.  

This proposal does not comply with PPNP Policy 1, and it is therefore unsuitable area to site 

permanent dwellings, including static caravans.  

The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation, 

which sets the objectives: 

‘To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the housing 

growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way’, and  

‘To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan for new 

development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character of the 

area.’  

On the first objective, I do not believe the proposed site is sufficiently sustainable by virtue of its 

likely impact on local employment, discussed below under PPNP Policy 6.  

On the second objective, the proposed site is greenfield and its development is likely to adversely 

change the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential development, in addition 

to the previously discussed spatial plan issues.  

In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy statement 2: 

‘The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing services and 

facilities such as schools, health services and shops.’  

Accordingly, the site would not score well under the sustainability assessment criteria applied under 

PPNP Policy 1 for the selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and cycling and other forms of 

sustainable transport with the aim of reducing the need to travel by car), as it is approximately 650m 

outside the existing planning boundary (which represents the 800m recommended maximum 

distance limit for walking), and completely lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must walk along 

a national speed limit minor road to reach the village amenities, including the primary school and 

shop.  

LDC asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by providing a footpath north to 

the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus service that is currently under threat and 

therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near future (I am unsure whether the provisions of the Bus 

Services Act 2017 will provide any protection against the deficit in funding for ESCC and LDC). 
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Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 also appears not to confidently address the responsibility 

within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13 c) to ‘ensure that children can attend 

school on a regular basis’. 

The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and Landscape 

Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as:  

‘To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’ and 

‘To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district’s towns, villages, and rural 

environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are designed to a high standard and 

maintain and enhance the local vernacular and “sense of place” of individual settlements.’  

The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for up to 10 

caravans (static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch’s residents. Accordingly, I consider the choice of 

site for GT01 does not adequately address the responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning 

for travellers sites (10 e) to ‘protect local amenity and environment’.  

Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as ‘Fails proximity Assessment’ and 

regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has subsequently documented (in its 

presentation to parishioners at the PPC meeting of 09/10/18) that the proximity criteria for 

residential development will need to be adapted to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the same 

presentation, it was stated that the site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing 

development and would be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if GT01 was 

implemented.  

Therefore, I ask under what planning statute LDC is applying a different test of suitability. This 

appears contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), which states: ‘Criteria based 

policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst 

respecting the interest of the settled community.’ It appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower 

threshold would seem to apply to the proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of 

permanent, brickbuilt housing, especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether the site will be 

used for gypsies and travellers with protected characteristics under English law, or whether it is 

available to all travellers as under the definition of ‘gypsies and travellers’ under PPTS Annexe 1.  

2.2 PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design  

PPNP policy 2 states:  

‘New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape design and material 

of surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton Design Statement.’  

Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile caravans (as 

stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping with the rural hamlet 

nature of the site.  

2.3 PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

 PPNP policy 3 states:  

‘Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed by the landscape 

character of the area.’  
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Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green 

corridors, ponds and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green corridor 

used by wildlife, including deer.  

2.4 PPNP Policy 5: New housing  

PPNP Policy 5 states:  

‘Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in Neighbourhood Plan 

Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within Plumpton Green.’  

I do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under PPNP 

Policy 1 (and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 2.1).  

2.5 PPNP Policy 6: Local employment  

PPNP Policy 6 states:  

‘New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment or business 

use will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is no longer viable.’  

This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the JCS 

policy E1 (point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to secure the 

future of the existing employment uses within the parish and plan for their growth to serve 

parish needs.  

PPNP Policy 6 also records under paragraph 5.67: 

‘Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that parishioners wished to 

see existing businesses preserved as far as possible and that they had no wish to see 

Plumpton become a dormitory community.’  

There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications of 

Policy GT01. There are 3 major employers in the parish: 

• Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 acres, 

predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses  

• Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green that 

saw its first race in 1884  

• The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton Green and 

directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01.  

Of the three, the Old Brickworks is the only one in the northern section of the parish. It 

comprises 21 businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses between 

them employ in excess of 50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or locally to 

Plumpton. The businesses are categorised as ‘quiet, non-industrial businesses’, and the site 

is well respected and supported within the parish.  

The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): ‘Supporting a prosperous 

rural economy’, as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, and not well 

served by public transport, but is on previously developed land and is sensitive to its 

surroundings.  
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The businesses on the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy through 

business rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses such as the 

village shop (and post office) and local public houses - the Plough immediately to north of 

the site proposed in GT01, the Fountain in Plumpton Green, and The Half Moon to the south 

of the parish.  

GT01 proposes to locate the site directly adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no meaningful 

separation between the two. The businesses of the Old Brickworks have made it clear that 

they chose the site because of its quiet, rural location and existing ‘soft security’ and that 

their continued use of it is dependent on those conditions continuing. They have all stated 

that any kind of development adjacent to the boundary could result in re-location of their 

businesses elsewhere, at some cost and inconvenience. They are prompted by concerns 

about the need for greater security and potential restriction on current and future 

operations due to their proximity to residential development. 

Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a 

residential development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to result 

in the need for additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) that will 

be highly intrusive, such as security fencing and also security lighting in what is ‘dark skies’ 

parish where 91% of respondents to one questionnaire informing the PPNP supported 

preservation dark skies as one of their primary valued aspects of current village life. Dark 

skies is also a policy of the SDNPA.  

The challenges of maintaining public houses in general, and rural ones in particular, is well 

documented. Plumpton Green has already lost one pub in the past five years.  

2.6 PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre  

PPNP Policy 7 states: 

‘New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the loss of existing 

shops or commercial units in the village centre and elsewhere in the parish will be resisted, 

unless it can be demonstrated that their continued use is no longer viable.’  

It further states in paragraph 5.68:  

‘Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general store, one public 

house and a garage to housing. The remaining businesses in the village centre, in particular 

the village shop/post office, are important to the community as a whole but especially to 

residents without their own transport, as public transport services are limited. Development 

proposals that might negatively affect the remaining facilities and businesses will be 

resisted.’ 

Whilst it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the businesses 

located at the Old Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the same concerns as 

under PPNP Policy 6 discussed above. The income arising from the occupants of the new 

development is unlikely to offset the likely loss in custom from the departing businesses.  

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the wider 

responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to ‘ensure that 

traveller sites are sustainable economically’. 
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Representation ID: REP/320/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/320 

Name: Robin O'Brien 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound: Not Justified 

Representation: 

I have lived in Plumpton Green since 1976 and have serious concerns about Policy 
GT01 – Land south of The Plough. My comments are: 1.0 Assessment of the Site 1.1 
The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). 2.0 
Transport 2.1 The nearest bus stop is almost 1km away, along a busy road without 
pavements or lighting. 2.2 There is only one bus every 2 hours from the relevant bus 
stop, on schooldays only, using Route 166. The earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, 
and the latest at 18.53. Services to Haywards Heath also run at limited times, with the 
earliest departure being at 07.58 and the latest 18.13. 2.3 Plumpton train station is 
around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again along a busy road without 
pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the beginning of the main section of 
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Plumpton Green, but there are no lights at all in the village. 2.4 Plumpton Green has 
limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience store/post office. Both 
are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey again being along a busy 
road without pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit pavements. 2.5 From 
late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School to the 
site in the afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 2.6 There is no 
senior school in Plumpton Green. Access to secondary education cannot be readily 
achieved from the Site due to (1) its isolated nature; (2) limited services from the nearest 
bus stop; and (3) the lengthy walk to the nearest train station. 2.7 The convenience 
store/post office is far too expensive for a weekly shop. The nearest branches of major 
supermarkets such as Tesco and Aldi are in Lewes, a journey or around 30 minutes 
using the 166 bus route, which as stated above operates every 2 hours on schooldays 
only. 2.8 The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to 
Plumpton train station, taking a train into Lewes, walking circa 0.5km from Lewes train 
station to the supermarket and then taking the same journey back carrying shopping. 2.9 
The nearest GP's surgery which is accessible using route 166 is in Hassocks. The 
journey means changing at the bottom of Plumpton Lane in order to use the 167 bus.  

2.10 The nearest alternative surgery is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by 
taking the train or bus into Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery. 

2 

2.11 The nearest hospital offering antenatal care is on the outskirts of Lewes, again 
necessitating a 30 minute journey on the 166 bus (on schooldays only). 

2.12 There is already excessive traffic going through Plumpton Green. With cars parked 
on both sides of the road, there are times when larger vehicles are unable to get though 
the village. 

3.0 Summary of Comments on GT01 

3.1 The Site does not provide suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure, in direct contravention of the 
overarching aim set out at sub-paragraph 3(j) of the PPTS. 

3.2 The policy does not promote access to appropriate health services, in contravention 
of paragraph 13(b) of the PPTS. 

3.3 The policy does not ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis, in 
contravention of paragraph 13(c) of the PPTS. 

3.4 The Site is in an area at a risk of flooding, in contravention of paragraph 13(g) of the 
PPTS. 

3.5 The policy does not ensure that the proposed traveller site is sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally, in contravention of the first sentence of 
paragraph 13 of the PPTS. 

3.6 The policy is not justified in that the Site cannot be utilised for the intended purpose 
due to lack of suitable access and egress from the Site. 
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3.7 The policy fails to consider adequately or at all the inequalities experienced by 
gypsies and travellersand/or the higher than usual prevalence of larger families and/or 
single parents, factors which render the Site unsuitable due to its isolated nature and 
lack of access to facilities. 

3.8 The policy fails to comply with paragraph 25 PPTS, which states that strict limitations 
should be placed on new traveller site developments in open countryside, away from 
existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan. 

3.9 The policy is not justified in that no or no adequate weight has been given to using 
previously developed (brownfield) land. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies DPD 

by 

Mrs Robin O’Brien,  

 

I have lived in Plumpton Green since 1976 and have serious concerns about Policy GT01 – Land 

south of The Plough. My comments are:  

1.0 Assessment of the Site 

1.1 The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). 

2.0 Transport 

2.1 The nearest bus stop is almost 1km away, along a busy road without pavements or lighting. 

2.2 There is only one bus every 2 hours from the relevant bus stop, on schooldays only, using Route 166. 

The earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. Services to Haywards Heath also run 

at limited times, with the earliest departure being at 07.58 and the latest 18.13. 

2.3 Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again along a busy 

road without pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the beginning of the main section of 

Plumpton Green, but there are no lights at all in the village. 

2.4 Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience store/post 

office. Both are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey again being along a busy 

road without pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit pavements. 

2.5 From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School to the site in 

the afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 

2.6 There is no senior school in Plumpton Green. Access to secondary education cannot be readily 

achieved from the Site due to (1) its isolated nature; (2) limited services from the nearest bus stop; and 

(3) the lengthy walk to the nearest train station. 

2.7 The convenience store/post office is far too expensive for a weekly shop. The nearest branches of 

major supermarkets such as Tesco and Aldi are in Lewes, a journey or around 30 minutes using the 166 

bus route, which as stated above operates every 2 hours on schooldays only. 

2.8 The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton train station, 

taking a train into Lewes, walking circa 0.5km from Lewes train station to the supermarket and then 

taking the same journey back carrying shopping. 

2.9 The nearest GP’s surgery which is accessible using route 166 is in Hassocks. The journey means 

changing at the bottom of Plumpton Lane in order to use the 167 bus. 

2.10 The nearest alternative surgery is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by taking the train or 

bus into Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery. 
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2.11 The nearest hospital offering antenatal care is on the outskirts of Lewes, again necessitating a 30 

minute journey on the 166 bus (on schooldays only). 

2.12 There is already excessive traffic going through Plumpton Green.  With cars parked on both sides of 

the road, there are times when larger vehicles are unable to get though the village.  

3.0 Summary of Comments on GT01 

3.1 The Site does not provide suitable accommodation from which travellers can access education, 

health, welfare and employment infrastructure, in direct contravention of the overarching aim set out at 

sub-paragraph 3(j) of the PPTS. 

3.2 The policy does not promote access to appropriate health services, in contravention of paragraph 

13(b) of the PPTS. 

3.3 The policy does not ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis, in contravention of 

paragraph 13(c) of the PPTS. 

3.4 The Site is in an area at a risk of flooding, in contravention of paragraph 13(g) of the PPTS. 

3.5 The policy does not ensure that the proposed traveller site is sustainable economically, socially and 

environmentally, in contravention of the first sentence of paragraph 13 of the PPTS. 

3.6 The policy is not justified in that the Site cannot be utilised for the intended purpose due to lack of 

suitable access and egress from the Site.  

3.7 The policy fails to consider adequately or at all the inequalities experienced by gypsies and travellers 

and/or the higher than usual prevalence of larger families and/or single parents, factors which render the 

Site unsuitable due to its isolated nature and lack of access to facilities.  

3.8 The policy fails to comply with paragraph 25 PPTS, which states that strict limitations should be 

placed on new traveller site developments in open countryside, away from existing settlements or 

outside areas allocated in the development plan.  

3.9 The policy is not justified in that no or no adequate weight has been given to using previously 

developed (brownfield) land.  
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Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a new resident to Plumpton Green the main reason I was attracted to this lovely 
village was to enjoy a quiet lifestyle with beautiful surroundings. The residents of the 
village are very pleasant and we have so far enjoyed our time here for a mere two 
months. After the considerations taken into place for the Gypsy Traveller site for 
Plumpton Green there are some points which I hope will be considered as 
representation of not the community wishing to move in but the surrounding area. Since 
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moving from Haywards Heath, our council tax has been considerably raised. With this in 
mind we have noticed certain parts of Plumpton Village which should be considered for 
extensive improvements. This is question is Station Road; a very busy road and the 
main access road throughout the village for all residents. The amount of pot holes and 
unevenness in the road can be seen through the whole road. With the additional 20-30 
residents moving into the traveller site (understandably some will be children who do not 
drive cars), what improvements does the council wish to take to ensure the following: 

* a) a safe road which can be accessed not only by normal size vehicles but anything 
from caravans, trucks or any other means of transportation.  

* b) there is no path currently at certain points of Station road, predominantly the area 
which is being assessed for building. How will the council sustain the natural 
surroundings and habitants of nature as well as ensuring a safe area for walking.  

* c) from my short experience here I can be honest that most vehicles that drive through 
the village are not 30mph but much faster, thus causing another problem especially in 
the heart of the village where there is a school and local shop. 

On a separate note from the meeting which took place on the 9th October in Plumpton 
Village hall I had some other concerns: 

* As the sites will be regularly assessed (every 2 weeks), what are the processes in 
place to ensure the traveller residents are not breaking any agreements made in their 
contract with the council. Obviously the council is placing a lot of resources to ensure 
they are not in event of default with their contract. Surely if they break their contract I 
suppose we are back to square one as they will continue to travel as in their traditions 
and beliefs. Thus meaning the site in Plumpton Green would never be a PERMANENT 
home but merely a stop over for 6 months at a time. This would be unsettling as there 
would be an influx of new families always in the sites,  

 
  

* There was mention in businesses which the residents of this community are able to do. 
Is there a better definition of what these business are and what would be considered a 
breach of contract. I can only assume they have some form of livelihood however are 
they legitimate businesses that could benefit the village?  

* When I moved to Plumpton Green, early August 2018, I moved here to be in a 
picturesque village and although slightly a selfish request but are there any pictures or 
demonstration of what this site would look like when entering the village from The 
Plough pub direction. Although I am not local to the area, I am concerned that the home 
and area I wish to settle in and live will be damaged by the view of static caravans, 
which is something I really would not want to see and never invisioned for my future 
forever home. I appreciate that there is a government obligation to provide x amount of 
static homes to the traveller community but this should be done in already allocated 
sites.  

* Although the choice is our own how will the new residents integrate to a new 
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community, especially if they move around a lot and are not in their PERMNANENT 
base.  

 
 

 

i have no further questions or points to raise but I hope my email has raised some points 
which you may have already be aware of and if not I hope they can be put forward for 
serious consideration. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From: Anna Owczarski < >

Sent: 10 October 2018 21:58

To: ldf

Subject: Plumpton Green Traveller site pitch near the old brickworks 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

To whom this may concern, 

As a new resident to Plumpton Green the main reason I was attracted to this lovely village was to enjoy a quiet lifestyle with beautiful surroundings. The 

residents of the village are very pleasant and we have so far enjoyed our time here for a mere two months. After the considerations taken into place for the 

Gypsy Traveller site for Plumpton Green there are some points which I hope will be considered as representation of not the community wishing to move in but 

the surrounding area. Since moving from Haywards Heath, our council tax has been considerably raised. With this in mind we have noticed certain parts of 

Plumpton Village which should be considered for extensive improvements. This is question is Station Road; a very busy road and the main access road 

throughout the village for all residents. The amount of pot holes and unevenness in the road can be seen through the whole road. With the additional 20-30 

residents moving into the traveller site (understandably some will be children who do not drive cars), what improvements does the council wish to take to 

ensure the following: 

a) a safe road which can be accessed not only by normal size vehicles but anything from caravans, trucks or any other means of transportation. 

b) there is no path currently at certain points of Station road, predominantly the area which is being assessed for building. How will the council sustain the 

natural surroundings and habitants of nature as well as ensuring a safe area for walking.  

c) from my short experience here I can be honest that most vehicles that drive through the village are not 30mph but much faster, thus causing another problem 

especially in the heart of the village where there is a school and local shop.  

On a separate note from the meeting which took place on the 9th October in Plumpton Village hall I had some other concerns: 

1. As the sites will be regularly assessed (every 2 weeks), what are the processes in place to ensure the traveller residents are not breaking any agreements made 

in their contract with the council. Obviously the council is placing a lot of resources to ensure they are not in event of default with their contract. Surely if they 

break their contract I suppose we are back to square one as they will continue to travel as in their traditions and beliefs. Thus meaning the site in Plumpton 

Green would never be a PERMANENT home but merely a stop over for 6 months at a time. This would be unsettling as there would be an influx of new 

families always in the sites,  
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2. There was mention in businesses which the residents of this community are able to do. Is there a better definition of what these business are and what would 

be considered a breach of contract. I can only assume they have some form of livelihood however are they legitimate businesses that could benefit the village? 

3. When I moved to Plumpton Green, early August 2018, I moved here to be in a picturesque village and although slightly a selfish request but are there any 

pictures or demonstration of what this site would look like when entering the village from The Plough pub direction. Although I am not local to the area, I am 

concerned that the home and area I wish to settle in and live will be damaged by the view of static caravans, which is something I really would not want to see 

and never invisioned for my future forever home. I appreciate that there is a government obligation to provide x amount of static homes to the traveller 

community but this should be done in already allocated sites. 

4. Although the choice is our own how will the new residents integrate to a new community, especially if they move around a lot and are not in their 

PERMNANENT base.  

 

 

i have no further questions or points to raise but I hope my email has raised some points which you may have already be aware of and if not I hope they can be 

put forward for serious consideration. 

 

 

Best regards, 

 

 

Anna 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/327/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/327 

Name: Nicole Palmer 

Organisation: The Plough Inn 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: The Plough Inn 
Station Road 
Plumpton Green 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I am the Landlady and Licensee of The Plough Inn ("The Plough"). I hold a business 
tenancy at the Plough which has been granted by Harvey & Son (Lewes) Limited 
("Harveys"). The freehold of the Plough, it's gardens and the adjacent field to the north is 
owned by Harveys. I attach a plan which marks the location of the Plough and the 
proximity to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site ("the Site"). 
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My tenancy commenced in August 2012 and I have also been a resident in the village 
since 1979. 

The Plough is part of the village fabric and is the location of the RAF Chailey War 
Memorial. The Plough car park is used throughout the summer for various automotive 
and cultural exhibitions and also the site for the annual Remembrance Parade. 

The Plough provides employment to between 6 to 10 staff (at various times of the year) 
and I look to employ people who are resident in the village. 

I attended the Parish Council meeting on 9 October 2018 and have considered the 
representations made by Lewes District Council at that meeting. 

I wish for this letter to place on record my strong objections to the proposed Site. These 
are from my perspective as operating one of 3 local Public Houses in the village but also 
as someone who has grown up and lived in the village for the majority of my life. 

Objections 

* Limited time to consider, understand and object 

Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Parish Council on 5 September 2018. I was 
notified of the proposal by letter from Plumpton Parish Council dated 14 September 
2018. There has therefore been very little time for a proper consideration of the 
proposal, not only by the village community, but by Lewes District Council itself. As I 
understand there has been no discussions on a potential purchase price or any 
indication of what that might be, no proper pitch layout produced, no environmental 
impact reports and no highways and transport reports. This creates a very difficult 
position for proper and full objections to be put in. It seems to indicate some sort of 'knee 
jerk' reaction in putting this proposal forward and without full details being addressed. 
Presently, on the documentation so far produced, it is not clear as to whether the 
proposal is achievable and deliverable in any event. 

Further, nobody in the village had any awareness that the Site was highlighted as a 
potential site 3 years ago. That displays a lack of transparency from Lewes District 
Council of the planning process. It is inconceivable that the Parish Council and those 
residents who sit on the neighbourhood plan committee were not notified prior to 4 
September 2018. This in my view must call into question the legitimacy of this planning 
proposal. I do not have enough information to comment further on this but reserve the 
right to do so. 

I wish to draw attention to the Government's national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPTS) which explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan positively and 
manage development (paragraph 7): 

'In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should: 

pay particular attention to early and effective community engagement with both settled 
and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' accommodation needs with 
travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local support groups).' 
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The lack of a proper time period which I set out above is not consistent with 'early and 
effective engagement' . The 'evidence base' does not appear to be properly assembled. 

I have therefore taken the decision that the best means for my objection is to follow the 
points which Plumpton Parish Council has set out in the draft objection dated 29 October 
2018 and made available on its website. I have added particular emphasis where 
particular points affect the Plough. 

* Not in accordance with Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan A)PPNP Policy 1 : Spatial Plan 
for the parish 

The Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan ("PPNP Policy 1") states the primary 
objective: 

'New development proposals within the planning boundary for Plumpton Green will be 
supported, provided they accord with the other provisions of the PPNP and the 
development plan for the area.' 

Lewes District Council retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing 
planning boundaries unless it meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only 
settlement in the parish that has a planning boundary, and the land allocated in Policy 
GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning boundary, or indeed near that boundary 
(it lies approximately 650m to the north). The 'certain criteria' rider of Policy CT1 is 
covered in subsequent paragraphs. 

While it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local 
Plan Part 2 once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional 
new development targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary 
to areas regarded as unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies. 

The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two distinct characteristics: 

* Plumpton Green – a Service Village where new development should be sited  

* Plumpton –- a Hamlet where no development should be sited. 

The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation, which sets the objectives: 

'To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way', and 

'To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area.' 

On the first objective, I do not regard the proposed Site as sufficiently sustainable by 
virtue of its likely impact on local employment. I set out below my concerns of how this 
will affect the Plough 

On the second objective, the proposed Site is greenfield and I believe its development 
will adversely change the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential 
development. 
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In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy 
statement 2: 

'The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing 
services and facilities such as schools, health services and shops.' 

The Site does not meet sustainability assessment criteria applied under PPNP Policy 1 
for the selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and cycling and other forms of 
sustainable transport with the aim of reducing the need to travel by car), as it is 
approximately 650m outside the existing planning boundary (which represents the 800m 
recommended maximum distance limit for walking), and completely lacks safe 
pedestrian access, as residents must walk along a national speed limit minor road to 
reach the village amenities, including the primary school and shop. 

Lewes District Council asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by 
providing a footpath north to the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus 
service that is currently under threat and therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near 
future. 

The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and 
Landscape Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as: 

'To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area' 
and 'To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district's towns, 
villages, and rural environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are 
designed to a high standard and maintain and enhance the local vernacular and "sense 
of place" of individual settlements.' 

The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for 
up to 10 caravans (static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch's residents. It does not 
adequately address the responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for 
travellers sites (10 e) to 'protect local amenity and environment'. 

Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as 'Fails proximity 
Assessment' and regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has 
subsequently documented (in its presentation to parishioners at the Plumpton Parish 
Council meeting of 09/10/18) that the proximity criteria for residential development will 
need to be adapted to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the same presentation, it 
was stated that the site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing 
development and would be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if 
GT01 was implemented. 

Plumpton Parish Council questions (and I support) under what planning statute LDC is 
applying a different test of suitability. This appears contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning 
for travellers sites (11), which states: 'Criteria based policies should be fair and should 
facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of travellers whilst respecting the interest of the 
settled community.' It appears potentially discriminatory, as a lower threshold would 
seem to apply to the proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of 
permanent, brick- built housing, especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether 
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the site will be used for gypsies and travellers with protected characteristics under 
English law, or whether it is available to all travellers as under the definition of 'gypsies 
and travellers' under PPTS Annexe 1. 

B PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

PPNP policy 2 states: 

'New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape design and 
material of surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton Design Statement.' 

Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile 
caravans (as stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping 
with the rural hamlet nature of the site. 

C PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

PPNP policy 3 states: 

'Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed by the 
landscape character of the area.' 

Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green 
corridors, ponds and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green 
corridor used by wildlife , including deer. 

There is also I Right of Way across the field on which the Site is proposed. This Right of 
Way is used by residents and ramblers a like and I fear that there is a real risk that this 
right will be encroached upon in the future, or that those exercising the right will no 
longer use this path. It is in my submission not fair to impinge upon or threaten peoples 
use of the pathway. 

D PPNP Policy 5: New housing 

PPNP Policy 5 states: 

'Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within Plumpton Green.' 

We do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under 
PPNP Policy 1 (and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 3.1). 

E PPNP Policy 6: Local employmentI place extremely strong emphasis on this section of 
the PPNP as I have real concern that the proposed Site will affect my trade. It is national 
knowledge that the village pub trade is facing it's most difficult time. Statistics show that 
on average 18 public houses close every week. The village has already seen the closure 
of The Winning Post within the last 5 years and I believe that LDC must look to support 
public houses as they are at the heart of the village community. 

PPNP Policy 6 states: 

'New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment or 
business use will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is no 
longer viable.' 
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This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the 
JCS policy E1 (point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to 
secure the future of the existing employment uses within the parish and plan for their 
growth to serve parish needs. 

PPNP Policy 6 also records under paragraph 5.67: 

'Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that parishioners wished 
to see existing businesses preserved as far as possible and that they had no wish to see 
Plumpton become a dormitory community.' 

There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications 
of Policy GT01. There are 3 major employers in the parish: 

* Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 acres, 
predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses 

* Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green 
that saw its first race in 1884  

* The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton Green 
and directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01. 

Of the three, the Old Brickworks is the only one in the northern section of the parish. It 
comprises 21 businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses 
between them employ in excess of 50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or 
locally to Plumpton. The businesses are categorised as 'quiet, non-industrial 
businesses', and the site is well respected and supported within the parish. 

The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): 'Supporting a 
prosperous rural 

economy', as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, and not well 
served by public transport, but is on previously developed land and is sensitive to its 
surroundings. 

The businesses at the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy 
through business rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses 
such as the village shop (and post office) and local public houses - the Plough 
immediately to north of the site proposed in GT01, the Fountain in Plumpton Green, and 
The Half Moon to the south of the parish. 

I have daily trade from the Old Brickworks businesses and my ability to trade will be 
placed in real jeopardy should the Site be granted planning permission. 

GT01 proposes to locate the site directly adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no 
meaningful separation between the two. The businesses of the Old Brickworks have 
made it clear that they chose the site because of its quiet, rural location and existing 'soft 
security' and that their continued use of it is dependent on those conditions continuing. 
They have all stated that any kind of development adjacent to the boundary could result 
in re-location of their businesses elsewhere, at some cost and inconvenience. They are 
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prompted by concerns about the need for greater security. 

and potential restriction on current and future operations due to their proximity to 
residential development. 

Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a 
residential development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to 
result in the need for additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) 
that will be highly intrusive, such as security fencing and also security lighting. 

F PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

PPNP Policy 7 states: 

'New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the loss of 
existing shops or commercial units in the village centre and elsewhere in the parish will 
be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that their continued use is no longer viable.' 

It further states in paragraph 5.68: 

'Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general store, one 
public house and a garage to housing. The remaining businesses in the village centre, in 
particular the village shop/post office, are important to the community as a whole but 
especially to residents without their own transport, as public transport services are 
limited. Development proposals that might negatively affect the remaining facilities and 
businesses will be resisted.' 

While it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the businesses 
located at the Old Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the same concerns 
as under PPNP Policy 6 discussed above. The income arising from the occupants of the 
new development is unlikely to offset the likely loss in custom from the departing 
businesses. 

Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the 
wider 

responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to 'ensure 
that traveller sites are sustainable economically'. 

* Road and Access SafetyI have a real concern for my customers on their journeys to 
and from the Plough should the development proceed.I am also concerned of the safety 
risk caused by in affect a double entrance (that is the Old Brickworks and the Site 
entrance being next to each other).  

* Site InfrastructureFinally I refer to all previous planning application submitted on this 
land which have been refused and the reasons for these refusals. I also wish to refer 
generically to the reasons that other residential planning applications have been refused 
in the village/parish  

* It is not possible for appropriate on-site physical and social infrastructure such as 
water, power, drainage, parking and amenity space to be provided for 5 pitches in 0.69 
hectares. In addition, the Site is so large it creates space for a number of antisocial uses 
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such as tipping and scrap car repair and sale. I am also concerned about odours, waste/ 
bonfires (banned on the adjacent Works site) drainage (foul and surface water), noise, 
the negative impact on village as a whole  

* A look at the present road surface shows the wear caused by heavy breaking and 
skidding at this section of Station Road.  

* The entrance to the Site is not safe. The derestricted speed of the road means heavy 
vehicles from either direction breaking directly opposite / at the access point to turn into 
the works causes fast moving cars / other commercial vehicles to use the full width of 
the road so any pedestrian particularly children would be in unnecessary danger – I 
have always found it difficult to walk out and along this part of the road due to traffic and 
it is extremely dangerous at night dangerous. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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THE PLOUGH INN 
STATION ROAD, PLUMPTON GREEN, LEWES BN7 3DF 

 
Planning Policy Team 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes  
East Sussex 
BN7 1AB 
 
 
 
Submitted to : http://planningpolicyconsult.lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk/consult 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Policy GT1 

Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site at land south of The Plough Inn 

Lewes District Council Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Consultation- Pre-submission Version 

 

I am the Landlady and Licensee of The Plough Inn (“The Plough”). I hold a business 
tenancy at the Plough which has been granted by Harvey & Son (Lewes) Limited 
(“Harveys”). The freehold of the Plough, it’s gardens and the adjacent field to the north is 
owned by Harveys. I attach a plan which marks the location of the Plough and the proximity 
to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site (“the Site”). 

My tenancy commenced in August 2012 and I have also been a resident in the village since 
1979.  

The Plough is part of the village fabric and is the location of the RAF Chailey War 
Memorial. The Plough car park is used throughout the summer for various automotive and 
cultural exhibitions and also the site for the annual Remembrance Parade. 

The Plough provides employment to between 6 to 10 staff (at various times of the year) and 
I look to employ people who are resident in the village. 

I attended the Parish Council meeting on 9 October 2018 and have considered the 
representations made by Lewes District Council at that meeting.  

I wish for this letter to place on record my strong objections to the proposed Site. These are 
from my perspective as operating one of 3 local Public Houses in the village but also as 
someone who has grown up and lived in the village for the majority of my life. 

Objections 

1. Limited time to consider, understand and object 

Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Parish Council on 5 September 2018.  I was 
notified of the proposal by letter from Plumpton Parish Council dated 14 September 2018. 
There has therefore been very little time for a proper consideration of the proposal, not only 
by the village community, but by Lewes District Council itself. As I understand there has 
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been no discussions on a potential purchase price or any indication of what that might be, no 
proper pitch layout produced, no environmental impact reports and no highways and 
transport reports. This creates a very difficult position for proper and full objections to be put 
in. It seems to indicate some sort of ‘knee jerk’ reaction in putting this proposal forward and 
without full details being addressed. Presently, on the documentation so far produced, it is 
not clear as to whether the proposal is achievable and deliverable in any event. 

Further, nobody in the village had any awareness that the Site was highlighted as a potential 
site 3 years ago. That displays a lack of transparency from Lewes District Council of the 
planning process. It is inconceivable that the Parish Council and those residents who sit on 
the neighbourhood plan committee were not notified prior to 4 September 2018. This in my 
view must call into question the legitimacy of this planning proposal. I do not have enough 
information to comment further on this but reserve the right to do so. 

I wish to draw attention to the Government’s national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPTS) which explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan positively and 
manage development (paragraph 7): 

‘In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, 
local planning authorities should: 

pay particular attention to early and effective community engagement with both 
settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers’ accommodation 
needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local support 
groups).’ 

 
The lack of a proper time period which I set out above is not consistent with ‘early and 
effective engagement’ . The ‘evidence base’ does not appear to be properly assembled. 
 
I have therefore taken the decision that the best means for my objection is to follow the points 
which Plumpton Parish Council has set out in the draft objection dated 29 October 2018 and 
made available on its website. I have added particular emphasis where particular points affect 
the Plough. 

 
 
2. Not in accordance with Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

 

A) PPNP Policy 1 : Spatial Plan for the parish 

 
The Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (“PPNP Policy 1”)  states the primary objective: 
 

‘New development proposals within the planning boundary for Plumpton Green will 
be supported, provided they accord with the other provisions of the PPNP and the 
development plan for the area.’ 

 
Lewes District Council retained Policy CT1 aims to resist development outside existing 
planning boundaries unless it meets certain criteria. Plumpton Green is the only settlement 
in the parish that has a planning boundary, and the land allocated in Policy GT01 is not 
within the Plumpton Green planning boundary, or indeed near that boundary (it lies 
approximately 650m to the north). The ‘certain criteria’ rider of Policy CT1 is covered in 
subsequent paragraphs. 
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While it is acknowledged that PPNP Policy 1 would ultimately have to include the Local 
Plan Part 2 once that is adopted, it was not envisaged that Part 2 would apply additional 
new development targets to Plumpton, and propose extension of the planning boundary to 
areas regarded as unsuitable for development in respect of Local Plan Part 1 policies. 
 
The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two distinct characteristics: 
 

i. Plumpton Green – a Service Village where new development should be 
sited 

ii. Plumpton –- a Hamlet where no development should be sited. 
 
 

The choice of site also does not meet LDC Core Policy 3 – Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation, which sets the objectives: 

 
‘To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way’, and 

 
‘To maximise opportunities for re-using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area.’ 

 
On the first objective, I do not regard the proposed Site as sufficiently sustainable by virtue 
of its likely impact on local employment. I set out below my concerns of how this will 
affect the Plough 

 
On the second objective, the proposed Site is greenfield and I believe its development will 
adversely change the character of the area by replacing arable land with residential 
development. 

 
In addition, the site cannot be regarded as highly sustainable in respect of CP3 policy 
statement 2: 

‘The site is well related to, or has reasonable access to settlements with existing services 
and     facilities such as schools, health services and shops.’ 

 
The Site does not meet sustainability assessment criteria applied under PPNP Policy 1 for the 
selection of sites (Soc/3: Promote walking and cycling and other forms of sustainable 
transport with the aim of reducing the need to travel by car), as it is approximately 650m 
outside the existing planning boundary (which represents the 800m recommended maximum 
distance limit for walking), and completely lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must 
walk along a national speed limit minor road to reach the village amenities, including the 
primary school and shop. 

 
Lewes District Council asserts that this aspect of sustainability can be adequately met by 
providing a footpath north to the nearest bus stop at The Plough. This relies on a bus service 
that is currently under threat and therefore cannot be guaranteed in the near future. 

 
The proposed site is also in conflict with LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural Environment and 
Landscape Character. This states the Key Strategic Objectives as: 
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‘To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’ 
and ‘To conserve and enhance the high quality and character of the district’s towns, 
villages, and rural environment by ensuring that all forms of new development are 
designed to a high standard and maintain and enhance the local vernacular and “sense 
of place” of individual settlements.’ 

The proposal is to erect a toilet block of unspecified dimensions, plus hardstanding for up to 10 caravans 
(static and mobile) plus cars for each pitch’s residents. It does not adequately address the responsibility 
within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (10 e) to ‘protect local amenity and 
environment’. 

 
Finally, the assessment in the 2018 SHLAA shows this site 03PL as ‘Fails proximity Assessment’ and 
regarded as undevelopable for residential development. LDC has subsequently documented (in its 
presentation to parishioners at the Plumpton Parish Council meeting of 09/10/18) that the proximity 
criteria for residential development will need to be adapted to gypsy and traveller accommodation. At the 
same presentation, it was stated that the site is not regarded as suitable for traditional residential housing 
development and would be extremely unlikely to receive planning permission, even if GT01 was 
implemented. 

 
Plumpton Parish Council questions (and I support) under what planning statute LDC is applying a 
different test of suitability. This appears contrary to PPTS Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (11), 
which states: ‘Criteria based policies should be fair and should facilitate the traditional and nomadic life of 
travellers whilst respecting the interest of the settled community.’ It appears potentially discriminatory, as 
a lower threshold would seem to apply to the proposed gypsy and traveller residents than to residents of 
permanent, brick- built housing, especially when there is still uncertainty as to whether the site will be 
used for gypsies and travellers with protected characteristics under English law, or whether it is available 
to all travellers as under the definition of ‘gypsies and travellers’ under PPTS Annexe 1. 

 
B PPNP Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

 

PPNP policy 2 states: 
 

‘New development should reflect the scale, density, massing, landscape design and material of 
surrounding buildings, having regard to the Plumpton Design Statement.’ 

 
Five permanent dwellings in the form of static caravans, together with five mobile caravans (as 
stated at the meeting with LDC of 09/10/18), are entirely out of keeping with the rural hamlet nature 
of the site. 

 
C  PPNP Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

 

PPNP policy 3 states: 
 

‘Layout and landscape schemes of new development should be informed by the landscape 
character of the area.’ 

 
Principle 3 supports the retention and, where possible, enhancement of existing green corridors, ponds 
and other wildlife features. GT01 impinges on a prominent green corridor used by wildlife , including 
deer.  
 
There is also I Right of Way across the field on which the Site is proposed. This Right of Way is used 
by residents and ramblers a like and I fear that there is a real risk that this right will be encroached upon 
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in the future, or that those exercising the right will no longer use this path. It is in my submission not 
fair to impinge upon or threaten peoples use of the pathway. 

 
D PPNP Policy 5: New housing 

 

PPNP Policy 5 states: 
 

‘Residential development will be supported on the sites allocated in Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies 5.1 to 5.4 inclusive, and on suitable windfall sites within Plumpton Green.’ 

 
 
We do not regard the site proposed in GT01 as suitable as it would not qualify under PPNP Policy 1 
(and LDC CT1, SP3 etc), as stated previously (para 3.1). 

 
E PPNP Policy 6: Local employment 

 

I place extremely strong emphasis on this section of the PPNP as I have real concern that the proposed Site 
will affect my trade. It is national knowledge that the village pub trade is facing it’s most difficult time. 
Statistics show that on average 18 public houses close every week. The village has already seen the closure 
of The Winning Post within the last 5 years and I believe that LDC must look to support public houses as 
they are at the heart of the village community.  

 

PPNP Policy 6 states: 
 

‘New development proposals that result in the loss of an existing employment or business use will 
be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that its continued use is no longer viable.’ 

 
This policy conforms to NPPF paragraph 28 (especially bullet point 4) and aligns to the JCS policy E1 
(point (i)), which reflects NPPF paragraphs 18–20 and is designed to secure the future of the existing 
employment uses within the parish and plan for their growth to serve parish needs. 

 
PPNP Policy 6 also records under paragraph 5.67: 

 
‘Comments made during the consultation events made it clear that parishioners wished to see 
existing businesses preserved as far as possible and that they had no wish to see Plumpton 
become a dormitory community.’ 

 
There are significant concerns regarding the direct and indirect employment implications of Policy GT01. 
There are 3 major employers in the parish: 

 
iii. Plumpton College – an outstanding rural education centre covering 2500 

acres, predominantly within the SDNP, specialising in land-based courses 
iv. Plumpton Racecourse – a National Hunt racecourse to the south of Plumpton Green 

that saw its first race in 1884 
v. The Old Brickworks – a light industrial business park to the north of Plumpton 

Green and directly adjacent to the site proposed in GT01. 
 
Of the three, the Old Brickworks is the only one in the northern section of the parish. It comprises 21 
businesses on what was formerly a brownfield site. These businesses between them employ in excess of 
50 permanent employees, many of whom live in or locally to Plumpton. The businesses are categorised as 
‘quiet, non-industrial businesses’, and the site is well respected and supported within the parish. 

 
The Old Brickworks conforms to the principles of NPPF (July 2018): ‘Supporting a prosperous rural 
economy’, as set out in paragraph 84. It is outside existing settlements, and not well served by public 
transport, but is on previously developed land and is sensitive to its surroundings. 
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The businesses at the site contribute significantly to the local and regional economy through business 
rates, employment and use of local amenities and other businesses such as the village shop (and post 
office) and local public houses - the Plough immediately to north of the site proposed in GT01, the 
Fountain in Plumpton Green, and The Half Moon to the south of the parish. 
 
I have daily trade from the Old Brickworks businesses and my ability to trade will be placed in real 
jeopardy should the Site be granted planning permission. 

 
GT01 proposes to locate the site directly adjacent to the Old Brickworks, with no meaningful separation 
between the two. The businesses of the Old Brickworks have made it clear that they chose the site 
because of its quiet, rural location and existing ‘soft security’ and that their continued use of it is 
dependent on those conditions continuing. They have all stated that any kind of development adjacent to 
the boundary could result in re-location of their businesses elsewhere, at some cost and inconvenience. 
They are prompted by concerns about the need for greater security. 
 
 

and potential restriction on current and future operations due to their proximity to residential 
development. 
 
Even if those businesses remain, or other businesses take their place, the presence of a residential 
development immediately adjacent to commercial activity is highly likely to result in the need for 
additional security measures (notably, as a condition of insurance) that will be highly intrusive, such as 
security fencing and also security lighting.  

 
 
F PPNP Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

 

PPNP Policy 7 states: 
 

‘New development proposals requiring planning permission that result in the loss of existing shops 
or commercial units in the village centre and elsewhere in the parish will be resisted, unless it can 
be demonstrated that their continued use is no longer viable.’ 

 
It further states in paragraph 5.68: 

 
‘Over the past 25 years the centre of Plumpton Green has lost one general store, one public house 
and a garage to housing. The remaining businesses in the village centre, in particular the village 
shop/post office, are important to the community as a whole but especially to residents without 
their own transport, as public transport services are limited. Development proposals that might 
negatively affect the remaining facilities and businesses will be resisted.’ 

 
While it is acknowledged that GT01 does not in itself mandate the loss of the businesses located at the Old 
Brickworks, the real threat of loss exists, based on the same concerns as under PPNP Policy 6 discussed 
above. The income arising from the occupants of the new development is unlikely to offset the likely loss 
in custom from the departing businesses. 

 
Accordingly, the choice of site for GT01 does not appear to adequately address the wider 
responsibility within the PPTS under Policy B: Planning for travellers sites (13) to ‘ensure that 
traveller sites are sustainable economically’. 
 

3. Road and Access Safety 

 
The entrance to the Site is not safe. The derestricted speed of the road means heavy vehicles from either 
direction breaking directly opposite / at the access point to turn into the works causes fast moving cars / 
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other commercial vehicles to use the full width of the road so any pedestrian particularly children would be 
in unnecessary danger – I have always found it difficult to walk out and along this part of the road due to 
traffic and it is extremely dangerous at night dangerous.  
 
I have a real concern for my customers on their journeys to and from the Plough should the development 
proceed. 
 
A look at the present road surface shows the wear caused by heavy breaking and skidding at this section of 
Station Road.  
 
I am also concerned of the safety risk caused by in affect a double entrance (that is the Old Brickworks and 
the Site entrance being next to each other).  
 
 

4. Site Infrastructure 

 
It is not possible for appropriate on-site physical and social infrastructure such as water, 
power, drainage, parking and amenity space to be provided for 5 pitches in 0.69 hectares 
 
In addition, the Site is so large it creates space for a number of antisocial uses such as tipping 
and scrap car repair and sale. 
 
I am also concerned about odours, waste/ bonfires (banned on the adjacent Works site) 
drainage (foul and surface water), noise, the negative impact on village as a whole 
 
Finally I refer to all previous planning application submitted on this land which have been 
refused and the reasons for these refusals. I also wish to refer generically to the reasons that 
other residential planning applications have been refused in the village/parish 
 

For all of the above reasons the proposed development is not suitable and an alternative site 
considered. 
 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
Nicole Palmer 
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Representation ID: REP/331/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/331/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/331 

Name: Walter Panis 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I object to the proposal of a permanent Gypsy and Travellers site in Plumpton Green. 

I believe it would not be good for the village, particularly the local people and 
atmosphere., and agree with Mr. S.Morris. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/331/GT01 
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1

Hodgson, Lilly

From: Walter Panis < >

Sent: 28 September 2018 10:19

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Gypsy site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear sir,  

 

I object to the proposal of a permanent Gypsy and Travellers 

site in Plumpton Green. 

 

I believe it would not be good for the village, particularly the 

local people and atmosphere., and agree with Mr. S.Morris. 

 

Thank you for your attention. 

 
Walter Panis (iMAC Apple computer) 
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Representation ID: REP/332/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/332/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/332 

Name: S Parmenter 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We understand that Lewes District Council is proposing to develop a permanent 
travellers' site of 5 pitches in Plumpton Green adjacent to the Old Brickworks, close to 
the Plough Inn. 

We object to the proposed development on the following grounds: 

* No such proposal was included in the Neighbourhood Plan, which was the subject of 
extensive and prolonged consultation and has only recently been finalised. It amounts to 
(a) development and (b) a residential site and should have been included in the 
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Representation ID: REP/332/GT01 

 

  
 

Neighbourhood Plan for these reasons.  

* The proposed site is currently outside the developed part of the village and is part of 
the surrounding countryside. Developing this field would be detrimental to the rural 
nature of this location and could result in further development being justified at a later 
date, thereby damaging the open space around the village, leading to ribbon 
development along Station Road/Plumpton Lane and generally undermining this quiet 
and rural location.  

* The rural location would make unofficial "spread" into adjoining fields difficult to contain 
and manage.  

* There is likely to be a negative impact on the small business park at The Old 
Brickworks due to concerns  Loss of 
businesses from this site (which accommodates 21 small businesses) would have a 
disproportionately large and detrimental effect on the fragile local economy and local 
jobs. Proximity to the other small business park at the northern end of St Helena Lane 
means that businesses there could also be adversely affected.  

* There is no pedestrian access to and from the village from this site and access would 
be along a very busy road, which is unlit at night. Provision of a footpath and/or lighting 
to redress this objection would damage the rural character of the village and not be a 
good use of public money.  

* A traveller site already exists at Offham, next to the petrol station, so there is local 
provision already. Whether it is currently an official site or not, further development here 
would, because of its isolated position and location on a main road, not impinge as much 
on rural character and it has pedestrian access already available. 

We trust you will take our objections into account and bring them to the notice of your 
elected members when they consider this matter after 5th November 2018. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Our Ref: SP  
Your Ref:   

  
Planning Policy Team  
Lewes District Council   
Southover House   
Southover Road  
LEWES  
East Sussex BN7 1AB 07 December 2018 
  
  
Dear Sir/Madam  
 
Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green  
 
We understand that Lewes District Council is proposing to develop a permanent travellers’ site of 5 pitches in 
Plumpton Green adjacent to the Old Brickworks, close to the Plough Inn.   
 
We object to the proposed development on the following grounds: 

 No such proposal was included in the Neighbourhood Plan, which was the subject of extensive and 
prolonged consultation and has only recently been finalised.  It amounts to (a) development and (b) a 
residential site and should have been included in the Neighbourhood Plan for these reasons.   

 The proposed site is currently outside the developed part of the village and is part of the surrounding 
countryside.  Developing this field would be detrimental to the rural nature of this location and could 
result in further development being justified at a later date, thereby damaging the open space around 
the village, leading to ribbon development along Station Road/Plumpton Lane and generally 
undermining this quiet and rural location.   

 The rural location would make unofficial “spread” into adjoining fields difficult to contain and manage.   

 There is likely to be a negative impact on the small business park at The Old Brickworks due to concerns 
. Loss of businesses from this site (which 

accommodates 21 small businesses) would have a disproportionately large and detrimental effect on the 
fragile local economy and local jobs.  Proximity to the other small business park at the northern end of St 
Helena Lane means that businesses there could also be adversely affected.   

 There is no pedestrian access to and from the village from this site and access would be along a very 
busy road, which is unlit at night.  Provision of a footpath and/or lighting to redress this objection would 
damage the rural character of the village and not be a good use of public money.   

 A traveller site already exists at Offham, next to the petrol station, so there is local provision already.  
Whether it is currently an official site or not, further development here would, because of its isolated 
position and location on a main road, not impinge as much on rural character and it has pedestrian 
access already available.  

We trust you will take our objections into account and bring them to the notice of your elected members when 
they consider this matter after 5th November 2018.   
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Mr and Mrs Parmenter,  
 
Copy to: Plumpton Parish Council  
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Representation ID: REP/333/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/333/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/333 

Name: Martin Parry 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough which 
forms part of Lewes District Council's Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies consultation on the Pre-submission version of the 
Plan. 

Two of the strategic aims of the Core Policy 3 (Criteria to be considered in any future 
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Representation ID: REP/333/GT01/A 

 

  
 

assessment of subsequent potential Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through 
Local Plan 2) are as follows: 

* To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way  

* To maximise opportunities for re - using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area 

* The proposal fails to achieve these key criteria for several reasons: 

* The government's national Planning Policy for Traveller (PTTS) under Policy A: Using 
evidence to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7):'In assembling the 
evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local planning authorities 
should: pay particular attention to early and effective community engagement with both 
settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' accommodation needs 
with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local support groups).'The 
Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) on the 
05/09/18. I agree with the PPC that this suggests there was either a deliberate attempt 
to conceal/limit discussion of these plans or a hasty last-minute decision to include this 
site. Plumpton & Plumpton Green has already agreed within the Plumpton Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) to a large-scale development within the settlement and is 
still trying to adjust to this development. The site is located in a greenfield site isolated 
from Plumpton village and the limited amenities available there. The upper edge of the 
village is approximately 700 metres south of the proposed site. Plumpton Green has no 
facilities apart from a rural pub (see point 14). Plumpton Green is a very loosely knit rural 
collection of properties with no grouping together of five or more residences in a small 
geographical location. The proposal is completely out of keeping with the prevailing 
pattern of development and would clearly adversely affect the character of the area. This 
major objection breaches the Criterion 3 within Policy CP3.  

* This proposal GT01 has ignored the PPNP which the Plumpton Parish Council in 
conjunction with LDC spent several months developing, communicating and agreeing 
with the community. This has already agreed a substantial development within the 
agreed plan within the existing village of Plumpton. The parish of Plumpton is rural, and 
comprises two distinct characteristics:• Plumpton– a Service Village where new 
development should be sited.GT01 policy primarily represents an additional new 
development of five permanent dwellings plus five semi-permanent dwellings within 
Plumpton Green- a hamlet where no development should be sited.  

* • Plumpton Green- a Hamlet where no development should be sited 

With regard to the Plumpton Parish Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded by 
the PCC as not in accordance with the following policies: 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 
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Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

Policy 5: New housing 

Policy 6: Local employment 

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

The land within GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning boundary and is 650 
metres distant. 

* The proposed site is a greenfield site and the development will directly adversely 
change the character of the area by replacing arable land with a residential 
development, both of which fail to meet LDC Core Policy 3.  

* The location lacks any readily accessible amenities, apart from a rural pub. There is no 
direct or easy access route to shops, transport, healthcare, education or leisure 
activities. The gypsy and traveller community will be placed in an isolated and isolating 
location dependent almost exclusively on motor transport for all the daily activities of life. 
Research has shown that gypsy and traveller women are a disadvantaged group for 
several reasons including poor access to motor vehicles. As a population they also have 
greater need to access health and social care services. The council may believe further 
increasing the difficulties of access for this community is acceptable but most would 
consider this proposal misguided and harmful. The only amenity LDC have factored in 
on this site a public house in relatively close proximity. Increased social issues and 
deprivation follow hand in hand with alcohol and its potential misuse. The LDC needs to 
empower the gypsy and traveller community to manage their own lives by placing them 
in locations where ready access to services and amenities is not dependent on motor 
vehicles and male members of the household. This major objection breaches the 
Criterion 2 within Policy CP3.  

* Child poverty in gypsies and traveller groups has been highlighted as a significant 
concern. Members of these communities' experience greater difficulty in accessing 
mainstream social, educational and health services. This isolated, car dependent 
location will only exacerbate these acknowledged concerns.  

* The nearest local shop is a 1500 metre walk into the village. The station is even 
further. One local bus stop, approximately 200 meters away, with an infrequent service 
during daytimes, limited at weekends and non-existent after early evening. The bus stop 
is on one side of the road, not the direction which leads into the village. To flag the bus 
down, one has to run across the road and stand in the road! This will also place a 
financial burden on the gypsy and traveller families. This major objection breaches the 
Criterion 2 within Policy CP3.  

* There are no pavements for 700 meters to the village and 200 metres to the bus stop. 
No street lighting. The current hedges and road layout leading to the village would not 
allow a footpath to be constructed at the first bend approximately 200 metres south on 
the road. This is a dangerous road to walk along, I have had personal experience of this 
on many occasions. The total lack of safe pedestrian access to the village, along a busy 
national speed limit minor road is a major breach of the Criterion 2 & 4 within Policy 
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CP3.  

* Core Policy 3 states that the site must be deliverable. However, it was clear following a 
local presentation by the planning team that this was clearly not the case at present. The 
land has not been secured or purchased and the objectives of the landowner are unclear 
to say the least. The site cannot be considered deliverable currently.  

* This site was previously rejected by the highway's agency based on access concerns. 
The location of the access has not changed but their view has! All the junctions 
surrounding South Road, Beresford Lane, St Helena Road and Station Road are 
problematic at best and often frankly dangerous. A significant volume of traffic uses 
Station road including heavy goods vehicles with cars speeding down the hill 
approaching maximum speed close to the site entrance. The potential for serious injury 
or death to children at the site would be a significant risk. This major objection breaches 
the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3  

* Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst 
paragraph 2.137 refers also to existing agricultural access. This also noted that access 
delivery is dependent on land outside the current proposed plot and that of the council. 
This breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3.  

* Criterion 6 cannot be met as current properties directly overlook the site. Other gypsy 
and traveller sites are often placed in environments were this is not the case.  

* The site 0.69 hectares seems very large for 5 pitches even including infrastructure 
which will be totally out place within a greenfield. One assumes the plan is to increase 
the number of pitches?  

* The location of the site will clearly directly impact on several local businesses based at 
the Old Brickworks. It is apparent that a number of these current tenets will not remain at 
this site if the proposal proceeds due to security and environmental concerns. This will 
have a significant consequence for employment within the local community with potential 
job losses, relocation of rural based businesses and detrimentally affect the economic 
viability of our fragile rural community. This major objection breaches Criterion 2 within 
Policy CP3 and of the PPNP Policy 6 & 7.  

* The only community amenity within Plumpton Green is The Plough public house. This 
is a centre for the community and like several surrounding rural pubs has had to face 
some challenging economic times over the last 10 yrs. We are in the fortunate position 
that we have an excellent landlady Nicol and the support of Harveys which have enabled 
the pub to flourish over the last 5 yrs. However, the proposed site could well critically 
jeopardise our one community asset leaving Plumpton Green with no community assets. 
Within a 2.5-mile radius of Plumpton Green four pubs have closed within the last 10yrs. 
The village has already lost one of its local pubs.  

* LDC Core Policy 10 relates to the natural Environment and Character. This proposal 
will adversely impact on all aspects of the natural environment and the varied wildlife 
flora and fauna present within this greenfield site. A toilet block, sewage works, hard 
surfacing and erection of high barriers around the site clearly breaches this policy as 
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well. Five permanent and five semi-permanent caravans plus cars in the field do not 
reflect the character or the landscape of area. All these are at odds with the PPNP 
Policy 2 & 3 & 5 

Tackling inequalities for Gypsy and Traveller communities 

Gypsies and Travellers experience, some of the worst outcomes of any ethnic or social 
group including: below average educational attainment; above average rates of 
miscarriage, still births and neo-natal deaths; and widespread discrimination and 
hostility. Ministers are determined to tackle these inequalities and improve the lives of 
the country's Gypsy and Traveller communities. 

Published 4 April 2012, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Government commitments aim to tackle ingrained inequalities and promote fairness for 
Gypsy and Traveller communities. The LDC plan to isolate this vulnerable community in 
an unsustainable and unsuitable remote site with no access to services or amenities and 
poor access to education, social and health services does not address these issues and 
only serves to increase problems already faced within these communities. This proposal 
is a matter of convenience for the REP. 

This site was rejected by LDC originally and is now being reconsidered because they 
have nowhere else. This site was inappropriate originally and it still is. All the original 
concerns are still present. This site isolates the gypsy and traveller communities, making 
those who are dependent within the community more so. It adds financial burden on 
them, places their children at greater risk of serious injury and socially isolates them. 
The potential impact on the fragile hamlet community which is Plumpton Green, its only 
amenity The Plough and local business is a disgraceful gamble to be taken by REP. 
LDC needs to either find an appropriate location for a site within the district or expand 
existing sites such as Lewes which has all the necessary excellent access to services 
and leisure facilities enabling the gypsy and travellers to integrate into the community. 
Policy GT1 needs to be rejected and the Council needs to reassess its need and 
approach to the issue of gypsy and traveller sites within the district. 

Please can I be kept informed of the progress of this proposal and of any inquiry if there 
should be one. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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        Dr Martin G Parry 

         

         

         

         

         

        4
th 

November 2018 

Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex 

BN7 1AB 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Re: Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Consultation - Pre-submission version Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough  

  

I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough which forms part 

of Lewes District Council’s Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

consultation on the Pre-submission version of the Plan.  

Two of the strategic aims of the Core Policy 3 (Criteria to be considered in any future assessment of 

subsequent potential Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through Local Plan 2) are as follows: 

 

a. To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 

housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way   

 

b. To maximise opportunities for re - using suitable previously developed land and to 

plan for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely 

affecting the character of the area 

 

The proposal fails to achieve these key criteria for several reasons: 

1) The government’s national Planning Policy for Traveller (PTTS) under Policy A: Using 

evidence to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7):   

 

‘In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 

planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 

engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers’ 

accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 

support groups).’  

 

The Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) on the 

05/09/18. I agree with the PPC that this suggests there was either a deliberate attempt to 
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conceal/limit discussion of these plans or a hasty last-minute decision to include this site. 

Plumpton & Plumpton Green has already agreed within the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood 

Plan (PPNP) to a large-scale development within the settlement and is still trying to adjust to 

this development. The site is located in a greenfield site isolated from Plumpton village and 

the limited amenities available there. The upper edge of the village is approximately 700 

metres south of the proposed site. Plumpton Green has no facilities apart from a rural pub 

(see point 14). Plumpton Green is a very loosely knit rural collection of properties with no 

grouping together of five or more residences in a small geographical location. The proposal 

is completely out of keeping with the prevailing pattern of development and would clearly 

adversely affect the character of the area. This major objection breaches the Criterion 3 

within Policy CP3. 

2) This proposal GT01 has ignored the PPNP which the Plumpton Parish Council in conjunction 

with LDC spent several months developing, communicating and agreeing with the 

community. This has already agreed a substantial development within the agreed plan 

within the existing village of Plumpton. The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two 

distinct characteristics:  

• Plumpton Green- a Hamlet where no development should be sited 

• Plumpton– a Service Village where new development should be sited.   

 

GT01 policy primarily represents an additional new development of five permanent 

dwellings plus five semi-permanent dwellings within Plumpton Green- a hamlet where no 

development should be sited. 

With regard to the Plumpton Parish Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded by the 

PCC as not in accordance with the following policies:  

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish  

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

 Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity  

Policy 5: New housing  

Policy 6: Local employment  

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

The land within GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning boundary and is 650 metres 

distant. 

3) The proposed site is a greenfield site and the development will directly adversely change the 

character of the area by replacing arable land with a residential development, both of which 

fail to meet LDC Core Policy 3. 

4) The location lacks any readily accessible amenities, apart from a rural pub.   There is no 

direct or easy access route to shops, transport, healthcare, education or leisure activities. 

The gypsy and traveller community will be placed in an isolated and isolating location 

dependent almost exclusively on motor transport for all the daily activities of life. Research 

has shown that gypsy and traveller women are a disadvantaged group for several reasons 

including poor access to motor vehicles. As a population they also have greater need to 

access health and social care services. The council may believe further increasing the 

difficulties of access for this community is acceptable but most would consider this proposal 
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misguided and harmful. The only amenity LDC have factored in on this site a public house in 

relatively close proximity. Increased social issues and deprivation follow hand in hand with 

alcohol and its potential misuse. The LDC needs to empower the gypsy and traveller 

community to manage their own lives by placing them in locations where ready access to 

services and amenities is not dependent on motor vehicles and male members of the 

household. This major objection breaches the Criterion 2 within Policy CP3. 

5) Child poverty in gypsies and traveller groups has been highlighted as a significant concern. 

Members of these communities’ experience greater difficulty in accessing mainstream 

social, educational and health services. This isolated, car dependent location will only 

exacerbate these acknowledged concerns.  

6) The nearest local shop is a 1500 metre walk into the village. The station is even further. One 

local bus stop, approximately 200 meters away, with an infrequent service during daytimes, 

limited at weekends and non-existent after early evening. The bus stop is on one side of the 

road, not the direction which leads into the village. To flag the bus down, one has to run 

across the road and stand in the road! This will also place a financial burden on the gypsy 

and traveller families. This major objection breaches the Criterion 2 within Policy CP3. 

7) There are no pavements for 700 meters to the village and 200 metres to the bus stop. No 

street lighting. The current hedges and road layout leading to the village would not allow a 

footpath to be constructed at the first bend approximately 200 metres south on the road. 

This is a dangerous road to walk along, I have had personal experience of this on many 

occasions. The total lack of safe pedestrian access to the village, along a busy national speed 

limit minor road is a major breach of the Criterion 2 & 4 within Policy CP3. 

8) Core Policy 3 states that the site must be deliverable. However, it was clear following a local 

presentation by the planning team that this was clearly not the case at present. The land has 

not been secured or purchased and the objectives of the landowner are unclear to say the 

least. The site cannot be considered deliverable currently. 

9) This site was previously rejected by the highway’s agency based on access concerns. The 

location of the access has not changed but their view has! All the junctions surrounding 

South Road, Beresford Lane, St Helena Road and Station Road are problematic at best and 

often frankly dangerous. A significant volume of traffic uses Station road including heavy 

goods vehicles with cars speeding down the hill approaching maximum speed close to the 

site entrance. The potential for serious injury or death to children at the site would be a 

significant risk. This major objection breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3 

10) Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst 

paragraph 2.137 refers also to existing agricultural access. This also noted that access 

delivery is dependent on land outside the current proposed plot and that of the council. This 

breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3. 

11) Criterion 6 cannot be met as current properties directly overlook the site. Other gypsy and 

traveller sites are often placed in environments were this is not the case. 

12) The site 0.69 hectares seems very large for 5 pitches even including infrastructure which will 

be totally out place within a greenfield. One assumes the plan is to increase the number of 

pitches? 

13) The location of the site will clearly directly impact on several local businesses based at the 

Old Brickworks. It is apparent that a number of these current tenets will not remain at this 

site if the proposal proceeds due to security and environmental concerns. This will have a 

significant consequence for employment within the local community with potential job 

losses, relocation of rural based businesses and detrimentally affect the economic viability of 
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our fragile rural community. This major objection breaches Criterion 2 within Policy CP3 and 

of the PPNP Policy 6 & 7. 

14) The only community amenity within Plumpton Green is The Plough public house. This is a 

centre for the community and like several surrounding rural pubs has had to face some 

challenging economic times over the last 10 yrs. We are in the fortunate position that we 

have an excellent landlady Nicol and the support of Harveys which have enabled the pub to 

flourish over the last 5 yrs.  However, the proposed site could well critically jeopardise our 

one community asset leaving Plumpton Green with no community assets. Within a 2.5-mile 

radius of Plumpton Green four pubs have closed within the last 10yrs. The village has already 

lost one of its local pubs. 

15) LDC Core Policy 10 relates to the natural Environment and Character. This proposal will 

adversely impact on all aspects of the natural environment and the varied wildlife flora and 

fauna present within this greenfield site. A toilet block, sewage works, hard surfacing and 

erection of high barriers around the site clearly breaches this policy as well. Five permanent 

and five semi-permanent caravans plus cars in the field do not reflect the character or the 

landscape of area. All these are at odds with the PPNP Policy 2 & 3 & 5 

 

 

Tackling inequalities for Gypsy and Traveller communities  

Gypsies and Travellers experience, some of the worst outcomes of any ethnic or social group 

including: below average educational attainment; above average rates of miscarriage, still births 

and neo-natal deaths; and widespread discrimination and hostility. Ministers are determined to 

tackle these inequalities and improve the lives of the country’s Gypsy and Traveller communities.  

Published 4 April 2012, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Government commitments aim to tackle ingrained inequalities and promote fairness for Gypsy and 

Traveller communities. The LDC plan to isolate this vulnerable community in an unsustainable and 

unsuitable remote site with no access to services or amenities and poor access to education, social 

and health services does not address these issues and only serves to increase problems already 

faced within these communities. This proposal is a matter of convenience for the LDC. 

This site was rejected by LDC originally and is now being reconsidered because they have nowhere 

else. This site was inappropriate originally and it still is. All the original concerns are still present. This 

site isolates the gypsy and traveller communities, making those who are dependent within the 

community more so. It adds financial burden on them, places their children at greater risk of serious 

injury and socially isolates them. The potential impact on the fragile hamlet community which is 

Plumpton Green, its only amenity The Plough and local business is a disgraceful gamble to be taken 

by LDC. LDC needs to either find an appropriate location for a site within the district or expand 

existing sites such as Lewes which has all the necessary excellent access to services and leisure 
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facilities enabling the gypsy and travellers to integrate into the community. Policy GT1 needs to be 

rejected and the Council needs to reassess its need and approach to the issue of gypsy and traveller 

sites within the district. 

 

Please can I be kept informed of the progress of this proposal and of any inquiry if there should be 

one. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Dr Martin G Parry 
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Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/333 

Name: Martin Parry 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough which 
forms part of Lewes District Council's Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies consultation on the Pre-submission version of the 
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Plan. 

Two of the strategic aims of the Core Policy 3 (Criteria to be considered in any future 
assessment of subsequent potential Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through 
Local Plan 2) are as follows: 

* To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 
housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way 

* To maximise opportunities for re - using suitable previously developed land and to plan 
for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the 
character of the area 

The proposal fails to achieve these key criteria for several reasons: 

* The government's national Planning Policy for Traveller (PTTS) under Policy A: Using 
evidence to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7): 

'In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 
engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers' 
accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 
support groups).' 

The Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) on the 
05/09/18. I agree with the PPC that this suggests there was either a deliberate attempt 
to conceal/limit discussion of these plans or a hasty last-minute decision to include this 
site. Plumpton & Plumpton Green has already agreed within the Plumpton Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) to a large-scale development within the settlement and is 
still trying to adjust to this development. The site is located in a greenfield site isolated 
from Plumpton village and the limited amenities available there. The upper edge of the 
village is approximately 700 metres south of the proposed site. Plumpton Green has no 
facilities apart from a rural pub (see point 14). Plumpton Green is a very loosely knit rural 
collection of properties with no grouping together of five or more residences in a small 
geographical location. The proposal is completely out of keeping with the prevailing 
pattern of development and would clearly adversely affect the character of the area. This 
major objection breaches the Criterion 3 within Policy CP3. 

* This proposal GT01 has ignored the PPNP which the Plumpton Parish Council in 
conjunction with REP spent several months developing, communicating and agreeing 
with the community. This has already agreed a substantial development within the 
agreed plan within the existing village of Plumpton. The parish of Plumpton is rural, and 
comprises two distinct characteristics:  

* Plumpton Green- a Hamlet where no development should be sited  

* Plumpton– a Service Village where new development should be sited. 

GT01 policy primarily represents an additional new development of five permanent 
dwellings plus five semi-permanent dwellings within Plumpton Green- a hamlet where no 
development should be sited. 
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With regard to the Plumpton Parish Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded by 
the PCC as not in accordance with the following policies: 

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish 

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity 

Policy 5: New housing 

Policy 6: Local employment 

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

The land within GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning boundary and is 650 
metres distant. 

* The proposed site is a greenfield site and the development will directly adversely 
change the character of the area by replacing arable land with a residential 
development, both of which fail to meet REP Core Policy 3.  

* The location lacks any readily accessible amenities, apart from a rural pub. There is no 
direct or easy access route to shops, transport, healthcare, education or leisure 
activities. The gypsy and traveller community will be placed in an isolated and isolating 
location dependent almost exclusively on motor transport for all the daily activities of life. 
Research has shown that gypsy and traveller women are a disadvantaged group for 
several reasons including poor access to motor vehicles. As a population they also have 
greater need to access health and social care services. The council may believe further 
increasing the difficulties of access for this community is acceptable but most would 
consider this proposal misguided and harmful. The only amenity REP have factored in 
on this site a public house in relatively close proximity. Increased social issues and 
deprivation follow hand in hand with alcohol and its potential misuse. The REP needs to 
empower the gypsy and traveller community to manage their own lives by placing them 
in locations where ready access to services and amenities is not dependent on motor 
vehicles and male members of the household. This major objection breaches the 
Criterion 2 within Policy CP3.  

* Child poverty in gypsies and traveller groups has been highlighted as a significant 
concern. Members of these communities' experience greater difficulty in accessing 
mainstream social, educational and health services. This isolated, car dependent 
location will only exacerbate these acknowledged concerns.  

* The nearest local shop is a 1500 metre walk into the village. The station is even 
further. One local bus stop, approximately 200 meters away, with an infrequent service 
during daytimes, limited at weekends and non-existent after early evening. The bus stop 
is on one side of the road, not the direction which leads into the village. To flag the bus 
down, one has to run across the road and stand in the road! This will also place a 
financial burden on the gypsy and traveller families. This major objection breaches the 
Criterion 2 within Policy CP3.  

* There are no pavements for 700 meters to the village and 200 metres to the bus stop. 
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No street lighting. The current hedges and road layout leading to the village would not 
allow a footpath to be constructed at the first bend approximately 200 metres south on 
the road. This is a dangerous road to walk along, I have had personal experience of this 
on many occasions. The total lack of safe pedestrian access to the village, along a busy 
national speed limit minor road is a major breach of the Criterion 2 & 4 within Policy 
CP3.  

* Core Policy 3 states that the site must be deliverable. However, it was clear following a 
local presentation by the planning team that this was clearly not the case at present. The 
land has not been secured or purchased and the objectives of the landowner are unclear 
to say the least. The site cannot be considered deliverable currently.  

* This site was previously rejected by the highway's agency based on access concerns. 
The location of the access has not changed but their view has! All the junctions 
surrounding South Road, Beresford Lane, St Helena Road and Station Road are 
problematic at best and often frankly dangerous. A significant volume of traffic uses 
Station road including heavy goods vehicles with cars speeding down the hill 
approaching maximum speed close to the site entrance. The potential for serious injury 
or death to children at the site would be a significant risk. This major objection breaches 
the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3  

* Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst 
paragraph 2.137 refers also to existing agricultural access. This also noted that access 
delivery is dependent on land outside the current proposed plot and that of the council. 
This breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3.  

* Criterion 6 cannot be met as current properties directly overlook the site. Other gypsy 
and traveller sites are often placed in environments were this is not the case.  

* The site 0.69 hectares seems very large for 5 pitches even including infrastructure 
which will be totally out place within a greenfield. One assumes the plan is to increase 
the number of pitches?  

* The location of the site will clearly directly impact on several local businesses based at 
the Old Brickworks. It is apparent that a number of these current tenets will not remain at 
this site if the proposal proceeds due to security and environmental concerns. This will 
have a significant consequence for employment within the local community with potential 
job losses, relocation of rural based businesses and detrimentally affect the economic 
viability of our fragile rural community. This major objection breaches Criterion 2 within 
Policy CP3 and of the PPNP Policy 6 & 7.  

* The only community amenity within Plumpton Green is The Plough public house. This 
is a centre for the community and like several surrounding rural pubs has had to face 
some challenging economic times over the last 10 yrs. We are in the fortunate position 
that we have an excellent landlady Nicol and the support of Harveys which have enabled 
the pub to flourish over the last 5 yrs. However, the proposed site could well critically 
jeopardise our one community asset leaving Plumpton Green with no community assets. 
Within a 2.5-mile radius of Plumpton Green four pubs have closed within the last 10yrs. 
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The village has already lost one of its local pubs.  

* REP Core Policy 10 relates to the natural Environment and Character. This proposal 
will adversely impact on all aspects of the natural environment and the varied wildlife 
flora and fauna present within this greenfield site. A toilet block, sewage works, hard 
surfacing and erection of high barriers around the site clearly breaches this policy as 
well. Five permanent and five semi-permanent caravans plus cars in the field do not 
reflect the character or the landscape of area. All these are at odds with the PPNP 
Policy 2 & 3 & 5 

Tackling inequalities for Gypsy and Traveller communities 

Gypsies and Travellers experience, some of the worst outcomes of any ethnic or social 
group including: below average educational attainment; above average rates of 
miscarriage, still births and neo-natal deaths; and widespread discrimination and 
hostility. Ministers are determined to tackle these inequalities and improve the lives of 
the country's Gypsy and Traveller communities. 

Published 4 April 2012, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Government commitments aim to tackle ingrained inequalities and promote fairness for 
Gypsy and Traveller communities. The REP plan to isolate this vulnerable community in 
an unsustainable and unsuitable remote site with no access to services or amenities and 
poor access to education, social and health services does not address these issues and 
only serves to increase problems already faced within these communities. This proposal 
is a matter of convenience for the REP. 

This site was rejected by REP originally and is now being reconsidered because they 
have nowhere else. This site was inappropriate originally and it still is. All the original 
concerns are still present. This site isolates the gypsy and traveller communities, making 
those who are dependent within the community more so. It adds financial burden on 
them, places their children at greater risk of serious injury and socially isolates them. 
The potential impact on the fragile hamlet community which is Plumpton Green, its only 
amenity The Plough and local business is a disgraceful gamble to be taken by REP. 
REP needs to either find an appropriate location for a site within the district or expand 
existing sites such as Lewes which has all the necessary excellent access to services 
and leisure facilities enabling the gypsy and travellers to integrate into the community. 
Policy GT1 needs to be rejected and the Council needs to reassess its need and 
approach to the issue of gypsy and traveller sites within the district. 

Please can I be kept informed of the progress of this proposal and of any inquiry if there 
should be one. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Based on the above response I believe that the proposal GTO1- Land South of The 
Plough to be used as a Gypsy and Traveller site should be rejected in favour of a more 
suitable, sustainable and safer location within the district. The expansion of the already 
existing site in Lewes with its ideal location for access to services and amenities would 
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be a suitable potential site. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

For the reasons above it is essential that the Inspector should here a broad view of 
concerns regarding the absolutely unsuitable and unsustainable nature of this proposal. 
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        Dr Martin G Parry 
         
         
         
         
         
        4th November 2018 
Planning Policy Team 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 1AB 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Re: Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Consultation - Pre-submission version Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough  

  

I wish to register my strong opposition to Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough which forms part 

of Lewes District Council’s Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

consultation on the Pre-submission version of the Plan.  

Two of the strategic aims of the Core Policy 3 (Criteria to be considered in any future assessment of 

subsequent potential Gypsy and Traveller pitch allocations made through Local Plan 2) are as follows: 

 

a. To deliver the homes and accommodation for the needs of the district and ensure the 

housing growth requirements are accommodated in the most sustainable way   

 

b. To maximise opportunities for re - using suitable previously developed land and to 

plan for new development in the highly sustainable locations without adversely 

affecting the character of the area 

 

The proposal fails to achieve these key criteria for several reasons: 

1) The government’s national Planning Policy for Traveller (PTTS) under Policy A: Using 

evidence to plan positively and manage development (paragraph 7):   

 

‘In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 

planning authorities should: pay particular attention to early and effective community 

engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing travellers’ 

accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative bodies and local 

support groups).’  

 

The Policy GT01 was first communicated to the Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) on the 

05/09/18. I agree with the PPC that this suggests there was either a deliberate attempt to 
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conceal/limit discussion of these plans or a hasty last-minute decision to include this site. 

Plumpton & Plumpton Green has already agreed within the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood 

Plan (PPNP) to a large-scale development within the settlement and is still trying to adjust to 

this development. The site is located in a greenfield site isolated from Plumpton village and 

the limited amenities available there. The upper edge of the village is approximately 700 

metres south of the proposed site. Plumpton Green has no facilities apart from a rural pub 

(see point 14). Plumpton Green is a very loosely knit rural collection of properties with no 

grouping together of five or more residences in a small geographical location. The proposal 

is completely out of keeping with the prevailing pattern of development and would clearly 

adversely affect the character of the area. This major objection breaches the Criterion 3 

within Policy CP3. 

2) This proposal GT01 has ignored the PPNP which the Plumpton Parish Council in conjunction 

with LDC spent several months developing, communicating and agreeing with the 

community. This has already agreed a substantial development within the agreed plan 

within the existing village of Plumpton. The parish of Plumpton is rural, and comprises two 

distinct characteristics:  

• Plumpton Green- a Hamlet where no development should be sited 

• Plumpton– a Service Village where new development should be sited.   

 

GT01 policy primarily represents an additional new development of five permanent 

dwellings plus five semi-permanent dwellings within Plumpton Green- a hamlet where no 

development should be sited. 

With regard to the Plumpton Parish Neighbour Plan (PPNP), Policy GT01 is regarded by the 

PCC as not in accordance with the following policies:  

Policy 1: Spatial plan for the parish  

Policy 2: New-build environment and design 

 Policy 3: Landscape and biodiversity  

Policy 5: New housing  

Policy 6: Local employment  

Policy 7: Plumpton Green Village Centre 

The land within GT01 is not within the Plumpton Green planning boundary and is 650 metres 

distant. 

3) The proposed site is a greenfield site and the development will directly adversely change the 

character of the area by replacing arable land with a residential development, both of which 

fail to meet LDC Core Policy 3. 

4) The location lacks any readily accessible amenities, apart from a rural pub.   There is no 

direct or easy access route to shops, transport, healthcare, education or leisure activities. 

The gypsy and traveller community will be placed in an isolated and isolating location 

dependent almost exclusively on motor transport for all the daily activities of life. Research 

has shown that gypsy and traveller women are a disadvantaged group for several reasons 

including poor access to motor vehicles. As a population they also have greater need to 

access health and social care services. The council may believe further increasing the 

difficulties of access for this community is acceptable but most would consider this proposal 
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misguided and harmful. The only amenity LDC have factored in on this site a public house in 

relatively close proximity. Increased social issues and deprivation follow hand in hand with 

alcohol and its potential misuse. The LDC needs to empower the gypsy and traveller 

community to manage their own lives by placing them in locations where ready access to 

services and amenities is not dependent on motor vehicles and male members of the 

household. This major objection breaches the Criterion 2 within Policy CP3. 

5) Child poverty in gypsies and traveller groups has been highlighted as a significant concern. 

Members of these communities’ experience greater difficulty in accessing mainstream 

social, educational and health services. This isolated, car dependent location will only 

exacerbate these acknowledged concerns.  

6) The nearest local shop is a 1500 metre walk into the village. The station is even further. One 

local bus stop, approximately 200 meters away, with an infrequent service during daytimes, 

limited at weekends and non-existent after early evening. The bus stop is on one side of the 

road, not the direction which leads into the village. To flag the bus down, one has to run 

across the road and stand in the road! This will also place a financial burden on the gypsy 

and traveller families. This major objection breaches the Criterion 2 within Policy CP3. 

7) There are no pavements for 700 meters to the village and 200 metres to the bus stop. No 

street lighting. The current hedges and road layout leading to the village would not allow a 

footpath to be constructed at the first bend approximately 200 metres south on the road. 

This is a dangerous road to walk along, I have had personal experience of this on many 

occasions. The total lack of safe pedestrian access to the village, along a busy national speed 

limit minor road is a major breach of the Criterion 2 & 4 within Policy CP3. 

8) Core Policy 3 states that the site must be deliverable. However, it was clear following a local 

presentation by the planning team that this was clearly not the case at present. The land has 

not been secured or purchased and the objectives of the landowner are unclear to say the 

least. The site cannot be considered deliverable currently. 

9) This site was previously rejected by the highway’s agency based on access concerns. The 

location of the access has not changed but their view has! All the junctions surrounding 

South Road, Beresford Lane, St Helena Road and Station Road are problematic at best and 

often frankly dangerous. A significant volume of traffic uses Station road including heavy 

goods vehicles with cars speeding down the hill approaching maximum speed close to the 

site entrance. The potential for serious injury or death to children at the site would be a 

significant risk. This major objection breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3 

10) Policy GT01 refers to the provision of access to be provided from Station Road whilst 

paragraph 2.137 refers also to existing agricultural access. This also noted that access 

delivery is dependent on land outside the current proposed plot and that of the council. This 

breaches the Criterion 4 within Policy CP3. 

11) Criterion 6 cannot be met as current properties directly overlook the site. Other gypsy and 

traveller sites are often placed in environments were this is not the case. 

12) The site 0.69 hectares seems very large for 5 pitches even including infrastructure which will 

be totally out place within a greenfield. One assumes the plan is to increase the number of 

pitches? 

13) The location of the site will clearly directly impact on several local businesses based at the 

Old Brickworks. It is apparent that a number of these current tenets will not remain at this 

site if the proposal proceeds due to security and environmental concerns. This will have a 

significant consequence for employment within the local community with potential job 

losses, relocation of rural based businesses and detrimentally affect the economic viability of 
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our fragile rural community. This major objection breaches Criterion 2 within Policy CP3 and 

of the PPNP Policy 6 & 7. 

14) The only community amenity within Plumpton Green is The Plough public house. This is a 

centre for the community and like several surrounding rural pubs has had to face some 

challenging economic times over the last 10 yrs. We are in the fortunate position that we 

have an excellent landlady Nicol and the support of Harveys which have enabled the pub to 

flourish over the last 5 yrs.  However, the proposed site could well critically jeopardise our 

one community asset leaving Plumpton Green with no community assets. Within a 2.5-mile 

radius of Plumpton Green four pubs have closed within the last 10yrs. The village has already 

lost one of its local pubs. 

15) LDC Core Policy 10 relates to the natural Environment and Character. This proposal will 

adversely impact on all aspects of the natural environment and the varied wildlife flora and 

fauna present within this greenfield site. A toilet block, sewage works, hard surfacing and 

erection of high barriers around the site clearly breaches this policy as well. Five permanent 

and five semi-permanent caravans plus cars in the field do not reflect the character or the 

landscape of area. All these are at odds with the PPNP Policy 2 & 3 & 5 

 

 

Tackling inequalities for Gypsy and Traveller communities  

Gypsies and Travellers experience, some of the worst outcomes of any ethnic or social group 

including: below average educational attainment; above average rates of miscarriage, still births 

and neo-natal deaths; and widespread discrimination and hostility. Ministers are determined to 

tackle these inequalities and improve the lives of the country’s Gypsy and Traveller communities.  

Published 4 April 2012, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Government commitments aim to tackle ingrained inequalities and promote fairness for Gypsy and 

Traveller communities. The LDC plan to isolate this vulnerable community in an unsustainable and 

unsuitable remote site with no access to services or amenities and poor access to education, social 

and health services does not address these issues and only serves to increase problems already 

faced within these communities. This proposal is a matter of convenience for the LDC. 

This site was rejected by LDC originally and is now being reconsidered because they have nowhere 

else. This site was inappropriate originally and it still is. All the original concerns are still present. This 

site isolates the gypsy and traveller communities, making those who are dependent within the 

community more so. It adds financial burden on them, places their children at greater risk of serious 

injury and socially isolates them. The potential impact on the fragile hamlet community which is 

Plumpton Green, its only amenity The Plough and local business is a disgraceful gamble to be taken 

by LDC. LDC needs to either find an appropriate location for a site within the district or expand 

existing sites such as Lewes which has all the necessary excellent access to services and leisure 
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facilities enabling the gypsy and travellers to integrate into the community. Policy GT1 needs to be 

rejected and the Council needs to reassess its need and approach to the issue of gypsy and traveller 

sites within the district. 

 

Please can I be kept informed of the progress of this proposal and of any inquiry if there should be 

one. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Dr Martin G Parry 
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Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/335 

Name: Muriele & Tom Pearce 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am re-sending my previous e-mail to make sure that it falls within the required 
framework. 

We have heard that a permanent Gypsy and Travellers' site is being proposed at the 
land south of The Plough in Plumpton Green and we would like to state our objection to 
the proposal. 

We are concerned at the financial impact this will have on our Council. The additional 
expenditure, at a time when our Council is already struggling and cutting services year 
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Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/A 

 

  
 

on year, is a worry. Should the residents of Plumpton Green suffer financially from this 
development I trust that the Council will compensate them appropriately. 

We are also concerned about the health hazards and the environmental impact of such 
a site. 

We do not believe that this settlement would bring any benefits to the village of 
Plumpton Green. 

We find it difficult to understand why a permanent Gypsy and Travellers' site is needed 
as the very word 'permanent' is contradictory to their very way of life which is nomadic 
and can be viewed as an attempt from the establishment to force them to settle. 

If these 'Travellers' wish to settle then we cannot see why they cannot be absorbed 
within the existing community rather than be segregated, which amounts to 
discrimination. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Muriele Pearce < >

Sent: 24 September 2018 16:27

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site outside Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

TO WHOMEVER IT MAY CONCERN 

 

I am re-sending my previous e-mail to make sure that it falls within the required framework. 

We have heard that a permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site is being proposed at the land south of The Plough in 

Plumpton Green and we would like to state our objection to the proposal. 

We are concerned at the financial impact this will have on our Council. The additional expenditure, at a time when 

our Council is already struggling and cutting services year on year, is a worry. Should the residents of Plumpton 

Green suffer financially from this development I trust that the Council will compensate them appropriately. 

We are also concerned about the health hazards and the environmental impact of such a site. 

We do not believe that this settlement would bring any benefits to the village of Plumpton Green. 

We find it difficult to understand why a permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site is needed as the very word 

‘permanent’ is contradictory to their very way of life which is nomadic and can be viewed as an attempt from the 

establishment to force them to settle. 

If these 'Travellers' wish to settle then we cannot see why they cannot be absorbed within the existing community 

rather than be segregated, which amounts to discrimination. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Tom and Muriele Pearce 
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Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/B 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/335 

Name: Muriele Pearce 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We attended the Plumpton Parish Council meeting regarding the proposed Travellers' 
site at the land south of The Plough in Plumpton Green and found it very informative. 
We now understand the needs of the Travellers much better and would like to replace 
our previous objection with this one. 

We have great concerns over the location of the site as there is no safe pedestrian 
access to any of the village amenities, namely the shop and the school. 

The road leading from the proposed site to the village is busy (especially so during race 
meetings), narrow and unlit. There is a left-bearing bend, just before the 'Plumpton 
Green' sign as you leave the village which is highly dangerous not only to pedestrians 
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Representation ID: REP/335/GT01/B 

 

  
 

but to car drivers when they are faced by pedestrians walking on the wrong side of the 
road, and have nowhere to go when there is oncoming traffic. 

The road will become busier as further approved developments take place in the village. 

We understand that a previous proposal for a housing development on the land the 
Travellers' site is now put forward, was turned down due to safety concerns and we are 
at a loss to understand why these concerns do not extend to Travellers. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Muriele Pearce 

Sent: 24 September 2018 16:27

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site outside Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

TO WHOMEVER IT MAY CONCERN 

 

I am re-sending my previous e-mail to make sure that it falls within the required framework. 

We have heard that a permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site is being proposed at the land south of The Plough in 

Plumpton Green and we would like to state our objection to the proposal. 

We are concerned at the financial impact this will have on our Council. The additional expenditure, at a time when 

our Council is already struggling and cutting services year on year, is a worry. Should the residents of Plumpton 

Green suffer financially from this development I trust that the Council will compensate them appropriately. 

We are also concerned about the health hazards and the environmental impact of such a site. 

We do not believe that this settlement would bring any benefits to the village of Plumpton Green. 

We find it difficult to understand why a permanent Gypsy and Travellers’ site is needed as the very word 

‘permanent’ is contradictory to their very way of life which is nomadic and can be viewed as an attempt from the 

establishment to force them to settle. 

If these 'Travellers' wish to settle then we cannot see why they cannot be absorbed within the existing community 

rather than be segregated, which amounts to discrimination. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Tom and Muriele Pearce 
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Representation ID: REP/339/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/339/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/339 

Name: Cindy Penny 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to lodge my objections to the proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green. 

This proposal was not shown as part of the Neighbourhood Plan for Plumpton. 

I am all for the housing development within the village as part of the Plan which is 
needed and has been agreed with local residents. 

Plumpton is a quiet rural village comprising of many green fields and I feel this proposal 
would ruin the character of the village. 

The village has limited pavements and no pavements by the proposed site which is on a 
busy road. Access to the site on foot would be via this road and I'm very worried about 
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Representation ID: REP/339/GT01 

 

  
 

the safety of pedestrians and road users alike. 

I am extremely concerned that if this proposal is allowed to go ahead that it would 
expand without permission. What is to stop more caravans being parked in the field? If 
permission was granted, what's to stop more permission being sought by the council 
until the whole field is taken up with caravans? 

I think this site would be very difficult to manage. I don't know how this proposal can 
even go ahead at present without any agreement from the owner of the field? 

I am also concerned about the impact of the Gypsy Site on the many businesses at The 
Old Brickworks. It is so important to a small village like Plumpton to have businesses 
that support the local community, employing local residents. 

The businesses have made it known that should the proposed site go ahead that they 
would relocate, leading to loss of employment for many people and this would be 
detrimental to our village. I am also aware of the heightened security measures that 
would need to be installed and of the cost attached to that. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Cindy Penny 

Sent: 05 November 2018 19:51

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site Allocation and Development of Proposed Gypsy Site 

in Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

 

Dear Sirs,  

 

I would like to lodge my objections to the proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green.  

This proposal was not shown as part of the Neighbourhood Plan for Plumpton.  

I am all for the housing development within the village as part of the Plan which is needed and has 

been agreed with local residents.  

Plumpton is a quiet rural village comprising of many green fields and I feel this proposal would ruin 

the character of the village.  

The village has limited pavements and no pavements by the proposed site which is on a busy 

road. Access to the site on foot would be via this road and I’m very worried about the safety of 

pedestrians and road users alike.  

I am extremely concerned that if this proposal is allowed to go ahead that it would expand without 

permission. What is to stop more caravans being parked in the field? If permission was granted, 

what’s to stop more permission being sought by the council until the whole field is taken up with 

caravans?  

I think this site would be very difficult to manage. I don’t know how this proposal can even go 

ahead at present without any agreement from the owner of the field?  

I am also concerned about the impact of the Gypsy Site on the many businesses at The Old 

Brickworks. It is so important to a small village like Plumpton to have businesses that support the 

local community, employing local residents.  

The businesses have made it known that should the proposed site go ahead that they would 

relocate, leading to loss of employment for many people and this would be detrimental to our 

village. I am also aware of the heightened security measures that would need to be installed and 

of the cost attached to that.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Cindy Penny  

  

 

  

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Representation ID: REP/342/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/342/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/342 

Name: Michael Petty 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to OBJECT to the proposed Gypsy and traveller sit in Plumpton Green, on the 
following grounds : 

The proposed site is not within the Plumpton Greeen planning boundary and would 
seem to be in contradiction of Lewes District Councils advice against any inclusion in the 
Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan for any development sites to the northern or 
southern extremes to the village. 
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The site is not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The proposed site is a greenfield area and any development would be out of keeping 
and damage the local environment. 

Concerns have been expressed that any development would have a negative impact on 
businesses located in the Old Brickworks site and the possibility of businesses 
relocating this will result in a loss of local employment and damage to the local 
economy. 

There is no footpath along the busy road and poses a significant danger to pedestrians 
from any development on this site. 

Vehicles, possibly towing large caravans, entering and exiting this site would create a 
dangerous hazard to other road uses travelling along the busy main route to and from 
Plumpton Green. 

I therefore urge Lewes District Council to reject this proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: michael petty 

Sent: 04 November 2018 20:14

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy and traveller site in Plumpton Green.

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sirs, 

 

I write to OBJECT to the proposed Gypsy and traveller sit in Plumpton Green, on the following grounds ➖ 

 

The proposed site is not within the Plumpton Greeen planning boundary and would seem to be in 

contradiction of Lewes District Councils advice against any inclusion in the Plumpton Parish 

Neighbourhood Plan for any development sites to the northern or southern extremes to the village. 

 

The site is not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

The proposed site is a greenfield area and any development would be out of keeping and damage the local 

environment. 

 

Concerns have been expressed that any development would have a negative impact on businesses located 

in the Old Brickworks site and the possibility of businesses relocating this will result in a loss of local 

employment and damage to the local economy. 

 

There is no footpath along the busy road and poses a significant danger to pedestrians from any 

development on this site. 

 

Vehicles, possibly towing large caravans, entering and exiting this site would create a dangerous hazard to 

other road uses travelling along the busy main route to and from Plumpton Green. 

 

I therefore urge Lewes District Council to reject this proposal. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Michael Petty. 

 

 

 

 

 

•   

•   

 

Page  1279



Representation ID: REP/343/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/343/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/343 

Name: Susan Petty 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to OBJECT to the proposed Gypsy and traveller sit in Plumpton Green, on the 
following grounds. 

The proposed site is not within the Plumpton Greeen planning boundary and would 
seem to be in contradiction of Lewes District Councils advice against any inclusion in the 
Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan for any development sites to the northern or 
southern extremes to the village. 
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Representation ID: REP/343/GT01 

 

  
 

The site is not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The proposed site is a greenfield area and any development would be out of keeping 
and damage the local environment. 

Concerns have been expressed that any development would have a negative impact on 
businesses located in the Old Brickworks site and the possibility of businesses 
relocating this will result in a loss of local employment and damage to the local 
economy. 

There is no footpath along the busy road and poses a significant danger to pedestrians 
from any development on this site. Should the travellers children want to use the local 
school, this could be very dangerous getting them to and from school. 

Vehicles, possibly towing large caravans, entering and exiting this site would create a 
dangerous hazard to other road uses travelling along the busy main route to and from 
Plumpton Green. 

I therefore urge Lewes District Council to reject this proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: sue petty < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 20:36

To: ldf

Subject: FW:  Proposed Gypsy and traveller site in Plumpton Green.

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

 

 

Subject: Proposed Gypsy and traveller site in Plumpton Green.  

 

Dear Sirs, 

 

I write to OBJECT to the proposed Gypsy and traveller sit in Plumpton Green, on the following grounds. 

 

The proposed site is not within the Plumpton Greeen planning boundary and would seem to be in 

contradiction of Lewes District Councils advice against any inclusion in the Plumpton Parish 

Neighbourhood Plan for any development sites to the northern or southern extremes to the village. 

 

The site is not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

The proposed site is a greenfield area and any development would be out of keeping and damage the local 

environment. 

 

Concerns have been expressed that any development would have a negative impact on businesses located 

in the Old Brickworks site and the possibility of businesses relocating this will result in a loss of local 

employment and damage to the local economy. 

 

There is no footpath along the busy road and poses a significant danger to pedestrians from any 

development on this site. Should the travellers children want to use the local school, this could be very 

dangerous getting them to and from school. 

 

Vehicles, possibly towing large caravans, entering and exiting this site would create a dangerous hazard to 

other road uses travelling along the busy main route to and from Plumpton Green. 

 

I therefore urge Lewes District Council to reject this proposal. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Susan Petty. 

 

 

 

 

 

•  

•  
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Representation ID: REP/345/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/345/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/345 

Name: Anna and David Phillips 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We are writing to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed plan of Lewes 
District Council (LDC) for a permanent gypsy and traveller site adjacent to The Plough 
public house in Plumpton Green (Policy / Site GT01). We have lived at Crossways since 
1997. This is immediately opposite said pub, and therefore only a very short distance 
from the proposed encampment. 

From a purely forensic analysis of why the LDC plan should be scrapped forthwith, we 
believe that the response from Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) perfectly itemises and 
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nails the flaws in the proposal. We endorse the PPC response wholeheartedly. 

http://www.plumptonpc.co.uk/new/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/REP-Part-2-consultation-
final.pdf 

Anything else that is said would be personal and emotive and we have been advised 
that this would not be productive…… 

However, let us just make these remarks. Over the last few years, we have had 
considerable contact with your Planning Department regarding the conversion of an 
existing water tower on our property into a new dwelling. However onerous the demands 
made on us, we were understanding. After all, The Water Tower acts as something of a 
gateway to the precious little village of Plumpton (Green): it should look attractive and in-
keeping. Please draw your own conclusions about a permanent gypsy and traveller plot 
on a greenfield site a few yards down the road. Access to planning permission and 
interpretation of planning laws are seemingly a strange and wondrous things, but 
eminently flexible if you are lucky enough to have the relevant power. 

We suspect that you know that going ahead with your proposal would cost this 
community (and therefore The Council) jobs and money and would potentially negatively 
impact the community socially, and certainly aesthetically. 

We suspect that you know that the site proposed would be far from satisfactory for the 
gypsies and travellers themselves, as the only community facility accessible without 
resorting to a car or a considerable walk along a dangerous road is the Plough Pub (and 
the future of this facility might be seriously in doubt should your proposal ever see the 
light of day). 

We feel that your proposal is a desperate one, borne of lack of alternatives. We 
understand that you would be very happy if Plumpton could come up with a more 
suitable location. Isn't that your job? 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From:

Sent: 01 November 2018 18:07

To: ldf

Cc:

Subject: Objection to permanent gypsy and traveller site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam 

 

We are writing to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed plan of Lewes District Council (LDC) for a permanent gypsy and traveller site adjacent 

to The Plough public house in Plumpton Green (Policy / Site GT01). We have lived at Crossways since 1997. This is immediately opposite said pub, and 

therefore only a very short distance from the proposed encampment. 

 

From a purely forensic analysis of why the LDC plan should be scrapped forthwith, we believe that the response from Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) perfectly 

itemises and nails the flaws in the proposal. We endorse the PPC response wholeheartedly. 

 

http://www.plumptonpc.co.uk/new/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/LDC-Part-2-consultation-final.pdf 

 

Anything else that is said would be personal and emotive and we have been advised that this would not be productive…… 

 

However, let us just make these remarks. Over the last few years, we have had considerable contact with your Planning Department regarding the conversion of 

an existing water tower on our property into a new dwelling. However onerous the demands made on us, we were understanding. After all, The Water Tower 

acts as something of a gateway to the precious little village of Plumpton (Green): it should look attractive and in-keeping. Please draw your own conclusions 

about a permanent gypsy and traveller plot on a greenfield site a few yards down the road. Access to planning permission and interpretation of planning laws 

are seemingly a strange and wondrous things, but eminently flexible if you are lucky enough to have the relevant power. 

 

We suspect that you know that going ahead with your proposal would cost this community (and therefore The Council) jobs and money and would potentially 

negatively impact the community socially, and certainly aesthetically. 

 

We suspect that you know that the site proposed would be far from satisfactory for the gypsies and travellers themselves, as the only community facility 

accessible without resorting to a car or a considerable walk along a dangerous road is the Plough Pub (and the future of this facility might be seriously in doubt 

should your proposal ever see the light of day). 
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We feel that your proposal is a desperate one, borne of lack of alternatives. We understand that you would be very happy if Plumpton could come up with a 

more suitable location. Isn’t that your job? 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Anna and David Phillips 
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Representation ID: REP/346/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/346 

Name: Deborah Phillips 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write with reference to the proposed development of a permanent Gypsy and Traveller 
site in Plumpton, East Sussex, Policy GT01, and wish to register my objection to this 
proposal, the following being my main reasons. 

* As I understand the LDC Head of Planning has already stated that this site would not 
be considered for residential housing development so I cannot understand why it can 
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therefore be allowed for a Gypsy and Traveller site for all the reasons previously given 
by the Council.  

* Pedestrian access to the village is on an unlit road with no pavement, thereby creating 
an unsafe environment for users to gain access to the shop, school or public transport.  

* Any access to this site by large caravans would also be unsafe due to difficult junctions 
at both ends of the village and narrow lanes that are certainly not built for large 
caravans.  

* Local businesses, which are essential for any small village, will be in danger of closing 
thereby losing income and employment for the village.  

* This is a green field site in a quiet rural location and any development there will 
increase noise pollution and fail to preserve the character and open spaces of the village 
and damage the wildlife environment.  

* I understand there will be no warden on the site so am not sure how numbers etc will 
be monitored which is a major concern. 

I hope you will give this your consideration. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1288



                       

         

         

         

         

 

 

        3rd November 2018 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I write with reference to the proposed development of a permanent Gypsy and 

Traveller site in Plumpton, East Sussex, Policy GT01, and wish to register my 

objection to this proposal, the following being my main reasons. 

 

1. As I understand the LDC Head of Planning has already stated that this site 

would not be considered for residential housing development so I cannot 

understand why it can therefore be allowed for a Gypsy and Traveller site 

for all the reasons previously given by the Council. 

2. Pedestrian access to the village is on an unlit road with no pavement, 

thereby creating an unsafe environment for users to gain access to the 

shop, school or public transport. 

3. Any access to this site by large caravans would also be unsafe due to 

difficult junctions at both ends of the village and narrow lanes that are 

certainly not built for large caravans. 

4. Local businesses, which are essential for any small village, will be in 

danger of closing thereby losing income and employment for the village. 

5. This is a green field site in a quiet rural location and any development 

there will increase noise pollution and fail to preserve the character and 

open spaces of the village and damage the wildlife environment. 

6. I understand there will be no warden on the site so am not sure how 

numbers etc will be monitored which is a major concern. 

 

 

I hope you will give this your consideration. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Deborah Phillips 

Page  1289



Representation ID: REP/347/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/347/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/347 

Name: Ron Phillips 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am a resident of Plumpton, and I request that you register and consider my objections 
to the proposed development of a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site in Plumpton, East 
Sussex (Policy GT01). 

The following are the key points under which I object to the proposed development: 

* The proposed development conflicts with established policies agreed in Lewes District 
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Council's Local Plan, in the National Planning Policy Framework, in the Government's 
National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (dated August 2015), and not least with 
Plumpton Parish Council's Neighbourhood Plan.  

* The proposed development would not comply with the overarching aim of the Planning 
Policy for Travellers, which requires "the provision of suitable accommodation from 
which travellers can access education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure", 
and requires that local planning authorities should "very strictly limit new traveller site 
development..........outside areas allocated in the development plan", nor would it comply 
with LDC’s own core policy for sustainable development to meet the needs of the gypsy 
and traveller community.  

* Specifically, the proposed site is isolated. From the proposed site, access to the village 
(and village school) would be via an un-lit road with no pavement. This would be unsafe 
for residents of the proposed site (specifically young residents of 5 to 11 years of age 
accessing the school from the proposed site), and visitors to the site. Further, there are 
no health facilities in the village. Hence, contrary to Policy, there would not be 
reasonable or safe access to education, no local access to health and welfare, nor the 
existing village services and facilities, thereby denying residents of the proposed 
development scope for social integration with the existing local community. There is no 
evidence of local family support within the local existing settled community.  

* Further, the proposes site does not link with other broader strategies in place for 
improving community cohesion. It is not in accordance with existing planning policies 
and designations.  

* Development at the proposed site is subject to a current Highways Authority objection, 
as they consider that there is no suitable access to the site from Station Road as 
required visibility splays are not achievable.  

* The proposed development is on a greenfield site, bordering Station Road, and in 
close proximity to existing residential and small commercial properties. It would not have 
aesthetic compatibility with the existing local environment. Other such local sites, for 
example at Maresfield and Robertsbridge, are significantly separated from the villages 
by a main road, well screened and not close to existing residential dwellings.  

* One of the only two means of accessing the proposed site is from the South, turning at 
the difficult, and poorly sighted, junction of Plumpton Lane and the B2166 at the Half 
Moon, then passing over the narrow white bridge on Plumpton Lane, then over the 
railway crossing and through the village of Plumpton Green, where car parking around 
the village school and village shop makes the road narrow and visibility poor. It would be 
very unsuitable and unsafe for large caravans to be passing. There is an increased duty 
of care due to the 5 to 11 year old children attending the village school, and a 
responsibility not to create an increased danger to those children attending the school.  

* The proposed development would change the character of the village. There would be 
noise and disturbance not in keeping with the surrounding community.  

* There is evidence that the proposed development would potentially damage the local 
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economy, as the 21 businesses currently situated at The Old Brickworks (who currently 
employ 50 people) have informed their landlord of their intent to relocate should the 
proposal be accepted, with the consequent loss of local employment.  

* There is no detail of how the proposed development would be 'policed' and monitored. 
For example, how would the proposed maximum of 5 travelling caravans be controlled? 
How would activities on the site be controlled (any 'unofficial' activity that does not 
comply with agreed legislation, regulation or guidelines risks land contamination, water 
pollution, noise nuisance etc)? Such detail is a prerequisite of planning approval. 

In summary, the policy GT01 is not properly considered, is not sound, has not been 
positively prepared or justified, and is not consistent with national policy. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Ron Phillips 

Sent: 04 November 2018 16:32

To: ldf

Subject: Policy GT01 - Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

I am a resident of Plumpton, and I request that you register and consider my objections to the proposed 

development of a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site in Plumpton, East Sussex (Policy GT01).  

 

The following are the key points under which I object to the proposed development: 

 

1. The proposed development conflicts with established policies agreed in Lewes District Council's 

Local Plan, in the National Planning Policy Framework, in the Government's National Planning 

Policy for Traveller Sites (dated August 2015), and not least with Plumpton Parish Council's 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

2. The proposed development would not comply with the overarching aim of the Planning Policy for 

Travellers, which requires "the provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can 

access education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure", and requires that local planning 

authorities should "very strictly limit new traveller site development..........outside areas allocated 

in the development plan", nor would it comply with LDC's own core policy for sustainable 

development to meet the needs of the gypsy and traveller community.  

3. Specifically, the proposed site is isolated. From the proposed site, access to the village (and village 

school) would be via an un-lit road with no pavement. This would be unsafe for residents of the 

proposed site (specifically young residents of 5 to 11 years of age accessing the school from the 

proposed site), and visitors to the site. Further, there are no health facilities in the village. Hence, 

contrary to Policy, there would not be reasonable or safe access to education, no local access to 

health and welfare, nor the existing village services and facilities, thereby denying residents of the 

proposed development scope for social integration with the existing local community. There is no 

evidence of local family support within the local existing settled community. 

4. Further, the proposes site does not link with other broader strategies in place for improving 

community cohesion. It is not in accordance with existing planning policies and designations. 

5. Development at the proposed site is subject to a current Highways Authority objection, as they 

consider that there is no suitable access to the site from Station Road as required visibility splays 

are not achievable. 

6. The proposed development is on a greenfield site, bordering Station Road, and in close proximity 

to existing residential and small commercial properties. It would not have aesthetic compatibility 

with the existing local environment. Other such local sites, for example at Maresfield and 

Robertsbridge, are significantly separated from the villages by a main road, well screened and not 

close to existing residential dwellings.  

7. One of the only two means of accessing the proposed site is from the South, turning at the difficult, 

and poorly sighted, junction of Plumpton Lane and the B2166 at the Half Moon, then passing over 

the narrow white bridge on Plumpton Lane, then over the railway crossing and through the village 

of Plumpton Green, where car parking around the village school and village shop makes the road 

narrow and visibility poor. It would be very unsuitable and unsafe for large caravans to be passing. 
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There is an increased duty of care due to the 5 to 11 year old children attending the village school, 

and a responsibility not to create an increased danger to those children attending the school.  

8. The proposed development would change the character of the village. There would be noise and 

disturbance not in keeping with the surrounding community. 

9. There is evidence that the proposed development would potentially damage the local economy, as 

the 21 businesses currently situated at The Old Brickworks (who currently employ 50 people) have 

informed their landlord of their intent to relocate should the proposal be accepted, with the 

consequent loss of local employment.  

10. There is no detail of how the proposed development would be 'policed' and monitored. For 

example, how would the proposed maximum of 5 travelling caravans be controlled? How would 

activities on the site be controlled (any 'unofficial' activity that does not comply with agreed 

legislation, regulation or guidelines risks land contamination, water pollution, noise nuisance etc)? 

Such detail is a prerequisite of planning approval.  

In summary, the policy GT01 is not properly considered, is not sound, has not been positively prepared or 

justified, and is not consistent with national policy.  

 

Best regards 

 

Ron Phillips 
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Representation ID: REP/350/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/350 

Name: S Pinnock 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I object to this proposed site: 

1. Not in neighbourhood plan 

2. On a greenfield site 

3. Access to it by foot not safe - busy 60mph road - hill brow on a slight bend. Bus stop 
on Plough Side of road, space on opposite side not available 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/352/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/352 

Name: David Pleasence 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

My comment refer to the proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton Green which is not in line 
with planning policy for the following reasons.  

1,  This is a greenfield site and the proposed development would cause damage to the 
open space.    It would also be very visible.  

2.  The site does not have good access to services as there is no footpath to the village 

Page  1298



Representation ID: REP/352/GT01 

 

  
 

and access by bus as mentioned in the plan is not actually practical as the bus service is 
poor.  

3.  The site is next to the old brickworks which provides units for many local businesses 
giving local employment.   Having this site next door might not be attractive to these 
businesses which could move away and we would lose local employment.  

4.   The proposed site is not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan which has been 
accepted by the council.  

5.   Given the nature of the site it would be difficult to maintain within the proposed area.  

6.    The site would extend the ribbon development of the village which is not a good 
idea.  

7.    There are sites close to Ringmer which give better access for services and a larger 
community for integration.   These would be more in keeping with National Policy.  

It appears the plan has not given sufficient consideration to the requirements of the 
Gypsy population in proposing this site. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Look at options in the Ringmer area which give better access to services and 
opportunities for the travellers to find work.   Also provide a safer way to obtain these, 
rather than walk on a busy road which does not have any street lights. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/353/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/353 

Name: Amanda Plummer 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

As a resident of Plumpton, I object to this proposal. On the basis it is unfair and 
discriminatory against developers that have to comply with LDC planning policies and 
yet this proposal seems to fly in the face of a number of these, such as not meeting the 
criteria for a sustainable development, ignores the process of the local Neighbourhood 
Plan, is not within land allocated for planning, the structures and site would be 
completely out of keeping with the surrounding area, it will impact on the local deer 
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population known to use this land, the location has previously been dismissed by LDC 
as unsuitable for residential housing, and the negative impact the development could 
have on local employment by having a negative impact on the Old Brickworks industrial 
area. Also, I object to my council tax being spent on a local facility that will, in no way, 
bring benefit or make a positive contribution socially, economically or environmentally to 
the district and has instead, significant potential to be detrimental to the local community 
in a number of ways. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/356/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/356 

Name: Pat and Steven Poynter 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We object to a gypsy traveller site being sited on green belt land to the North of the 
village at Plumpton Green. This site was put forward for planning consent of houses and 
turned down as it was not deemed suitable due to lack of access to local facilities. We 
feel that the site would also comprise The Old Brickwork which comprises 21 units 
employing a considerable number of employees who contribute considerably to the local 
economy, people who reside in the village and further afield. Perhaps housing these 
gypsy travellers on a brown site close to facilties would better suit their purpose. 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: PAT TYLER < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 18:51

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy Traveller Site  Plumpton Green Objection by 5 November 2018

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

We object to a gypsy traveller site being sited on green belt land to the North of the village at Plumpton Green. This 

site was put forward for planning consent of houses and turned down as it was not deemed suitable due to lack of 

access to local facilities. We feel that the site would also comprise The Old Brickwork which comprises 21 units 

employing a considerable number of employees who contribute considerably to the local economy, people who reside 

in the village and further afield. Perhaps housing these gypsy travellers on a brown site close to facilties would better 

suit their purpose. 

 

Regards 

 

Pat and Steven Poynter 

 

 

 

 

 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
automatic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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Representation ID: REP/357/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/357 

Name: Peter and Gill Pratt 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We object to the proposed Gypsy site for the following reasons. 

If when planning permission was refused a few years back due to it being considered 
dangerous for access and unsafe for pedestrian access to the village, what has 
changed! If it wasn't regarded suitable for houses   

 
 

 
 

The owner of the industrial Brickworks Site which is tenanted to a number of small 
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business premises has apparently said that all her tenants have said 'to a man' that, 
they will leave the site, hardly conducive to local employment! 

Will we still keep our wonderful village store and Post Office!! 

The Parish Council were asked to produce a development plan to provide potential 
housing , and the site chosen for the travellers settlement was not included in the plan 
because it was not considered appropriate. 

We are concerned that the development proposed will set a precedent for any further 
development for the field in the future. Will there be any safeguards to stop this. 

We were told at the meeting in Plumpton that there are two managed sites in Sussex, 
one in Maresfield and the other on the outskirts of Lewes, Bridies Tan. This site is not 
close to shops or schools! So why have we been told that Plumpton is the only possible 
area that is suitable for the development of a permanent Gypsy/Traveller site. 

We hope that our feelings and the feelings of the majority of the residents of Plumpton 
and Plumpton Green NOT to allow this site to be developed, will seriously be taken into 
consideration before the decision is made. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Gill Pratt < >

Sent: 31 October 2018 21:52

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Traveller Site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

We object to the proposed Gypsy site for the following reasons. 

 

If when planning permission was refused a few years back due to it being considered dangerous 

for access and unsafe for pedestrian access to the village, what has changed! If it wasn’t regarded 

suitable for houses  

. 

 

 

 

The owner of the industrial Brickworks Site which is tenanted to a number of small business 

premises has apparently said that all her tenants have said ‘to a man’ that, they  will leave the site, 

hardly  conducive to local employment! 

 

Will we still keep our wonderful village store and Post Office!! 

 

The Parish Council were asked to produce a development plan to provide potential housing , and 

the site chosen for the travellers settlement was not included in the plan because it was not 

considered appropriate. 

 

We are concerned that the development proposed will set a precedent for any further 

development for the field in the future. Will  there be any safeguards to stop this. 

 

We were told at the meeting in Plumpton that there are two managed sites in Sussex, one in 

Maresfield and the other on the outskirts of Lewes,  Bridies Tan. This site is not close to shops or 

schools! So why have we been told that Plumpton is the only possible area that is suitable for the 

development of a permanent Gypsy/Traveller site. 

 

We hope that our feelings and the feelings of the majority of the residents of Plumpton and 

Plumpton Green NOT to allow this site to be developed,  will seriously be taken into consideration 

before the decision is made. 

 

Peter and Gill Pratt. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/360/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/360 

Name: Jean M Rainger 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Re: Proposed Permanent Gypsy & Travellers Site at Plumpton Green 

I wish to voice my feelings against the proposed planning of the above as being totally 
unsuitable for families. 

Plumpton Green is a village in the middle of a very rural area. The nearest towns are 
approximately 7, 5 and 6 miles away. Transport to any of the nearest towns is very, very 
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limited. Burgess Hill has a bus travelling only twice a week!!! The Lewes – Haywards 
Heath bus service is every two hours with no buses at the weekend. Plumpton has, very 
recently, lost one of its hourly train services. Therefore, travelling in and out of the village 
is very difficult. 

Any medical help is also several miles away, getting to medical help for a family is not 
easy. 

Finally, I don't actually know whether the local school is full to capacity, but I expect it is 
or very close to full capacity. 

To place families in Plumpton Green is ill-advised. With a County the size of East 
Sussex there is, surely, a more suitable area to place families closer to towns. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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1st October 2018 

 

Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

LEWES   BN7 1AB 

 

 

Dear Sirs, 

 

Re:  Proposed Permanent Gypsy & Travellers Site at Plumpton Green 

 

I wish to voice my feelings against the proposed planning of the above as being totally unsuitable for 

families. 

 

Plumpton Green is a village in the middle of a very rural area.   The nearest towns are approximately 

7, 5 and 6 miles away.   Transport to any of the nearest towns is very, very limited.   Burgess Hill has 

a bus travelling only twice a week!!!   The Lewes – Haywards Heath bus service is every two hours 

with no buses at the weekend.   Plumpton has, very recently, lost one of its hourly train services.   

Therefore, travelling in and out of the village is very difficult. 

 

Any medical help is also several miles away, getting to medical help for a family is not easy. 

 

Finally, I don’t actually know whether the local school is full to capacity, but I expect it is or very 

close to full capacity. 

 

To place families in Plumpton Green is ill-advised.   With a County the size of East Sussex there is, 

surely, a more suitable area to place families closer to towns. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Mrs J M Rainger 
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Representation ID: REP/373/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/373 

Name: Alan Robinson 

Organisation: The St Helena Farm Partnership 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: St Helena Farm 
St Helena Lane 
Plumpton Green 
BN7 3DH 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  
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Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Alan Robinson <
Sent: 04 November 2018 21:37
To: ldf
Cc: anita.emery@plumpton.co.uk
Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
The St Helena Farm Partnership, St Helena Farm, St Helena Lane Plumpton Green BN7 3DH wishes to submit its 

observations and objections to the proposed Gypsy Site next to the Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green. 
 
 

 The proposal would completely change the character and rural setting of St Helena Lane and the lane down 
to Plumpton Green from the Plough Inn. 

 

 The nature of the proposal to have both permanent and mobile homes situated on the site will inevitably 
create an untenable amount of vehicle movements. 

 

 The vehicle movements, as pointed out above, will occur at all hours of the day and night notwithstanding 
the fact that the council would impose movement restrictions to certain times, which in practice would not 
be monitored satisfactorily, no matter how well intentioned the District Council might be. 

 

 Although views are not a reason to be taken into consideration for planning, it is important to be aware of 
the concerns of the neighbouring properties and the unfair devaluation of their homes. 

 

 Regardless of any approval to use the site in an orderly manner, by virtue of mobile vehicles the site will 
become a hotchpotch of unsightly, unregulated positioning. 

 

 By nature of the site, and the flexibility of the proposal, it could in all probability, become a far larger 
development than at present envisaged.  

 

 By virtue of the change of use from agricultural land, it could lead to a substantial permanent housing 
development which would be quite unacceptable in such a precious rural landscape. 

 

 The occupants of ten caravans would put an enormous strain on local services, particularly the school.  
 
We trust that the above points will be taken into consideration. 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
Alan L. Robinson 
 
Partner.  
 
 
 

 
 
Alan Robinson 
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Representation ID: REP/374/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/374 

Name: Mark and Carolyn Robinson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We would like to add our names to the list of those objecting to the proposed traveller 
sites in Plumpton Green. It makes little sense to change an agricultural field, already 
turned down for residential land development, into a residential place for travellers and 
gypsies. The site is outside the village, with no paths, and so unsafe to walk to the 
village from there. Given that the village school is supposed to be one of the many 
reasons why the site has been proposed, there is no safe way to get children there, 
other than by car. The village already has an action plan and at the time of submitting it, 
had not been identified as somewhere for travellers to reside. We urge you to identify 
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and build on a site where they have access to proper and existing facilities rather than 
on the fringes of small village where the location lacks needed amenities. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From:

Sent: 04 November 2018 14:13

To: ldf

Cc: Mum

Subject: Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs,  

 

We would like to add our names to the list of those objecting to the proposed traveller sites in 

Plumpton Green. 

 

It makes little sense to change an agricultural field, already turned down for residential land 

development, into a residential place for travellers and gypsies.  

 

The site is outside the village, with no paths, and so unsafe to walk to the village from there. 

Given that the village school is supposed to be one of the many reasons why the site has been 

proposed, there is no safe way to get children there, other than by car. 

 

The village already has an action plan and at the time of submitting it, had not been identified 

as somewhere for travellers to reside. 

 

We urge you to identify and build on a site where they have access to proper and existing 

facilities rather than on the fringes of small village where the location lacks needed 

amenities.  

 

Kind regards, 

 

Mark & Carolyn Robinson 
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Representation ID: REP/377/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/377 

Name: Alan Rogers 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, 
since this will have detrimental effect on the whole village. Plumpton is a green field site 
in a quiet location; the proposed Gypsy would damage the rural character of the village. 

The village agree to an expansion of the village under the neighbourhood plan, this is 
outside of the scope of the agreed plan and therefore should not be built. 

As it is a dangerous site which has already been refused planning permission for 
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residential houses, due to the busy road, therefore why should a Gypsy site be any less 
dangerous? This is 60 MPH country road and any access in or out of the site would be 
very hazardous, the with the likelihood of accidents on an already dangerous road. 

There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village 
by foot would be dangerous for anyone living on the site. I have driven on this to road 
many times and it would work to put a foot path is going to very difficult as new drainage 
coverts would be required, resiting of telephone poles would need to happen and where 
the verge is next to someone hedge the land would need to be purchased. Also during 
this work access to Plumpton using this road would be very restricted as this will 
required barriers to placed on the road protecting the workmen. 

If the footpath was going to use the road therefore restricting the width of the road, this 
will make the road even more dangerous as presently there is room for two cars or a 
lorry and a car, restricting the width would cause major congestion issues as cars will 
not be able to pass properly. 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, I 
have been told that all 19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the 
Gypsy site goes ahead. Which means a loss of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss 
of business to the local shop. The Brickworks landlord also would lose all their income, 
as it is very unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once 
the area has become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further 
planning . Once there, who would be responsible for 
containing and managing this site? 

At a village meeting the council was asked how much this would cost and there were not 
prepared. However, with the purchase of the land , the legal costs, the building costs, 
implementing of the footpath and the management of the site, these costs are going to 
be considerable. How does Lewes Council have the resources to fund the purchase of 
the land and conversion to the Gypsy site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being 
made to services? I consider this is a very bad use of our Council Tax. 

There must be more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, instead of 
potentially ruining this Village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From: Alan cxcxczx < >

Sent: 22 October 2018 20:09

To: ldf

Subject: Fw: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN 

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

 

From: Alan cxcxczx  

Sent: 22 October 2018 19:08 

To: ldf@lewses.gov.uk 

Subject: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN  

Subject: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, since this will have detrimental effect on the whole village. Plumpton is 

a green field site in a quiet location; the proposed Gypsy would damage the rural character of the village. 

 

The village agree to an expansion of the village under the neighbourhood plan, this is outside of the scope of the agreed plan and therefore should not be 

built.  

 

As it is a dangerous site which has already been refused planning permission for residential houses, due to the busy road, therefore why should a Gypsy site 

be any less dangerous? This is 60 MPH country road and any access in or out of the site would be very hazardous, the with the likelihood of accidents on an 

already dangerous road. 
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There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village by foot would be dangerous for anyone living on the site. I have 

driven on this to road many times and it would work to put a foot path is going to very difficult as new drainage coverts would be required, resiting of 

telephone poles would need to happen and where the verge is next to someone hedge the land would need to be purchased. Also during this work access to 

Plumpton using this road would be very restricted as this will required barriers to placed on the road protecting the workmen.  

 

If the footpath was going to use the road therefore restricting the width of the road, this will make the road even more dangerous as presently there is room 

for two cars or a lorry and a car, restricting the width would cause major congestion issues as cars will not be able to pass properly.  

 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, I have been told that all 19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks 

would leave, if the Gypsy site goes ahead. Which means a loss of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss of business to the local shop. The Brickworks landlord 

also would lose all their income, as it is very unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once the area has become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, 

either via further planning  Once there, who would be responsible for containing and managing this site? 

 

At a village meeting the council was asked how much this would cost and there were not prepared. However, with the purchase of the land , the legal costs, 

the building costs, implementing of the footpath and the management of the site, these costs are going to be considerable. How does Lewes Council have 

the resources to fund the purchase of the land and conversion to the Gypsy site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being made to services? I consider this 

is a very bad use of our Council Tax.  

 

There must be more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, instead of potentially ruining this Village. 
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Representation ID: REP/378/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/378 

Name: Catherine Rogers 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am emailing to object about the proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton Green. This will have 
a negative effect on this quiet country village, by damaging the rural character of the 
village. 

This site had already been refused planning permission for residential houses, as it is 
dangerous due to the 60 MPH busy country road. Therefore this site is also dangerous 
for a gypsy site. Access to the site would be hazardous, and there would be a risk of 
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accidents on this dangerous road. Also the site is dangreous because there is no 
pavement or street lighting for access to the site or to the village by foot. 

The Gypsy site would have a negative effect on Plumpton Green's economy. Apparently 
all 19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the Gypsy site goes 
ahead. This totals a loss of approximately 50 jobs in the area and the Brickworks 
landlord would lose all their income, as it is unlikely that they would attract other 
businesses to the area. There would also be loss of business to the local shop. 

The site is proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans, however once the area has 
become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further planning  

 Once there who would be responsible for containing and 
managing this site? 

How does Lewes Council have the resources to fund the purchase of the land and 
conversion to the Gypsy site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being made to 
services? I consider this is a very bad use of our Council Tax. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Catherine Rogers < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 10:27

To: ldf

Subject: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

 

 

 

 

 

I am emailing to object about the proposed Gypsy site in Plumpton Green. This will have a negative effect 

on this quiet country village, by damaging the rural character of the village. 

 

This site had already been refused planning permission for residential houses, as it is dangerous due to the 

60 MPH busy country road. Therefore this site is also dangerous for a gypsy site. Access to the site would 

be hazardous, and there would be a risk of accidents on this dangerous road. Also the site is dangreous 

because there is no pavement or street lighting for access to the site or to the village by foot.  

 

The Gypsy site would have a negative effect on Plumpton Green's economy. Apparently all 19 businesses 

presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the Gypsy site goes ahead. This totals a loss of 

approximately 50 jobs in the area and the Brickworks landlord would lose all their income, as it is unlikely 

that they would attract other businesses to the area. There would also be loss of business to the local 

shop.  

 

The site is proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans, however once the area has become a Gypsy site it 

is likely that it would expand, either via further planning Once there who 

would be responsible for containing and managing this site? 

 

How does Lewes Council have the resources to fund the purchase of the land and conversion to the Gypsy 

site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being made to services? I consider this is a very bad use of our 

Council Tax. 

 

Regards 

 

Catherine Rogers  
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Representation ID: REP/379/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/379 

Name: Christine Rogers 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, 
since this will have detrimental effect on the whole village. Plumpton is a green field site 
in a quiet location; the proposed Gypsy would damage the rural character of the village. 

As it is a dangerous site which has already been refused planning permission for 
residential houses, due to the busy road, therefore why should a Gypsy site be any less 
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dangerous? This is 60 MPH country road and any access in or out of the site would be 
very hazardous, the with the likelihood of accidents on an already dangerous road. 

There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village 
by foot would be dangerous for anyone living on the site. 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, I 
have been told that all 19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the 
Gypsy site goes ahead. Which means a loss of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss 
of business to the local shop. The Brickworks landlord also would lose all their income, 
as it is very unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once 
the area has become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further 
planning  Once there who would be responsible for 
containing and managing this site? 

How does Lewes Council have the resources to fund the purchase of the land and 
conversion to the Gypsy site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being made to 
services? I consider this is a very bad use of our Council Tax. 

There must be more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, instead of 
potentially ruining this Village. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Christine Rogers 

Sent: 21 October 2018 11:18

To: ldf

Subject: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I wish to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, since this will have 

detrimental effect on the whole village. Plumpton is a green field site in a quiet location; the proposed 

Gypsy would damage the rural character of the village. 

 

As it is a dangerous site which has already been refused planning permission for residential houses, due to 

the busy road, therefore why should a Gypsy site be any less dangerous? This is 60 MPH country road and 

any access in or out of the site would be very hazardous, the with the likelihood of accidents on an already 

dangerous road. 

 

There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village by foot would be 

dangerous for anyone living on the site.  

 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, I have been told that all 

19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the Gypsy site goes ahead. Which means a 

loss of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss of business to the local shop. The Brickworks landlord also 

would lose all their income, as it is very unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once the area has 

become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further planning  

 Once there who would be responsible for containing and managing this site? 

 

How does Lewes Council have the resources to fund the purchase of the land and conversion to the Gypsy 

site, when funding is so tight and cuts are being made to services? I consider this is a very bad use of our 

Council Tax. 

 

There must be more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, instead of potentially ruining this 

Village. 

 

Mrs Christine Rogers 
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Representation ID: REP/380/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/380 

Name: Timothy Rogers 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I want to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, 
since this will have bad effect on Plumpton Green. Plumpton is a green field site in a 
quiet location; the proposed Gypsy would damage the rural character of the village. 

I noticed the proposed site is at the bottom of a hill near to a pond, there is a likelihood 
of flooding. 
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Also the site has already been refused planning permission for residential houses, due 
to the dangerous busy road.This is 60 MPH country road and any access in or out of the 
site would be very hazardous, the with the possibility of accidents on an already 
dangerous road. 

There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village 
by foot would be dangerous for anyone living on the site. If a new footpath was being 
built it would be very expensive and make the already narrow/dangerous road worse. 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, 
apparently all 19 businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the Gypsy 
site goes ahead. Which means a loss of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss of 
business tax. The Brickworks landlord also would lose all their income, as it is very 
unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once 
the area has become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further 
planning . Once there who would be responsible for 
containing and managing this site? 

This is a very bad use of our Council Tax, when Lewes has very limited funds. 

There must be a more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, rather than 
Plumpton Green. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Tim Rogers 

Sent: 04 November 2018 14:28

To: ldf

Subject: Re: OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED GYPSY SITE IN PLUMPTON GREEN

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I want to object to the proposed Gypsy site at the top of Station Rd, Plumpton Green, since this will have 

bad effect on Plumpton Green. Plumpton is a green field site in a quiet location; the proposed Gypsy 

would damage the rural character of the village. 

 

I noticed the proposed site is at the bottom of a hill near to a pond, there is a likelihood of flooding. 

 

Also the site has already been refused planning permission for residential houses, due to the dangerous 

busy road.This is 60 MPH country road and any access in or out of the site would be very hazardous, the 

with the possibility of accidents on an already dangerous road. 

 

There is no pavement or street lighting meaning that access to the site or to the village by foot would be 

dangerous for anyone living on the site. If a new footpath was being built it would be very expensive and 

make the already narrow/dangerous road worse. 

 

The Gypsy site would have a very damaging effect on Plumpton Green's economy, apparently all 19 

businesses presently at the Old Brickworks would leave, if the Gypsy site goes ahead. Which means a loss 

of about 50 jobs in the area and also loss of business tax. The Brickworks landlord also would lose all their 

income, as it is very unlikely that they would attract other businesses to the area. 

 

Although it is only proposed as 5 pitches for up to 10 caravans (5 static/5 mobile) once the area has 

become a Gypsy site it is likely that it would expand, either via further planning  

 Once there who would be responsible for containing and managing this site? 

 

This is a very bad use of our Council Tax, when Lewes has very limited funds. 

 

There must be a more suitable site that could be considered elsewhere, rather than Plumpton Green. 

 

Mr Timothy J Rogers 
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Representation ID: REP/384/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/384 

Name: Nick Rse 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 

Representation: 

We object on the following grounds:-  

'The site is a greenfield site outside the boundary of Plumpton Green village itself, and 
the rural nature of this area would inevitably be compromised by the addition of the 
proposed 5 permanent pitches and toilet block.  
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'There is no main drainage to the site and no prospect of such being installed. This will 
require the installation of a sewage treatment plant. The restricted size of the site for the 
number of residents, the heavy clay soil and the low-lying position and, therefore, likely 
high water table, mean it would be impractical to install a soakaway that meets the 
requirements of BS 6297:2007 and discharge must, therefore, be to the stream to the 
south of the site. This discharges into the Longford Stream, home of several protected 
species. As proposed, there will be no resident warden on the site and no individual 
resident responsible for the running of the sewage treatment plant. It is likely that any 
failure of the plant causing a non-compliant discharge will not become apparent to the 
residents until long after the failure.  

'The 21 businesses at The Old Brickworks feel that they would want to relocate, or, at 
least, that additional security measures would be necessary. Loss of such businesses 
would be a major blow to the local economy.  

'As the site is for travellers, it is inevitable that large, cumbersome, slow-moving and 
possibly muddy and slippery towed units will frequently enter and leave the site. This 
means the requirements for a safe entrance need to be more stringent than for any other 
entrance to the road and this will be difficult to achieve.  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Find an alternative site that does not have the above problems 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/386/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/386 

Name: Sharon Sansom 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We feel that the proposed site in Plumpton green has not been thought about for the 
safety of 

People either living on the site or people passing the site. We have no street lights in 
Plumpton 

And there are no speed restrictions on the road going up to the plough public house or 
down into the village . Visibility at twilight is very restrictive . 

Plumpton as a village is growing at such a rate and we feel that this site should have 
been added to the neighbourhood plan and not just another add on 
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This is a greenfield site and therefore should remain one . 

Does the council have enough money set aside to maintain this development as we 
think 

This could be costly and ongoing 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sharon Sansom 
Sent: 05 November 2018 18:27
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed gypsy site in Plumpton green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

We feel that the proposed site in Plumpton green has not been thought about for the safety of 
People either living on the site or people passing the site. We have no street lights in Plumpton 
And there are no speed restrictions on the road going up to the plough public house or down into 
the village . Visibility at twilight is very restrictive .  
Plumpton as a village is growing at such a rate and we feel  that this site should have been added 
to the neighbourhood plan and not just another add on 
 
This is a greenfield site and therefore should remain one . 
 
Does the council have enough money set aside to maintain this development as we think This 
could be costly and ongoing  
 
Regards.     Mr and Mrs  Sansom  
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/387/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/387 

Name: Lee Saunders 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 

Representation: 

This is a green field site in a quiet location and the proposed site would damage the 
Rural character of the village and fail to preserve the open space. Also the site was not 
included and allocated in the neighbourhood plan. And there is also inadequate 
pedestrian access to the village. No footpath. Therefore dangerous to both pedestrians 
and car drivers especially at night when not light. 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

No development should be allowed. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/388/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/388 

Name: D Scarlett 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to point out my personal concerns and questions regarding the above 
proposal and the introduction of Gypsies and/or Travellers into our village community. 

* The term "Gypsy" is used but will any people privileged to have residential access to 
this site be  Gypsies or will they all be  Travellers a contradiction of terms if 
they are to become residents on this site.  

 
  

* Have the effects on the community been properly considered and is it felt that the infra 
structure is appropriate bearing in mind the heavy plant and large caravans some of 
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these families have. Will the village Primary School be expected to accommodate 
children from these families often on a short term basis and the disruption that can 
bring? Has the School been consulted?  

* It is stated that there will be 5 permanent caravan pitches. Who will manage this and 
has there been any consideration that there could very soon, very very soon be an influx 
of other Travellers encroaching on the surrounding field area? Should this happen who 
will be charged with the task of ensuring the site is returned to 5 pitches? We are all 
aware of reports by the media that it can take a long, long time to remove encroachers 
and can be unpleasant with Police involvement. The village can do without this.  

* How is the development of this site being funded?  

* Should the toilet block within the proposal be  freezes up during 
winter months who is responsible for its maintenance and for any repairs and what 
becomes of the Travellers toiletry needs in the meantime?  

* Will there be any control by Lewes District Council  
 

 
  

* Have you considered the effects on the businesses adjacent to the proposed site, the 
village shop and the 2 local pubs and have they been consulted?  

* If, heaven forbid, this proposal was to go ahead and it clearly doesn't work will LDC be 
prepared to step in,  and return things to how they were?  

* This plan has never been mentioned in the Neighbourhood Plan 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: D SCARLETT < >
Sent: 31 October 2018 14:04
To: ldf
Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Proposal for Gypsy and Travellers Site in Plumpton Green Dear Sirs I would like to point out my 
personal concerns and questions regarding the above proposal and the introduction of Gypsies 
and/or Travellers into our village community. 
•The term “Gypsy” is used but will any people privileged to have residential access to this site be 

Gypsies or will they all be  Travellers a contradiction of terms if they are to become 
residents on this site.  

  
•Have the effects on the community been properly considered and is it felt that the infra structure 
is appropriate bearing in mind the heavy plant and large caravans some of these families have. 
Will the village Primary School be expected to accommodate children from these families often on 
a short term basis and the disruption that can bring? Has the School been consulted? 
•It is stated that there will be 5 permanent caravan pitches. Who will manage this and has there 
been any consideration that there could very soon, very very soon be an influx of other Travellers 
encroaching on the surrounding field area? Should this happen who will be charged with the task 
of ensuring the site is returned to 5 pitches? We are all aware of reports by the media that it can 
take a long, long time to remove encroachers and can be unpleasant with Police involvement. The 
village can do without this. 
•How is the development of this site being funded? 
•Should the toilet block within the proposal be  freezes up during winter 
months who is responsible for its maintenance and for any repairs and what becomes of the 
Travellers toiletry needs in the meantime? 
•Will there be any control by Lewes District Council  

 
 

•Have you considered the effects on the businesses adjacent to the proposed site, the village 
shop and the 2 local pubs and have they been consulted?  
•If, heaven forbid, this proposal was to go ahead and it clearly doesn’t work will LDC be prepared 
to step in,  and return things to how they were? 
•This plan has never been mentioned in the Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Regards 
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Representation ID: REP/389/GT01/A 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/389/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/389 

Name: Gordon Scourfield 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I was horrified to learn of your intention to provide the above site with 5 permanent 
caravan pitches. 

Before moving to the tranquil village of Plumpton Green, we lived in north Brighton. 

During that time, I had personal experience of these people. 

While working in Asda Hollingbury, I experienced first hand  
 

I also witnessed the  from both Patcham and 
Ditchling Road grass land. 
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My wife who currently works part time in a restaurant in Patcham has also experienced 
first hand  

Namely:  
 

 
 

 

 

This village has a lot of elderly vulnerable residents. For you to allow this to go ahead 
will give them unfair potential stress. 

Incidentally, If you push this through, I think the "5 pitches" will treble by the time their 
"Family and friends" turn up. 

If you insist on proceeding along this route, you should hold a meeting with all residents 
and take their true feelings into account. 

* This is without consideration of the detrimental impact on nearby housing 
developments. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: GORDON SCOURFIELD 

Sent: 24 September 2018 07:49

To: ldf

Cc: office@lewesconservatives.com

Subject: Proposed permanent Gypsy and Travellers site adjacent to "The Old Brickworks" in 

Plumpton Green.

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I was horrified to learn of your intention to provide the above site with 5 permanent caravan pitches. 

 

Before moving to the tranquil village of Plumpton Green, we lived in north Brighton. 

 

During that time, I had personal experience of these people. 

While working in Asda Hollingbury, I experienced first hand  

I also witnessed the  from both Patcham and Ditchling Road grass land. 

 

My wife who currently works part time in a restaurant in Patcham has also experienced first hand  

. 

Namely:  

 

 

 

 

 

This village has a lot of elderly vulnerable residents. For you to allow this to go ahead will give them unfair potential 

stress. 

 

Incidentally, If you push this through, I think the "5 pitches" will treble by the time their "Family and friends" turn up. 

 

If you insist on proceeding along this route, you should hold a meeting with all residents and take their true feelings 

into account. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

Gordon Scourfield. 

 

PS. This is without consideration of the detrimental impact on nearby housing developments. 
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Representation ID: REP/389/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/389 

Name: Gordon Scourfield 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Further to my Email to you dated 24th April 2018 objecting to the above proposed Gypsy 
site where I listed my personal experiences with Gypsies (which you will view as 
discriminatory, but based on my experiences are the real world) 

I would also object for the following reasons. 

1) Perceived decline in property values and potential buyers possibly being put off. 

2) Assuming children will be on the site, there's a danger of walking to the village centre 
as there is no walkway and is outside of the 30mph speed limit on a bending road. 

3) This was not included in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Representation ID: REP/389/GT01/B 

 

  
 

4) I would not be surprised if a lot of the adjacent businesses moved away fearing loss 
of customers and increased security needs. 

Finally, I would have thought that any proposed site must cover all health and safety 
issues for the occupants including schools, Doctors Surgeries etc plus reliable regular 
transport. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: GORDON SCOURFIELD 

Sent: 19 October 2018 12:02

To: ldf

Cc: office@lewesconservatives.com

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site In Plumpton Green.

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Further to my Email to you dated 24th April 2018 objecting to the above proposed Gypsy site 

where I listed 

 

my personal experiences with Gypsies (which you will view as discriminatory, but based on my 

experiences are the real world) 

 

I would also object for the following reasons. 

 

1) Perceived decline in property values and potential buyers possibly being put off. 

 

2) Assuming children will be on the site, there's a danger of walking to the village centre as there 

is no walkway and is outside of the 30mph speed limit on a bending road. 

 

3) This was not included in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

4) I would not be surprised if a lot of the adjacent businesses moved away fearing loss of 

customers and increased security needs. 

 

Finally, I would have thought that any proposed site must cover all health and safety issues for the 

occupants including schools, 

 

Doctors Surgeries etc plus reliable regular transport. 
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Representation ID: REP/391/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/391 

Name: John Sheeran 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to comment on the section of Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 relating to gypsy 
and traveller accommodation on land south of the Plough. 

This is an objection on several grounds, some of which are detailed below. 

The location is unsuitable: 

The location is on an unlit country lane with no pavement to local amenities. This would 
be dangerous for any future residents without motor transport, particularly the young and 
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Representation ID: REP/391/GT01 

 

  
 

elderly. 

I gather Highways have objected in the past to this site and there is no reason why such 
objections should not also prevail now. 

This development will be ribbon developement - past applications for further linear 
development of the village has been discouraged and refused as contrary to the letter 
and spirit of planning regulations. This is no different. On this basis alone it should be 
refused. Approval would be discriminatory against all other previous proposals for further 
ribbon development. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: John Sheeran 

Sent: 04 November 2018 22:09

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

I wish to comment on the section of Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 relating to gypsy and traveller 

accommodation on land south of the Plough.  

 

This is an objection on several grounds, some of which are detailed below.  

 

 

The location is unsuitable: 

 

 

The location is on an unlit country lane with no pavement to local amenities. This would be dangerous for 

any future residents without motor transport, particularly the young and elderly.  

 

 

I gather Highways have objected in the past to this site and there is no reason why such objections should 

not also prevail now.  

 

 

This development will be ribbon developement - past applications for further linear development of the 

village has been discouraged and refused as contrary to the letter and spirit of planning regulations. This is 

no different. On this basis alone it should be refused. Approval would be discriminatory against all other 

previous proposals for further ribbon development.  

 

 

Regards  

John Sheeran 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

John 
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Representation ID: REP/392/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/392/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/392 

Name: Louise Sheeran 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to comment on the section of Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 relating to gypsy 
and traveller accommodation on land south of the Plough. 

Traffic in Plumpton Green has increased a lot since I moved to the village 14 years ago. 
The village has many parked cars all the way up through the village making it difficult to 
get through at times. Increasing this traffic by having additional traffic from travellers with 
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Representation ID: REP/392/GT01 

 

  
 

caravans is undesirable. Furthermore, the junction at the top of Station Road, by the 
Plough, has very limited visibility making pulling out with caravans difficult. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Louise Sheeran < >

Sent: 04 October 2018 12:46

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Hello, 

 

I wish to comment on the section of Lewes District Local Plan Part 2 relating to gypsy and traveller 

accommodation on land south of the Plough.  

 

Traffic in Plumpton Green has increased a lot since I moved to the village 14 years ago. The 

village has many parked cars all the way up through the village making it difficult to get through at 

times. Increasing this traffic by having additional traffic from travellers with caravans is 

undesirable. Furthermore, the junction at the top of Station Road, by the Plough, has very limited 

visibility making pulling out with caravans difficult.  

 

Kind regards, Louise Sheeran 
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Representation ID: REP/393/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/393 

Name: Nicola Shefras 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write in connection with the above, I have examined the policy, know the site well and I 
wish to express my concern and object strongly to Lewes District Council's proposal to 
provide 5 permanent travellers pitches on the land south of the Plough, Plumpton Green 
as outlined in their Policy GT01 within the LDC Local Plan, Part 2 - Site Allocations and 
Development Policies Pre-submission Document September 2018. 
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Representation ID: REP/393/GT01 

 

  
 

Plumpton is a dispersed settlement where development proposals should be considered 
very carefully as they could ruin the character of the village and the protection of visual, 
natural and archaeological qualities must be considered. Whilst I understand and 
appreciate that the government has a requirement to provide suitable housing and 
accommodation however this should not be to the detriment to; travelling families that 
will live there, the countryside or existing neighbouring communities and businesses. 

I object to this proposal based upon the following points: 

I. The proposed siting of the development is particularly ill-considered: it is on a 
greenfield site. This would set a new and dangerous precedence on future housing and 
other accommodation developments within the county, and for other village 
neighbourhood plans going forward. Furthermore, the site is appreciated by many 
villagers, locals and tourists alike, and building here would diminish the striking view, 
and the natural beauty and charm of the area would be immediately impacted. 
Something seems sorely wrong when the only site proposed is a green field site. 

II. With regards to development of land that has previously been refused planning, it 
begs the question of what future developments might happen on this green field site, or 
indeed within the wider county. Again, this sets a dangerous precedence for additional 
development of the site or potential other types of development in future years. 

III. The core policy criteria appears to have changed to accommodate this site. Local 
Plan Part 1 judged that there were no suitable pitches for allocation, yet in the ensuing 
Core Policy 3 criteria, land south of the Plough, Plumpton Green did not have the 
highest score and consequently, was not the most appropriate location for gypsy and 
travellers' pitches. Strangely, it now appears to be the only choice within East Sussex 
and Lewes District Council proposals. 

IV. Cost to develop such a green field site is considerable. Of great concern is the fact 
that Lewes District Council is already suffering funding cuts and tasked with making 
additional ones. To buy, develop and then to create an infrastructure solely to provide 5 
permanent travellers pitches on a green field site with zero amenities seems highly 
unfitting and a huge waste of resource under an already heaving budget. 

V. The lack of a footpath, as well as safe access for pedestrians and disabled people 
needs to taken into consideration. 

VI. There are no amenities in the area within walking distance, and traffic would 
increase. 

VII. The local biodiversity and wildlife would be immediately and detrimentally impacted 
by the proposed development of this 0.69-hectare green field site (in GT01). 

VIII. This site will have a direct impact on the local economy and trade and commerce 
with many businesses in The Old Brickworks adjacent to the site having expressed their 
wish to leave the area should the site be approved. 

I understand that the Parish Council ,and much of the local community share these 
concerns and hope that they will be treated with the due consideration that they deserve. 

Page  1353



Representation ID: REP/393/GT01 

 

  
 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further clarification. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Planning Policy Team  
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
BN7 1AB 
 
17th October 2018 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Re: LDC Local Plan 2 Policy GT01 – Land South of the Plough, Plumpton Green 
 
I write in connection with the above, I have examined the policy, know the site well and I wish to 
express my concern and object strongly to Lewes District Council’s proposal to provide 5 
permanent travellers pitches on the land south of the Plough, Plumpton Green as outlined in their 
Policy GT01 within the LDC Local Plan, Part 2 - Site Allocations and Development Policies Pre-
submission Document September 2018.  
 
Plumpton is a dispersed settlement where development proposals should be considered very 
carefully as they could ruin the character of the village and the protection of visual, natural and 
archaeological qualities must be considered.  Whilst I understand and appreciate that the 
government has a requirement to provide suitable housing and accommodation however this 
should not be to the detriment to; travelling families that will live there, the countryside or existing 
neighbouring communities and businesses.   
 
I object to this proposal based upon the following points:  
 

I. The proposed siting of the development is particularly ill-considered: it is on a greenfield 
site.  This would set a new and dangerous precedence on future housing and other 
accommodation developments within the county, and for other village neighbourhood 
plans going forward.  Furthermore, the site is appreciated by many villagers, locals and 
tourists alike, and building here would diminish the striking view, and the natural beauty 
and charm of the area would be immediately impacted.  Something seems sorely wrong 
when the only site proposed is a green field site.   

II. With regards to development of land that has previously been refused planning, it begs 
the question of what future developments might happen on this green field site, or indeed 
within the wider county.  Again, this sets a dangerous precedence for additional 
development of the site or potential other types of development in future years. 

III. The core policy criteria appears to have changed to accommodate this site.  Local Plan Part 
1 judged that there were no suitable pitches for allocation, yet in the ensuing Core Policy 3 
criteria, land south of the Plough, Plumpton Green did not have the highest score and 
consequently, was not the most appropriate location for gypsy and travellers’ pitches.  
Strangely, it now appears to be the only choice within East Sussex and Lewes District 
Council proposals.    

IV. Cost to develop such a green field site is considerable.  Of great concern is the fact that 
Lewes District Council is already suffering funding cuts and tasked with making additional 
ones.  To buy, develop and then to create an infrastructure solely to provide 5 permanent 
travellers pitches on a green field site with zero amenities seems highly unfitting and a 
huge waste of resource under an already heaving budget. 

V. The lack of a footpath, as well as safe access for pedestrians and disabled people needs 
to taken into consideration.    

VI. There are no amenities in the area within walking distance, and traffic would increase. 
VII. The local biodiversity and wildlife would be immediately and detrimentally impacted by 

the proposed development of this 0.69-hectare green field site (in GT01). 
VIII. This site will have a direct impact on the local economy and trade and commerce with 

many businesses in The Old Brickworks adjacent to the site having expressed their wish to 
leave the area should the site be approved. 
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I understand that the Parish Council ,and much of the local community share these concerns and 
hope that they will be treated with the due consideration that they deserve.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further clarification. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Nicola Shefras 
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Representation ID: REP/394/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/394 

Name: Orry Sheridan 

Organisation: Heritage Testing 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am writing to put forward my objection to the proposed gypsy site in Plumpton Green. 

I have worked at the Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green for over five years and if this site 
goes ahead then in all likelihood I would lose my job. The director of my company has 
already stated that he will move his business on to another location if this happens, and 
as a result my job is in real jeopardy. 

I also feel that the site would ruin the rural setting of the area - In and age where new 
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Representation ID: REP/394/GT01 

 

  
 

developments are springing up left right and centre, Plumpton Green is one of the few 
areas left that has been unspoiled by the housing development industries insatiable 
appetite for profit over coservation. It would be completely out of character with the area 
and would stick out loike a sore thumb! Also, there would be the potential for the site to 
expand rapidly. Planning permision for an estate would never be granted, so why is this 
any different? 

I am also informed that as a result of the site there would be increased security at the 
old brickworks - this would be very disruptive / intrusive to our daily lives, and I value the 
privacy that this industrial estate provides. 

One other concern is that to my knowledge it would be incredibly difficult to control what 
happens on the site - indeed, are the council going to be able to manage the gypsy 
community?  

 
. Because of this I think that the overall community would 

end up segregated and divided,  
. 

In Summary, I think that this proposal is fraught with negativity and potential problems, 
and I hope that the to decision to stop the development of the site from proceeding is 
made so that both communities can continue to do what is best for them in the long run. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From:

Sent: 05 November 2018 11:00

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green - Objection

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing to put forward my objection to the proposed gypsy site in Plumpton Green. 
 
I have worked at the Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green for over five years and if this site goes 
ahead then in all likelihood I would lose my job. The director of my company has already stated 
that he will move his business on to another location if this happens, and as a result my job is in 
real jeopardy.  
 
I also feel that the site would ruin the rural setting of the area - In and age where new 
developments are springing up left right and centre, Plumpton Green is one of the few areas left 
that has been unspoiled by the housing development industries insatiable appetite for profit over 
coservation. It would be completely out of character with the area and would stick out loike a 
sore thumb! Also, there would be the potential for the site to expand rapidly. Planning permision 
for an estate would never be granted, so why is this any different?  
 
I am also informed that as a result of the site there would be increased security at the old 
brickworks - this would be very disruptive / intrusive to our daily lives, and I value the privacy 
that this industrial estate provides. 
 
One other concern is that to my knowledge it would be incredibly difficult to control what happens 
on the site - indeed, are the council going to be able to manage the gypsy community?  

 
Because of this 

I think that the overall community would end up segregated and divided,  
 

 
In Summary, I think that this proposal is fraught with negativity and potential problems, and I 
hope that the to decision to stop the development of the site from proceeding is made so that 
both communities can continue to do what is best for them in the long run. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Orry Sheridan 
Laboratory Manager 
 
Heritage Testing Ltd. 
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Representation ID: REP/395/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/395/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/395 

Name: Sarmed Sheridan 

Organisation: Vista Partitions Ltd 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to formally object to Policy GT01. 

I am the director of a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which we brought 
from the UK to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the UAE, 
we have developed and patented several innovative partitions products that have been 
extremely well received in the UAE and have the potential to revolutionise the partitions 
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market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we took our products into 
Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established as the leading 
partitions systems. 

We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much 
research we selected The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and 
this is where we have registered our UK division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company 
number 11456768). We have strong environmental and sustainability policies and we 
feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It also suits the 
'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of 
being sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is 
perfectly placed for us and there is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a 
racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, customers and visitors both from 
the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute substantially to 
the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources. 

If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly 
not wish to base our business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller 
site. The reasons for this are: 

* It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks 
and change the rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this 
would not be conducive to our desired company image and needs as stated above.  

* We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of Policy 
GT01) to be suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that the 
current level of security would have to be increased substantially in order to provide 
reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. This would change the character of 
The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less attractive site for us.  

* When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we 
inspected the local Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local 
need, requirement or provision for a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden 
proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District Council was a surprise to us and 
does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community.  

* The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the only 
available site" out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice - certainly not 
the best site on the list. Would it not be better to wait for a better site to be put forward 
so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather than being the "only available site"?  

* We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site 
to include more permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more 
damage. Given that it was chosen because it was "the only available site" rather than 
the best site for both the proposed occupants and the local community, we feel that 
there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave the way for 
future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave 
the way for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the 
green belt and the local community and businesses - and the gypsy and traveller 
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community itself. 

Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has 
the potential to bring employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having 
spent so much time planning our launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we 
look for a new sales centre however will have no alternative if Policy GT01 - Land south 
of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial potential for harm to the 
local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and Plumpton 
Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five 
remaining permanent pitches. 

For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 - 
Land south of The Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable 
site is available. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Sarmed Sheridan 
Sent: 05 November 2018 23:08
To: ldf
Subject: Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies DPD - Pre-Submission version - Comment on Policy GT01 - 
Land south of The Plough

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added, GT01, Vanessa to 
deal with

Subject: Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD ‐ 
Pre‐Submission version ‐ Comment on Policy GT01 ‐ Land south of The Plough 
 
I wish to formally object to Policy GT01. 
I am the director of a successful partitions company, Vista Systems which we brought from the UK to the 
United Arab Emirates (UAE) several years ago. Whilst in the UAE, we have developed and patented several 
innovative partitions products that have been extremely well received in the UAE and have the potential 
to revolutionise the partitions market worldwide. We are now looking further afield and when we took our 
products into Egypt they were extremely well received and quickly became established as the leading 
partitions systems. 
We now wish to bring our innovative patented products back to the UK. After much research we selected 
The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green as our sales centre and this is where we have registered our UK 
division "Vista Partitions Limited" (company number 11456768). We have strong environmental and 
sustainability policies and we feel that The Old Brickworks in Plumpton Green suits our ethical policies. It 
also suits the 'green' image that we wish to portray to our customers both in the UK and abroad of being 
sited amongst "England's pleasant pastures". This 'soft' commercial site is perfectly placed for us and there 
is even an attractive public house (The Plough) and a racetrack nearby where we could take our investors, 
customers and visitors both from the UK and abroad. Our business will employ local people and contribute 
substantially to the local economy, without making a huge impact on local resources.  
 
If Policy GT01 were to go ahead we would have to look elsewhere, we would certainly not wish to base our 
business adjacent adjacent to the proposed gypsy and traveller site. The reasons for this are: 
 
1. It would destroy the open 'greenfield' space immediately adjacent The Old Brickworks and change the 
rural character and setting of the immediate locality and we feel that this would not be conducive to our 
desired company image and needs as stated above. 
2. We have assessed the current security at The Old Brickworks (in the absence of Policy GT01) to be 
suitable for our needs. Should Policy GT01 be approved, we feel that the current level of security would 
have to be increased substantially in order to provide reassurance for our insurers, workers, and investors. 
This would change the character of The Old Brickworks dramatically and would make it a much less 
attractive site for us. 
3. When we assessed Plumpton Green as a viable base for our sales operations, we inspected the local 
Neighbourhood plan and there was no mention whatsoever of a local need, requirement or provision for a 
permanent Gypsy and Traveller site. This sudden proposed allocation at short notice by Lewes District 
Council was a surprise to us and does not appear to be in keeping with the wishes of the local community.
4. The dubious main reason for allocation of Policy GT01 appears to be that it is "the only available site" 
out of a list of many, and it was a rather mediocre choice ‐ certainly not the best site on the list. Would it 
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not be better to wait for a better site to be put forward so that it can be allocated on its own merit rather 
than being the "only available site"? 
5. We feel that the allocation Policy GT01 paves the way for future expansion of the site to include more 
permanent gypsy and traveller pitches, which will cause even more damage. Given that it was chosen 
because it was "the only available site" rather than the best site for both the proposed occupants and the 
local community, we feel that there is a very real danger that inclusion of Planning Policy GT01 will pave 
the way for future expansion on exactly the same basis. Bad planning on a smaller scale will pave the way 
for more bad planning on a large scale, with associated detrimental effect on the green belt and the local 
community and businesses ‐ and the gypsy and traveller community itself. 
 
Our business will not only bring many positive aspects to the local community but has the potential to 
bring employment to the Lewes and East Sussex area in general. Having spent so much time planning our 
launch, I do not wish to have further delays whilst we look for a new sales centre however will have no 
alternative if Policy GT01 ‐ Land south of The Plough is approved. We feel that there is substantial 
potential for harm to the local character, setting, economy, and community of The Old Brickworks and 
Plumpton Green simply so that Lewes District Council can 'tick the box' and fulfil their five remaining 
permanent pitches. 
 
For the above reasons we would urge Lewes District Council to remove "Policy GT01 ‐ Land south of The 
Plough" from their Local Plan Part 2 and to wait until a more suitable site is available. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Sarmed Sheridan  
Director 
Vista Systems (UAE) / Vista Partitions Ltd (UK) 

 

UK Manager: Daniel Booth, mobile:‐ 07904965332, Email:‐ daniel@vistasystems.co 
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Representation ID: REP/396/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/396/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/396 

Name: Eli Sheridan 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I am 18 years old and have spent most my time growing up in Plumpton, so I care very 
much for the village. I am concerned about the potential creation of a permanent gypsy 
site in Plumpton. I also work at the Plumpton Brickworks, if the gypsy site was to go 
ahead so close to the brickworks and the Plough pub, this may affect all of the local 
businesses and tourism which will affect the economy of Plumpton. The proposed site is 
adjacent to the brickworks and all of the businesses that operate here  

 the company I work for is even considering relocation, which will have a direct 
impact on my job; I am therefore afraid that as a result of this I will lose my job.  
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Representation ID: REP/396/GT01 

 

  
 

 
 

 Plumpton is well known for its beautiful scenery, adding a 
permanent traveller site will change the character and landscape which will put off the 
many cyclists, walkers and other tourists who use Plumpton and its pubs (including the 
Plough pub) as a focal point for their country walks and visits. In my opinion I believe 
that the negatives outweigh the positives of this decision and that providing an area of 
land for five families in this particular location is not suitable. If possible I would 
appreciate if you would not publish my personal details. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Eli Sheridan < >

Sent: 02 November 2018 10:50

To: ldf

Subject: Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site allocations and Development

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear planning, policy team 

I am 18 years old and have spent most my time growing up in Plumpton, so I care very much for the 

village. I am concerned about the potential creation of a permanent gypsy site in Plumpton. I also work at 

the Plumpton Brickworks, if the gypsy site was to go ahead so close to the brickworks and the Plough pub, 

this may affect all of the local businesses and tourism which will affect the economy of Plumpton. The 

proposed site is adjacent to the brickworks and all of the businesses that operate here have  

 the company I work for is even considering relocation, which will have a direct impact on my 

job; I am therefore afraid that as a result of this I will lose my job.  

 

 

 

Plumpton is well known for its beautiful scenery, adding a permanent 

traveller site will change the character and landscape which will put off the many cyclists, walkers and 

other tourists who use Plumpton and its pubs (including the Plough pub) as a focal point for their country 

walks and visits. In my opinion I believe that the negatives outweigh the positives of this decision and that 

providing an area of land for five families in this particular location is not suitable. If possible I would 

appreciate if you would not publish my personal details.  

Many thanks, Eli  
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Representation ID: REP/398/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/398/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/398 

Name: Rosalie Sinclair-Smith 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Having lived 60 years in  I have seen the 
village expand enormously. Already the Village plan includes many more houses + the 
congestion by the shop on the brow of the hill is getting dangerous. 

The road through Plumpton is narrow, with a pavement also narrow and only on the 
west side which stops before the hill going up towards The Plough Inn. 

It is essential for wild life + especially pollinating insects, to leave meadows where ever 
possible for their use. Many recent farming methods have had detrimental effect on bees 
+ other insects, resulting in our having to import more food. 

We ignore the fact to our detriment that insects are in decline the world over. (Radio 4 
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Representation ID: REP/398/GT01 

 

  
 

Farming today) + are in decline warming does not help. 

I have no objection to Travellers, it is the isolated site + we would not be able to get to 
know them. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/405/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/405/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/405 

Name: Susan Smyth 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to object to the proposed Travellers site in Plumpton Green on two counts... 

First...The site is on a very busy road, with no pavement or lighting, and as a driver I 
would find it very difficult to see walkers on the road, especially in the dark 
evenings...the Travellers would be obliged to walk to the village or the pub and I can 
foresee a very dangerous situation... 
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Representation ID: REP/405/GT01 

 

  
 

Second...It would be necessary to build a sewage facility which would not be in keeping 
with a rural site, and would be very expensive to build...who is going to pay for it? 

I hope you will take my very strong objection into consideration and find an alternative 
site which is in a more suitable area. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Susan Smyth 

Sent: 29 September 2018 16:54

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Travellers site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

I would like to object to the proposed Travellers site in Plumpton Green on two counts... 

 

First...The site is on a very busy road, with no pavement or lighting, and as a driver I would find it 

very difficult to see walkers on the road, especially in the dark evenings...the Travellers would be 

obliged to walk to the village or the pub and I can foresee a very dangerous situation... 

 

Second...It would be necessary to build a sewage facility which would not be in keeping with a 

rural site, and would be very expensive to build...who is going to pay for it? 

 

I hope you will take my very strong objection into consideration and find an alternative site which 

is in a more suitable area. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Susan Smyth 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Representation ID: REP/406/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/406/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/406 

Name: Barnaby Smythe 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Please note my objections below to the proposed permanent Gypsy / Traveller site to 
the north of Plumpton Green, as outlined in Policy GT01: 

* Access - The proposed access to the site is located on a stretch of road where the 
national speed limit (60mph) applies. Visibility is very limited and in my opinion entrance 
to, and more importantly exit from the site via the proposed access point would be 
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Representation ID: REP/406/GT01 

 

  
 

extremely dangerous, as cars regularly travel down that stretch of road at speeds in 
excess of 60mph. I can speak with some authority as I have lived for the last 4 years in 
Sevelands Farm, which is located about 100m north of the proposed access point, on 
the same stretch of road. It would be particularly dangerous to manoeuvre large 
caravans in and out through the proposed access point.  

* Sustainability - The proposed site is situated approximately 650m north of the village. 
As mentioned above, the national speed limit (60mph) applies to the stretch of road 
between the proposed site and the village. There is no footpath until you reach the 
village and there is no street lighting. Therefore, access to the village by foot is 
dangerous, especially at night or in low visibility conditions. Whilst there is a bus stop 
located approximately 150m to the north of the site, the service is very infrequent. This 
would mean that the vast majority of access to the village would need to be by vehicle, 
which would increase traffic congestion in the village. I understand that this site has 
previously been deemed unsuitable for residential development and I see no reason why 
that should be any different now? In fact it could be construed to be discriminatory to the 
Gypsy & Traveller community to suggest that a site which is deemed unsuitable for 
others to live on, is suitable for them.  

* Impact on Local Economy - the proposed site lies immediately adjacent to the Old 
Brickworks, a business park which is home to 21 small local businesses. I have spoken 
to the owner of the Old Brickworks and she has informed me that all 21 of her tenants 
have strongly suggested that they would look to relocate their businesses in the event 
that the Gypsy / Traveller site was implemented. Were this to happen, it would have an 
extremely negative effect on the local economy. In the event that some businesses 
remained (or indeed new businesses took over the leases),  

 
 In addition to the 

Old Brickworks, the Plough pub is situated some 200m north of the proposed site and 
there is a genuine concern that if the Gypsy / Traveller site was approved, it would result 
in a significant loss of earnings for the Plough. 

I would be most grateful if you could acknowledge receipt via return email. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

Page  1376



1

Thea Davis

From: Barney Smythe 
Sent: 20 October 2018 12:05
To: ldf
Cc: Annabelle Smythe; Smythe, Barney
Subject: Consultation Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations & 

Development Management Policies DPD - Pre-Submission version

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

Policy GT01 - Land South of the Plough 

 

Please note my objections below to the proposed permanent Gypsy / Traveller site to the north of Plumpton 

Green, as outlined in Policy GT01: 

 

 Access - The proposed access to the site is located on a stretch of road where the national speed limit 

(60mph) applies. Visibility is very limited and in my opinion entrance to, and more importantly exit 

from the site via the proposed access point would be extremely dangerous, as cars regularly travel 

down that stretch of road at speeds in excess of 60mph. I can speak with some authority as I have 

lived for the last 4 years in Sevelands Farm, which is located about 100m north of the proposed 

access point, on the same stretch of road. It would be particularly dangerous to manoeuvre large 

caravans in and out through the proposed access point. 

 Sustainability - The proposed site is situated approximately 650m north of the village. As 

mentioned above, the national speed limit (60mph) applies to the stretch of road between the 

proposed site and the village. There is no footpath until you reach the village and there is no street 

lighting. Therefore, access to the village by foot is dangerous, especially at night or in low visibility 

conditions. Whilst there is a bus stop located approximately 150m to the north of the site, the service 

is very infrequent. This would mean that the vast majority of access to the village would need to be 

by vehicle, which would increase traffic congestion in the village. I understand that this site has 

previously been deemed unsuitable for residential development and I see no reason why that should 

be any different now? In fact it could be construed to be discriminatory to the Gypsy & Traveller 

community to suggest that a site which is deemed unsuitable for others to live on, is suitable for 

them. 

 Impact on Local Economy - the proposed site lies immediately adjacent to the Old Brickworks, a 

business park which is home to 21 small local businesses. I have spoken to the owner of the Old 

Brickworks and she has informed me that all 21 of her tenants have strongly suggested that they 

would look to relocate their businesses in the event that the Gypsy / Traveller site was implemented. 

Were this to happen, it would have an extremely negative effect on the local economy. In the event 

that some businesses remained (or indeed new businesses took over the  

 

 In addition to the Old 

Brickworks, the Plough pub is situated some 200m north of the proposed site and there is a genuine 

concern that if the Gypsy / Traveller site was approved, it would result in a significant loss of 

earnings for the Plough. 

 

I would be most grateful if you could acknowledge receipt via return email. 

 

Yours faithfully, 
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Barnaby Smythe 
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Representation ID: REP/407/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/407/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/407 

Name: N Southin 

Organisation: Eagle Boat Windows 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: sales@eagleboatwindows.co.uk 

Address: Unit 19, THe Old Brickworks 
Station Road 
Plumpton Green 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

We, Eagle Boat Windows, are writing to express our strong objection to Lewes District 
Council's proposal to create a permanent gypsy and traveller site on land south of the 
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Representation ID: REP/407/GT01 

 

  
 

Plough in Plumpton Green.  

'The proposed site is adjacent to our business premises which is located in the Old 
Brickworks industrial area.  

'In August 2017 we took ownership of Eagle Boat Windows, which specialises in the 
refurbishment of marine windows and hatches, and chose to site the business in the Old 
Brickworks, Plumpton Green.  

'We were pleased to find these business units available as we liked the location, its 
accessibility for suppliers and the quality of the other businesses on site.  We felt that 
this location would be a place that customers would be happy to leave their items and 
presented the right image for our company.  

'If the proposed Gypsy site had been in place in 2017 we would not have chosen these 
premises. Whilst we are being asked to believe that a Gypsy site poses no risk to 
security this is not necessarily everyone's perception and thus we are concerned that 
customers will choose to take their business elsewhere.  

 
 

 
  

we would need to make alterations to the fabric 
of our premises to  however this is not viable given that they are old 
timber buildings. We would therefore move our business from Plumpton Green.  

'There is a great sense of business community and support for each other here at the 
Old Brickworks. From discussions that have already taken place we understand that 
other businesses will also move away. Once more we are concerned that due to public 
perception, the Old Brickworks will not be a site that business owners would choose to 
move to, leaving empty units and that sense of business community will be lost. This will 
impact numerous other local businesses that benefit from trade with businesses on the 
Old Brickworks site including the post office, the village shop, couriers, hauliers, pubs, 
etc.  

'We fail to see how placing a permanent Gypsy site next to business premises fits with 
LDC's aims to encourage and support small local businesses and provide appropriate 
business premises. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Lewes District Council need to re-examine available sites throughout the Lewes District. 
It appears to us from LDS's presentation at the recent Plumpton Parish Council (PPC) 
meeting that this was the only site that got re-examined, then reduced in size and further 
re-examined to try and make it fit their requirement. Why was this not done for all 
potential sites and then a re-scoring for all sites carried out ? 
 
Furthermore, REP made a comment at the PPC meeting that to find potential sites they 
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Representation ID: REP/407/GT01 

 

  
 

just 'asked around' to see what was available. They even asked at the same meeting if 
anyone knew of any other available sites. This is hardly due diligence. 
 
A proper and thorough search needs to be carried out to identify all potential land (rather 
than just asking around) in LDC. 
 
A full & proper analysis should be carried out similar to the resizing, re-examining and 
rescoring which was done for the Plumpton site. 
 
Then all sites should be rescored and compared. 
 
It beggars belief that this, a large greenfield site should possibly considered for this use 
which will create an eyesore and ongoing risk to all local business and property for years 
to come. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 

 

 

Page  1381



Representation ID: REP/408/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/408/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/408 

Name: Kelvin Speirs 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 
 
 
 
 

Representation: 

The site is available for 10 homes, 1 permanent and one travelling caravan per pitch, 
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Representation ID: REP/408/GT01 

 

  
 

with an unknown number of occupants.  

'Given limited resources how can effective management be guaranteed?  

'At the Plumpton PC meeting, LDC representatives said the speed limit could be 
reduced. ESCC have consistently failed to support Plumpton PC in a speed reduction so 
isn't this a form of prejudice against the resident population?  

'It is unlikely any future occupants, particularly children, would walk to the village 
amenities ( school, shop, recreation ground) because there is no pavement and it is 
about 1 Km distance.  

'This site is a considerable distance from any A roads unlike most other similar sites. 
The one at Maresfield referred to in the Q & A is only a short distance from the A22.  

'The 21 businesses in the adjacent site have already indicated they will leave, which will 
have a detrimental effect on the local economy in terms of jobs and use of local pubs, 
including The Plough Inn and village shop.  

'The site was not identified in the recent Neighbourhood Plan and is a greenfield site in a 
quiet location.  

'The cost is unknown both in terms of purchase and making it usable. How can any 
authority know it is achievable without these details. The authority doesn't have any of its 
own money it is all taxpayers money 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/410/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/410/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/410 

Name: Oliver St John 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to add my objection to the many others you will have received about the 
proposed Gypsy and Travellers' Site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 
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Representation ID: REP/410/GT01 

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
I do not understand why we might 

want to offer them a site which is so far from local amenities when there are already 
existing sites elsewhere in the County. 

As for gaining permission for the site, would a local resident be allowed to set up 5 
permanent pitches for caravans on their property within the Parish? I suspect many 
residents who have tried to create an annex on their property will be watching your 
decision with great interest. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Oliver St.John 

Sent: 24 September 2018 17:36

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy and Travellers' Site Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Sirs 

 

I would like to add my objection to the many others you will have received about the proposed Gypsy and Travellers' 

Site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 I do not understand why we might want to offer them a site which is so far from local 

amenities when there are already existing sites elsewhere in the County. 

 

As for gaining permission for the site, would a local resident be allowed to set up 5 permanent pitches for caravans 

on their property within the Parish? I suspect many residents who have tried to create an annex on their property 

will be watching your decision with great interest. 

 

Best regards 

Oliver St.John 

 

 

 

 

 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
automatic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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Representation ID: REP/411/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/411 

Name: Caroline Standen 

Organisation: LETCHMORE BROILER COMPANY LIMITED 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: The Old Brickworks Industrial Estate & Business Park 
Plumpton Green 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I wish to register that I am very strongly in opposition to the proposed permanent Gypsy 
& Traveller Site on land south of The Plough public house outside Plumpton Green 
Village. 

I am a Director of the Old Brickworks Industrial Estate and Business Park which is sited 
immediately to the south of, and adjacent to, the proposed development. My family have 
owned this site since 1957, and up until 1990 the buildings were used for Broiler 
Breeding, i.e. the production of fertile hatching eggs. By the 1990's the demand for 
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British produce was much reduced owing to competition from cheap imports, and it 
became increasingly hard to secure contracts for continued poultry production. The 
company were granted Change of Use planning consent to convert the redundant 
agricultural buildings at the Old Brickworks into commercial premises. A programme of 
investment has taken place over a period of about twenty years with the farm buildings 
being converted into quality workshops, offices, business units and storage facilities. 
Today there are no less than 21 businesses operating from the Old Brickworks, creating 
a now well established, and thriving business community in our rural area. These 
businesses support about 30 hard-working families, and provide additional valuable 
employment for a further 53 people in our rural community. 

I would like to draw the Council's attention to the following: 

Objection 1. 

Core Policy 4, Encouraging Economic Development and Regeneration which requires 
(among other criteria): 

* The safeguarding of existing employment sites from other competing uses 

* Support for economic growth in rural areas 

ALL THE TENANTS AT THE OLD BRICKWORKS HAVE TOLD ME THAT THEY WILL 
NOT BE WILLING TO STAY ON IF THE NEIGHBOURING FIELD IS TO BE 
DEVELOPED INTO A PERMANENT GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITE. This would not 
only remove a valuable economic resource from our rural community, but would 
seriously jeopardise the possibility of local jobs for the 53 people at present employed at 
The Old Brickworks. You can argue that this is the "wrong" attitude, but it is these 
people's livelihoods that are at stake here. These businesses have specialist equipment, 
valuable precision tools, stocks of chemicals, complicated machinery, 3 phase power 
saws, expensive computers, and custom built vehicles, and they cannot possibly afford 
to ignore the undoubted threat that the proposed development would pose to the site's 
security. If they have to choose between running their businesses next door to a traveller 
site, or moving and being able to operate where there is none, you cannot blame them 
for choosing the latter. I believe that the Council has a duty of care towards these 
individuals, their businesses and the employment they generate. Absolutely the best 
way to safeguard this valuable existing employment resource in our rural area would be 
to relocate the proposed Gypsy & Traveller Site – assuming that there is a genuine need 
for such a development – elsewhere, and well away from any business park or industrial 
estate. 

At the Plumpton Parish Council meeting on 9th October it was apparent that 
representatives from Lewes District Council were trying to make light of the job losses 
that will undoubtedly arise if this proposed development of a permanent Gypsy & 
Traveller site goes ahead. But the reality is this: without any tenants the site will be 
forced to close. On our own payroll, including company directors, office staff, and 
maintenance workers, that will mean 6 redundancies. Many other of our site workforce, 
who live in Plumpton and its immediate surrounds, are currently able to travel to work by 
bicycle or on foot, and would be unable to access their jobs once the Old Brickworks 

Page  1388



Representation ID: REP/411/GT01 

 

  
 

businesses had relocated elsewhere. This is a very real threat to our rural community. 

It is my view that Lewes District Council should be doing all they can to protect this 
minority community of honest hard-working, taxpaying businesses in order to sustain 
economic growth and employment in our rural area. 

Objection 2. 

Core Policy 10, Natural Environment & Landscape Character which requires (among 
other criteria): 

The Green Field Site of the Proposed Development 

6 Maintaining and where possible enhancing the natural, locally distinctive and heritage 
landscape qualities and characteristics of the district etc 

* Maintaining and where possible enhancing local biodiversity resources including 
through maintaining and improving wildlife corridors, ecological networks, and avoiding 
habitat fragmentation in both rural and urban areas. 

The proposed development is in direct conflict with the above criteria of Core Policy 10. 
The field in question is a rather wild and unkempt permanent pasture, situated in an 
attractive rural area, and home to a host of vulnerable wildlife, including (in the 
neighbouring woodland) nightingales and glow worms. Over the past 60 years we have 
done all that we can to protect our existing wildlife and the rural landscape, evidenced by 
our tree planting scheme, the care that we have taken to preserve our areas of 
woodland, and the 48 nest boxes that can be found around our property perimeter. Any 
development would jeopardise the fragile ecosystems that are currently present, 
fragment the habitats of the existing indigenous wildlife, and have a detrimental effect on 
the heritage quality of the landscape. Furthermore, as the immediate neighbour to the 
proposed development, we would have no alternative but to erect two metre high steel 
palisade security fencing around the entire site, and install security lights and CCTV in 
order to try and protect our own property and the property of our tenants, despite the 
detrimental effect this would have on our own rural outlook, let alone the outlook and 
quality of darkness at present enjoyed by our neighbours. Core Policy 3 states that new 
development should not "adversely affect the character of the area" and it is apparent 
that this proposal fails totally in this respect. 

The proposed development is in direct conflict with Core Policies 3 and 10, and is 
therefore totally unsustainable. 

Objection 3. 

Core Policy 11, Built and Historic Environment and High Quality Design which requires 
(among other criteria): 

* The design of the development provides a satisfactory environment for existing and 
future occupants including, in relation to housing development, adequate provision for 
day light, sunlight, privacy, private outdoor space and/or communal amenity areas. 

I consider that the proposed development is also in direct conflict with the above criteria 
of Core Policy 11. The proposed site is for mobile homes and caravans - insubstantial by 
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design in noise insulation - to be situated less than 20 metres away from a busy 
industrial estate yard and business park where there are day long articulated lorry 
movements, bleeping fork lift trucks, and a constant flow of vehicles, trade deliveries and 
general traffic, and where there would be no allowance whatsoever for peace and 
privacy. The site opens at 7am, six days a week, and it is inconceivable that the council 
are proposing a permanent residential development of any sort could be positioned in 
such close proximity to such a busy commercial hub. 

Objection 4. 

Core Policy 6, Retail and Sustainable Town and Local Centres which requires, among 
other criteria: 

3 Support for the rural economy 

4 Support and retention of local shops 

5 Ensure local shopping centres remain a vibrant focus for the local community 

As explained above, we have 21 businesses operating at The Old Brickworks. This 
means that, with office workers and maintenance staff, we have around 70 to 100 
people working on the site each day. All of these people use the local services, the 
pubs, the post office and the village shop, and contribute to village life and our rural 
economy. One of our tenants tells me that his regular bill in the village shop is around 
£1,000 a month. If the proposed development goes ahead then all of these businesses 
will be relocating elsewhere and taking with them the revenue that they are currently 
contributing to the local economy. Far from being in support of Core Policy 4, this 
proposed development would have a devastating effect on the rural economy of 
Plumpton village , on the continued successful operation of our local shop, and may 
possibly even threaten its future operation, thus destroying completely its value as a 
focus for our local community. 

Summary 

To sum up, I object strongly to the proposed development. 

I believe it would have a devastating effect on local employment in a rural area. 

I also believe it would have an equally devastating effect on our rural economy. 

The proposal flies in the face of the above Core Policies, and is therefore totally 
unsustainable. 

If there is a need for more traveller sites, as is alleged, the council must look for other 
more suitable sites. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: Caroline Standen 
Sent: 04 November 2018 21:27
To: ldf
Subject: Lewes DC Plan Part 2 - Policy GT1 - Land south of The Plough, Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

THE OLD BRICKWORKS 
(Company Registration No. 598835) 

The Old Brickworks Industrial Estate & Business Park 
Plumpton Green, Lewes, East Sussex BN& 3DF 
Site Tel: 01273 891110 Office Tel: 01797 260868  

  
  

Planning Policy Team 

Lewes District Council 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex BN7 1AB 

4th November 2018 

To whom it may concern 

Lewes District Council Plan Part 2 
Policy GT1 – Land south of The Plough, Plumpton Green 
I wish to register that I am very strongly in opposition to the proposed permanent Gypsy & Traveller Site on land 

south of The Plough public house outside Plumpton Green Village.  

I am a Director of the Old Brickworks Industrial Estate and Business Park which is sited immediately to the south of, 

and adjacent to, the proposed development. My family have owned this site since 1957, and up until 1990 the 

buildings were used for Broiler Breeding, i.e. the production of fertile hatching eggs. By the 1990’s the demand for 

British produce was much reduced owing to competition from cheap imports, and it became increasingly hard to 

secure contracts for continued poultry production. The company were granted Change of Use planning consent to 

convert the redundant agricultural buildings at the Old Brickworks into commercial premises. A programme of 

investment has taken place over a period of about twenty years with the farm buildings being converted into quality 

workshops, offices, business units and storage facilities. Today there are no less than 21 businesses operating from 

the Old Brickworks, creating a now well established, and thriving business community in our rural area. These 

businesses support about 30 hard‐working families, and provide additional valuable employment for a further 53 

people in our rural community. 

I would like to draw the Council’s attention to the following: 

Objection 1. 

Core Policy 4, Encouraging Economic Development and Regeneration which requires (among other criteria): 

1. The safeguarding of existing employment sites from other competing uses 

2. Support for economic growth in rural areas 

ALL THE TENANTS AT THE OLD BRICKWORKS HAVE TOLD ME THAT THEY WILL NOT BE WILLING TO STAY ON IF THE 
NEIGHBOURING FIELD IS TO BE DEVELOPED INTO A PERMANENT GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITE. This would not only 
remove a valuable economic resource from our rural community, but would seriously jeopardise the possibility of 

local jobs for the 53 people at present employed at The Old Brickworks. You can argue that this is the “wrong” 
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attitude, but it is these people’s livelihoods that are at stake here. These businesses have specialist equipment, 

valuable precision tools, stocks of chemicals, complicated machinery, 3 phase power saws, expensive computers, 

and custom built vehicles, and they cannot possibly afford to ignore the undoubted threat that the proposed 

development would pose to the site’s security. If they have to choose between running their businesses next door to 

a traveller site, or moving and being able to operate where there is none, you cannot blame them for choosing the 

latter. I believe that the Council has a duty of care towards these individuals, their businesses and the employment 

they generate. Absolutely the best way to safeguard this valuable existing employment resource in our rural area 

would be to relocate the proposed Gypsy & Traveller Site – assuming that there is a genuine need for such a 

development – elsewhere, and well away from any business park or industrial estate.  

At the Plumpton Parish Council meeting on 9th October it was apparent that representatives from Lewes District 

Council were trying to make light of the job losses that will undoubtedly arise if this proposed development of a 

permanent Gypsy & Traveller site goes ahead. But the reality is this: without any tenants the site will be forced to 

close. On our own payroll, including company directors, office staff, and maintenance workers, that will mean 6 

redundancies. Many other of our site workforce, who live in Plumpton and its immediate surrounds, are currently 

able to travel to work by bicycle or on foot, and would be unable to access their jobs once the Old Brickworks 

businesses had relocated elsewhere. This is a very real threat to our rural community.  

It is my view that Lewes District Council should be doing all they can to protect this minority community of honest 
hard‐working, taxpaying businesses in order to sustain economic growth and employment in our rural area.  

Objection 2. 

Core Policy 10, Natural Environment & Landscape Character which requires (among other criteria):  

 

The Green Field Site of the Proposed Development 

6 Maintaining and where possible enhancing the natural, locally distinctive and heritage landscape qualities and 

characteristics of the district etc  

7. Maintaining and where possible enhancing local biodiversity resources including through maintaining 

and improving wildlife corridors, ecological networks, and avoiding habitat fragmentation in both rural 

and urban areas. 

The proposed development is in direct conflict with the above criteria of Core Policy 10. The field in question is a 

rather wild and unkempt permanent pasture, situated in an attractive rural area, and home to a host of vulnerable 

wildlife, including (in the neighbouring woodland) nightingales and glow worms. Over the past 60 years we have 

done all that we can to protect our existing wildlife and the rural landscape, evidenced by our tree planting scheme, 

the care that we have taken to preserve our areas of woodland, and the 48 nest boxes that can be found around our 

property perimeter. Any development would jeopardise the fragile ecosystems that are currently present, fragment 
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the habitats of the existing indigenous wildlife, and have a detrimental effect on the heritage quality of the 

landscape. Furthermore, as the immediate neighbour to the proposed development, we would have no alternative 

but to erect two metre high steel palisade security fencing around the entire site, and install security lights and CCTV 

in order to try and protect our own property and the property of our tenants, despite the detrimental effect this 

would have on our own rural outlook, let alone the outlook and quality of darkness at present enjoyed by our 

neighbours. Core Policy 3 states that new development should not “adversely affect the character of the area” and it 

is apparent that this proposal fails totally in this respect.  

The proposed development is in direct conflict with Core Policies 3 and 10, and is therefore totally unsustainable.

Objection 3.  

Core Policy 11, Built and Historic Environment and High Quality Design which requires (among other criteria): 

6. The design of the development provides a satisfactory environment for existing and future occupants 

including, in relation to housing development, adequate provision for day light, sunlight, privacy, private 

outdoor space and/or communal amenity areas.  
I consider that the proposed development is also in direct conflict with the above criteria of Core Policy 11. The 

proposed site is for mobile homes and caravans ‐ insubstantial by design in noise insulation ‐ to be situated less than 

20 metres away from a busy industrial estate yard and business park where there are day long articulated lorry 

movements, bleeping fork lift trucks, and a constant flow of vehicles, trade deliveries and general traffic, and where 

there would be no allowance whatsoever for peace and privacy. The site opens at 7am, six days a week, and it is 

inconceivable that the council are proposing a permanent residential development of any sort could be positioned in 

such close proximity to such a busy commercial hub.  

Objection 4.  

Core Policy 6, Retail and Sustainable Town and Local Centres which requires, among other criteria: 

3 Support for the rural economy 

4 Support and retention of local shops 

5 Ensure local shopping centres remain a vibrant focus for the local community 

As explained above, we have 21 businesses operating at The Old Brickworks. This means that, with office workers 

and maintenance staff, we have around 70 to 100 people working on the site each day. All of these people use the 

local services, the pubs, the post office and the village shop, and contribute to village life and our rural economy. 

One of our tenants tells me that his regular bill in the village shop is around £1,000 a month. If the proposed 

development goes ahead then all of these businesses will be relocating elsewhere and taking with them the revenue 

that they are currently contributing to the local economy. Far from being in support of Core Policy 4, this proposed 

development would have a devastating effect on the rural economy of Plumpton village , on the continued 

successful operation of our local shop, and may possibly even threaten its future operation, thus destroying 

completely its value as a focus for our local community. 

Summary 
To sum up, I object strongly to the proposed development.  
I believe it would have a devastating effect on local employment in a rural area. 
I also believe it would have an equally devastating effect on our rural economy.  
The proposal flies in the face of the above Core Policies, and is therefore totally unsustainable. 
If there is a need for more traveller sites, as is alleged, the council must look for other more suitable sites. 

Yours sincerely 

LETCHMORE BROILER COMPANY LIMITED 

C S Standen 

DIRECTOR 

The Old Brickworks Industrial Estate & Business Park 
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Representation ID: REP/412/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/412 

Name: John Staplehurst 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Dear sirs, please note our objections to your proposed Gypsy and Traveller site for five 
pitches at land south of The Plough, Station Road, Plumpton Green. 

As we understand it this land has had planning turned down before on several grounds 
some being:- 

A lack of infrastructure, i.e. No mains drainage, No mains gas, No street lighting etc. It 
should be noted nothing has changed. 
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It is also a greenfield not previously developed and is not within walking distance of the 
village shop, 

post office or school, there are no footpaths north or south immediately outside the site 
for safe pedestrian use particularly as there's also no street lighting. 

The believe the council have asked if any other suggestive sites were available I 
propose they investigate a plot of land at the junction of Oxbottom Lane and Station 
Road, Newick, grid ref. 50.970986-0.001933 which would be much more suitable as 
their infrastructure has much more to offer with more shops, chemist, post office, bakery, 
doctor's surgery, all accessible by ready-made footpaths or short drive, there is also a 
bus service to main line railway services. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Terms and Conditions as over 

VAT No. 730 3743 56 

Planning Policy Dept.                                                                                                  5th November 2018 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 1AB 
 
Dear sirs, please note our objections to your proposed Gypsy and Traveller site for five pitches at 
land south of The Plough, Station Road, Plumpton Green. 
 
 As we understand it this land has had planning turned down before on several grounds some being:-  
 
A lack of infrastructure, i.e. No mains drainage, No mains gas, No street lighting etc. It should be 
noted nothing has changed. 
 
It is also a greenfield not previously developed and is not within walking distance of the village shop, 
post office or school, there are no footpaths north or south immediately outside the site for safe 
pedestrian use particularly as there’s also no street lighting. 
 
The believe the council have asked if any other suggestive sites were available I propose they 
investigate a plot of land at the junction of Oxbottom Lane and Station Road, Newick, grid ref. 
50.970986-0.001933 which would be much more suitable as their infrastructure has much more to 
offer with more shops, chemist, post office, bakery, doctor’s surgery, all accessible by ready-made 
footpaths or short drive, there is also a bus service to main line railway services.    
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
J. A. & S. A. Staplehurst 
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Representation ID: REP/414/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/414 

Name: Paul Stevens 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

For the reasons set out in the response of Plumpton Parish Council. 

In addition, the underlying needs assessment appears arbitrary, as does the split of sites 
between SDNPA and REP, and the allocation of pitches to Plumpton in the absence of 
any evidence that the site will be used by travellers with a meaningful connection to 
LDC. 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Policy GT01 should be either removed from the document pending a proper 
consideration of the issues, or amended to clearly state that it is draft. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/415/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/415 

Name: Leila Stevens 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

LDC appears to have ignored the requirements of the PPTS in regard to engagement 
with the settled community. 

The site is clearly inappropriate, especially with a site already existing within 3 miles 
(common sense suggests that extension of an existing site is preferable, even if it may 
be in the SDNPA jurisdiction). 
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What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Remove GT01 pending review. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/418/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/418 

Name: Anita Stokes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to formally object to the proposal for a gypsy / traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

My objection is based on the following… 

* The site would create risk for the 20 or so businesses using the neighbouring business 
site at the Old Brickworks.  

* The proposed site was not allocated within the Neighbourhood plan  

* There is no adequate, safe pedestrian footway to the facilities in the village  

* The site is a greenfield site and development of any sort at the extremity of the green 
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space surrounding the village will damage the open space and rural character of the 
village  

* If a precedent for development is set, it provides for further inappropriate expansion at 
later dates which would further damage the green space  

* The affordability of the proposed site will be very poor because it relies on a private 
sale.  

* Development of existing sites would provide a more cost effective solution.  

* Mains services are not in place, nor easily achieved  

* The development would consume a significant taxpayer budget for very modest gain 

Please do not circulate / share any of my personal information. 

I would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Kemp, Emma

From: Anita Stokes 

Sent: 05 November 2018 13:00

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to the proposed gypsy/traveller site in Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir / Madam 

 

 

I write to formally object to the proposal for a gypsy / traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

 

My objection is based on the following… 

 

 

 

• The site would create risk for the 20 or so businesses using the neighbouring business site at the Old Brickworks. 

• The proposed site was not allocated within the Neighbourhood plan 

• There is no adequate, safe pedestrian footway to the facilities in the village 

• The site is a greenfield site and development of any sort at the extremity of the green space surrounding the village will damage the open 

space and rural character of the village 

• If a precedent for development is set, it provides for further inappropriate expansion at later dates which would further damage the green 

space 

• The affordability of the proposed site will be very poor because it relies on a private sale. 

• Development of existing sites would provide a more cost effective solution. 

• Mains services are not in place, nor easily achieved 

• The development would consume a significant taxpayer budget for very modest gain 
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Please do not circulate / share any of my personal information. 

 

I would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email 

 

Yours sincerely 

MA Stokes 

 

 

 

Page  1405



Representation ID: REP/419/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/419/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/419 

Name: David Stokes 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I write to formally object to the proposal for a gypsy / traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

My objection is based on the following… 

* The site would create risk for the 20 or so businesses using the neighbouring business 
site at the Old Brickworks.  

* The proposed site was not allocated within the Neighbourhood plan  

* There is no adequate, safe pedestrian footway to the facilities in the village  
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* The site is a greenfield site and development of any sort at the extremity of the green 
space surrounding the village will damage the open space and rural character of the 
village  

* If a precedent for development is set, it provides for further inappropriate expansion at 
later dates which would further damage the green space  

* The affordability of the proposed site will be very poor because it relies on a private 
sale.  

* Development of existing sites would provide a more cost effective solution.  

* Mains services are not in place, nor easily achieved  

* The development would consume a significant taxpayer budget for very modest gain 

Please do not circulate / share any of my personal information. 

I would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: David Stokes 

Sent: 04 November 2018 09:48

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to the proposed gypsy / traveller site inPlumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir / Madam 

 

 

I write to formally object to the proposal for a gypsy / traveller site in Plumpton Green. 

 

My objection is based on the following… 

 

 

 

• The site would create risk for the 20 or so businesses using the neighbouring business site at the Old 

Brickworks. 

• The proposed site was not allocated within the Neighbourhood plan 

• There is no adequate, safe pedestrian footway to the facilities in the village 

• The site is a greenfield site and development of any sort at the extremity of the green space 

surrounding the village will damage the open space and rural character of the village 

• If a precedent for development is set, it provides for further inappropriate expansion at later dates 

which would further damage the green space 

• The affordability of the proposed site will be very poor because it relies on a private sale. 

• Development of existing sites would provide a more cost effective solution. 

• Mains services are not in place, nor easily achieved 

• The development would consume a significant taxpayer budget for very modest gain 

 

 

 

 

Please do not circulate / share any of my personal information. 

 

I would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email 

 

Yours sincerely 

Dr DT Stokes 
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Representation ID: REP/420/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/420/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/420 

Name: David J Stone 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I strongly object to your intention of establishing a permanent Trvellers Site at Plumpton 
Green, this is a blatant intrusion on Green Belt Land. Once established, I then see it as a 
precedent to further expansion with resultant damage to the environment. I feel that 
there are Brown field sites within the Lewes area which would be far more suitable. 
There will be far more objections from our Parish Council with which I fully concur. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: David J. Stone 

Sent: 28 October 2018 22:39

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy site at Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Sirs 
I strongly object to your intention of establishing a permanent Trvellers Site at Plumpton Green, this is a blatant 

intrusion on Green Belt Land. Once established, I then see it as a precedent to further expansion with resultant 

damage to the environment. I feel that there are Brown field sites within the Lewes area which would be far more 

suitable .There will be far more objections from our Parish Council with which I fully concur. 
David J. Stone  
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Representation ID: REP/421/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/421 

Name: D Stuart 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to register my objection to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site. 

I live on St.Helena Lane directly opposite the gate access to this field. I have no 
knowledge of planning specifics which I understand are the only objections that are 
considered by yourselves. Suffice to say I do not understand why you're even giving any 
consideration since it is 'green belt'. I understand the current owner purchased it with a 
view to obtaining planning permission for any structure to set a president. 

We moved here 15 years ago to be amid countryside and green fields. I really do not 
think the proposed site is suitable for development of any description since it will effect 
the Old Brickworks who currently have 21 businesses that have warned of abandoning 
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the site because of security issues. This will have a profound knock-on effect to the 
economy of the village, the shop and possible locally employed redundancies at the 
Brickworks. 

I strongly urge this proposal be abandoned and more time given to search a more 
suitable site that would offer the occupants more in the way of amenities, i.e. closer to a 
Town and preferably a brown-field site. 

Thank you for your attention. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Debbie Stuart 

Sent: 03 November 2018 14:43

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy/Traveller site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I would like to register my objection to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site. 

I live on St.Helena Lane directly opposite the gate access to this field.  I have no knowledge of 

planning specifics which I understand are the only objections that are considered by yourselves. 

Suffice to say I do not understand why you're even giving any consideration since it is 'green belt'.  

I understand the current owner purchased it with a view to obtaining planning permission for any 

structure to set a president.  

We moved here 15 years ago to be amid countryside and green fields.  I really do not think the 

proposed site is suitable for development of any description since it will effect the Old Brickworks 

who currently have 21 businesses that have warned of abandoning the site because of security 

issues. This will have a profound knock-on effect to the economy of the village, the shop and 

possible locally employed redundancies at the Brickworks. 

I strongly urge this proposal be abandoned and more time given to search a more suitable site 

that would offer the occupants more in the way of amenities, i.e. closer to a Town and preferably a 

brown-field site. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Regards 

Mrs. D.A. Stuart 
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Representation ID: REP/425/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/425/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/425 

Name: Deborah Swaine 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Having reviewed information given to Streat residents by Plumpton Council and the LDC 
website, I wish to strongly object to the above. 

Local villages have been advised to construct a Local Plan the contents of which were 
voted on by residents. I understand no mention was made of Travellers sites in this plan. 
I'm not sure it is possible for LDC to override the plan. 

There is a business park near the proposed site  
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These business bring 
in work to local residents. 

I would have thought that Travellers sites would be best situated in Semi Rural or Urban 
areas. 

National government policy in this area is aimed at ensuring equal and fair treatment of 
travellers "whilst respecting the interests of the settled community". I do not think this 
proposal does the local community 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/426/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/426/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/426 

Name: George Swaine 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a resident of that part of Streat within the boundaries of the South Downs National 
Park (SNDP), my attention has been drawn by our neighbours in Plumpton Parish 
Council to the above proposal. Having reviews relevant available data, I consider this 
matter is likely to adversely affect not only the immediate environs of Plumpton Green, 
but this adjacent SDNP area as well. I wish to record my objection to the proposal. 

General: As I understand it, national government policy in this area is aimed at ensuring 
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fair and equal treatment for travellers, whilst respecting the interests of the settled 
community. Patently the latter requirement is not the case in this instance for the 
following reasons. 

a. Spatial Policy 2 of the Local Plan already shows an allocation of fifty additional 
dwellings within the Plumpton Green area alone, not taking into account additional 
contiguous area housing allocations. 

b. The proposal was not included in the neighbourhood plan 

c. There already exists a business park at or next to the proposed site with a 
considerable economic input to the village and surrounding area economy. 
Unquestionably the development in question will have serious adverse consequences, 
possibly to the extent of complete relocation of affected companies. 

d. From a traffic management viewpoint, the site in question is very close to what is at 
times a busy junction joining Burgess Hill and the A272 at Chailey as well as side roads 
to Wivelsfield and Plumpton Green. Traffic is quite intense at certain times in this very 
rural area and there are no footpaths or pedestrians facilities in the vicinity. 

e. Planning development must take into account the clearly defined distinction between 
urban and rural areas, in the latter case development being acceptable only in clearly 
defined circumstances. when the intrinsic character and beauty of the surrounding area 
is considered, the presumption must be that this should not be disturbed or put more at 
risk than I already is by allowing this proposal to go ahead. 

f. Previous experience indicates that permanent sites of this nature are better sited in 
urban or semi urban areas where the site monitoring required by law is easier to 
enforce, bearing in mind the limited funds available to local authorities. Perhaps some of 
the sites currently under consideration for development in and around Lewes might be 
suitable. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/428/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/428/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/428 

Name: V J Taplin 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Formal Objection to the proposed plans for a permanent Travellers Site. 

Objections are as follows: 

Highway safety: poor visibility onto station road, no footpath access into village 

Environmental Issues: no main drainage, who will monitor site? and control illegal 
movement into site, noise pollution to neighbouring businesses and residents, negative 
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Representation ID: REP/428/GT01 

 

  
 

impact on local pub 'The Plough' 

General Issues: brings no advantages to town, not in character of village, unknown 
number of vans per pitch, rotation of travellers, Drop in house prices 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/429/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/429/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/429 

Name: B Taplin 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 

Representation: 

I would like to make a formal objection to the above proposed plans for a permanent 
Travellers Site at the above address on the grounds of poor visibility onto Station Road 
from the site and the fact that there are no footpaths from the site to the village which 
poses a threat for safety. 

My other concerns are: 

Page  1426



Representation ID: REP/429/GT01 

 

  
 

- That the site is not keeping with the local area visually 

- The fact that although it is a permanent site, the travellers will, as stated in your 
meeting as Plumpton, be moving on from time to time therefore impossible to vet the 
residents on site 

- After attending the meeting at Plumpton I have no confidence in the officer who looks 
after these sites which makes me wonder  

. 

I hope that you take into consideration the concerns of the village make the right 
decision to scrap these plans. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/432/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/432/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/432 

Name: Natalie Taylor 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have thought long and hard before deciding to contact you about this proposal. I am 
against NIMBYism in principle, however I feel that that this proposal is not in the 
interests of the Gypsies and Travellers or the local community. 

Firstly the site proposed is fairly remote and doesn't provide shops and other amenities 
for the travellers to use. Public transport to more affordable and a variety of shops and 
amenities is even more infrequent from this end of the village than in the south end. It is 
a long and fairly dangerous walk to the village shop and school. 

Plumpton Green is a traditional village and has a close community. I fear that gypsies 
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Representation ID: REP/432/GT01 

 

  
 

and travellers will not be made welcome in the community and in the local school. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Natalie Taylor 

Sent: 04 October 2018 10:47

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Permanent Traveller site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

I have thought long and hard before deciding to contact you about this proposal. I am against NIMBYism in 

principle, however I feel that that this proposal is not in the interests of the Gypsies and Travellers or the 

local community. 

 

Firstly the site proposed is fairly remote and doesn't provide shops and other amenities for the travellers 

to use. Public transport to more affordable and a variety of shops and amenities is even more infrequent 

from this end of the village than in the south end. It is a long and fairly dangerous walk to the village shop 

and school. 

 

Plumpton Green is a traditional village and has a close community. I fear that gypsies and travellers will not 

be made welcome in the community and in the local school. 

 

Regards 

 

Natalie Taylor 
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Representation ID: REP/434/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/434 

Name: Rosemary Tether 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I received notice of the proposed traveller site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in 
Plumpton. 

I wish to appeal against this proposal for the following reasons:- 

There is no pedestrian access to the village amenities, which could be extremely 
dangerous for both pedestrians and road users. 

There is very poor access onto Station Road, and with its 60mph speed limit this would 
be an accident waiting to happen. 

The complete lack of services, especially the lack of mains drainage means its not a 
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habitable site. 

This proposed site is outside the development of a greenfield site and well outside the 
village planning envelope. 

My company have only just moved the business from Scaynes Hill to The Old 
Brickworks, bringing in new trade and jobs for the local community, including for myself, 
but sadly due to the risk to the business the owners have stated that they would not be 
prepared to stay on if the proposal were to go ahead, and would have to relocate the 
business elsewhere. 

The other tenants at The Old Brickworks have voiced their intention to leave. This would 
have a marked effect on the economy of the local area. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Richard Tether 

Sent: 02 October 2018 12:16

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to proposed travellers site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sir\Madam 

 

I received notice of the proposed traveller site adjacent to The Old Brickworks in Plumpton. 

 

I wish to appeal against this proposal for the following reasons:- 

 

There is no pedestrian access to the village amenities, which could be extremely dangerous for both pedestrians and road users. 

 

There is very poor access onto Station Road, and with its 60mph speed limit this would be an accident waiting to happen. 

 

The complete lack of services, especially the lack of mains drainage means its not a habitable site. 

 

This proposed site is outside the development of a greenfield site and well outside the village planning envelope.  

 

My company have only just moved the business from Scaynes Hill to The Old Brickworks, bringing in new trade and jobs for the 

local community, including for myself, but sadly due to the risk to the business the owners have stated that they would not be 

prepared to stay on if the proposal were to go ahead, and would have to relocate the business elsewhere. 

 

The other tenants at The Old Brickworks have voiced their intention to leave. This would have a marked effect on the economy 

of the local area. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Rosemary Tether 
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Representation ID: REP/438/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/438 

Name: Drew Timmins 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to raise my concern and object to the proposal for 5 permanent gypsy and 
travellers sites at Plumpton Green. 

- Plumpton Green is a lovely and beautiful village, for which we as owners a property 
have to pay a premium for in order to live here. By putting a number permanent sites by 
the village this have a huge impact on the attractiveness of the village and impact house 
prices. 

- The sites are opposite a number of businesses that have been local to the village for a 
long time. They are valued members of our community  
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- There have been a number of small fights near the local pub over the last few months 
with a small number of travellers who arrive with their dogs on chained leads, this is not 
something that has happened before they have started visiting.  

 
 

 

-  
This is not something that Lewes district council should be inflicting on a very 

respected and lovely village. There are many much more suitable sites, not ones close 
to million pound properties for which people have worked very very hard to afford. 

Please stop with the application and think of the hundreds and hundreds of villagers in 
Plumpton who moved here because it was a  and beautiful place to live. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Drew Timmins < >

Sent: 24 September 2018 17:31

To: ldf

Subject: proposed gypsy and travellers site - Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Hello, 

 

I would like to raise my concern and object to the proposal for 5 permanent gypsy and travellers sites at 

Plumpton Green. 

 

- Plumpton Green is a lovely and beautiful village, for which we as owners a property have to pay a 

premium for in order to live here. By putting a number permanent sites by the village this have a huge 

impact on the attractiveness of the village and impact house prices. 

 

- The sites are opposite a number of businesses that have been local to the village for a long time. They are 

valued members of our community  

 

 

- There have been a number of small fights near the local pub over the last few months with a small 

number of travellers who arrive with their dogs on chained leads, this is not something that has happened 

before they have started visiting.  

 

 

 

- This is 

not something that Lewes district council should be inflicting on a very respected and lovely village. There 

are many much more suitable sites, not ones close to million pound properties for which people have 

worked very very hard to afford. 

 

Please stop with the application and think of the hundreds and hundreds of villagers in Plumpton who 

moved here because it was a and beautiful place to live. 

 

many thanks 

Drew 
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Representation ID: REP/438/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/438 

Name: Drew Timmins 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

Plumpton Green is a beautiful quiet sussex village, where people move to (at a 
premium) because of the friendly and safe atmosphere the locals have worked hard to 
build. 
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Property prices will fall with the introduction of this site, 
yet people have saved up years to be able to afford a place in this beautiful village. 

This is not in the best interest of the village or it's residence, something the council 
NEED to protect if we wish this village to stay  and nice. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

Do not build permanent gipsy sites in a peaceful sussex affluent village!!! 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/447/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/447 

Name: Chris Turner 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Please note that I am writing to state my objection to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site 
which has been earmarked for Plumpton Green. 

I cannot see how this site is at all suitable for a proposal of this nature, the road alone is 
extremely unsafe with vehicles travelling at speeds of 60 miles per hour, there are no 
pavements or street lighting either. Anyone without a car has absolutely no chance of 
settling there as the bus service is non-existent, the local shop is 1 mile away and most 
of the walk there would have to be done potentially in the dark on unlit, unpaved roads, 
the nearest school is even further away and there is no secondary school in the village. 

There is a driver training school situated in the village that specialise in providing training 
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for HGV'S and other large vehicles and their only access is past the proposed site which 
means any access to and from the site would be especially dangerous as these vehicles 
would struggle to pass anyone walking. 

I believe that the government's stance on these sites is that they are not situated close 
to other housing and this is simply not the case here, at the meeting the representative 
of the council stated that the site in Maresfield is in the centre of the village and close to 
housing where it is in fact close to a refuse site and nowhere near any other properties. 

It would appear that this site has been very poorly planned and that Lewes district 
council are tying to shoehorn this through by giving the public very little time to respond 
to the proposal , if LDC are trying to find a site for the travellers surely there is a better 
site that does not put the occupants in danger. 

Having walked close to this land for many years I can also confirm that with the heavy 
rainfall that this area has experienced recently the land does become very waterlogged 
and again this would not make this a viable option for potential habitation on this scale. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Chris Turner < >

Sent: 05 November 2018 18:13

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Traveller/Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sirs, 

 

Please note that I am writing to state my objection to the proposed Gypsy/Traveller site which has been earmarked 

for Plumpton Green. 

 

I cannot see how this site is at all suitable for a proposal of this nature, the road alone is extremely unsafe with 

vehicles travelling at speeds of 60 miles per hour, there are no pavements or street lighting either. Anyone without a 

car has absolutely no chance of settling there as the bus service is non-existent, the local shop is 1 mile away and 

most of the walk there would have to be done potentially in the dark on unlit, unpaved roads, the nearest school is 

even further away and there is no secondary school in the village. 

 

There is a driver training school situated in the village that specialise in providing training for HGV’S and other large 

vehicles and their only access is past the proposed site which means any access to and from the site would be 

especially dangerous as these vehicles would struggle to pass anyone walking. 

 

I believe that the government’s stance on these sites is that they are not situated close to other housing and this is 

simply not the case here, at the meeting the representative of the council stated that the site in Maresfield is in the 

centre of the village and close to housing where it is in fact close to a refuse site and nowhere near any other 

properties. 

 

It would appear that this site has been very poorly planned and that Lewes district council are tying to shoehorn this 

through by giving the public very little time to respond to the proposal , if LDC are trying to find a site for the 

travellers surely there is a better site that does not put the occupants in danger.  

 

Having walked close to this land for many years I can also confirm that with the heavy rainfall that this area has 

experienced recently the land does become very waterlogged and again this would not make this a viable option for 

potential habitation on this scale. 

 

Kind regards  

 

CJ Turner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   

 

 

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email? 
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Representation ID: REP/448/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/448 

Name: Martin Turner 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

1 SCOPE OF THESE COMMENTS 

These comments relate specifically and exclusively to Policy GT01 – Land south of The 
Plough. They are the principal reasons why I object to the proposed development. 

In this instance, the time allowed to consider the policy and make a response has been 
unacceptably short - a matter of a few weeks – and accordingly these hurried comments 
must be submitted today to Lewis District Council. 

However, for me there will remain a serious concern as to how effective and meaningful 
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this rushed and time-pressured consultation exercise can be. 

2 COMMENTS 

2.1 Pedestrian Access 

Access by foot from the proposed site to the local services and facilities of Plumpton 
Green is both impractical and unsafe. 

– a distance of 
about 600 m – there is no pedestrian pavement on the unlit, national speed limit road; at 
one point walkers must traverse an S-bend where drivers are unsighted. 

istance between the proposed site access and the closest of the local facilities 
(the village shop and Post Office) is approximately 1,450 m, a 'round trip' of about 3 km. 

0 
m further north of the site, run only during the working day and on average less 
frequently than every two hours, and not at weekends. 

2.2 Vehicle Access 

Access to the proposed site would be on Station Road – an unlit road with, at that point, 
no local speed restriction - some way north of the entrance to the current Old Brickworks 
industrial park. It would thus be closer to the incline and bend that lie towards South 
Road causing visibility for drivers of southbound vehicles coming from South Road to be 
more restricted. There will be an undoubted impact on road safety. 

2.3 Greenfield Site 

There has recently been much effort expended on finding essential housing 
development sites within the village boundaries. There can be little if any justification for 
allowing residential development on a green field site outside the village to the detriment 
of the rural character – particularly given that there is not even pedestrian access to 
local facilities. 

2.4 Local Economy 

A number of local businesses have announced that they would be compelled to move to 
new premises or close down should the proposed development go ahead; they are 

o all businesses based at The Old Brickworks industrial park (to the south of the 
proposed site), and 

o The Plough Inn – Harvey & Sons – (to the north of the proposed site). 

Should that happen there will inevitably be job losses, and the effect on the local 
economy will undoubtedly be significant. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  
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Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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To: Lewes District Council 
  
From: Martin Turner,  
  
Date: 5th November, 2018 
  
Subject: Comments on “Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies DPD - Pre-Submission version”, 
specifically “Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough” 

 
 
 
 
 
1 SCOPE OF THESE COMMENTS 

These comments relate specifically and exclusively to Policy GT01 – Land south of The 
Plough.  They are the principal reasons why I object to the proposed development.   

 

In this instance, the time allowed to consider the policy and make a response has been 
unacceptably short - a matter of a few weeks – and accordingly these hurried comments 
must be submitted today to Lewis District Council.   

 

However, for me there will remain a serious concern as to how effective and meaningful this 
rushed and time-pressured consultation exercise can be.   

 

 

2 COMMENTS 

2.1 Pedestrian Access 

Access by foot from the proposed site to the local services and facilities of Plumpton Green 
is both impractical and unsafe.   

 Between the proposed site access and the northern edge of the village – a distance 
of about 600 m – there is no pedestrian pavement on the unlit, national speed limit 
road; at one point walkers must traverse an S-bend where drivers are unsighted.  

 The distance between the proposed site access and the closest of the local facilities 
(the village shop and Post Office) is approximately 1,450 m, a ‘round trip’ of about 3 
km.  

 Buses (with the service under some threat of closure) from a stop approximately 180 
m further north of the site, run only during the working day and on average less 
frequently than every two hours, and not at weekends.  
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2.2 Vehicle Access 

Access to the proposed site would be on Station Road – an unlit road with, at that point, no 
local speed restriction - some way north of the entrance to the current Old Brickworks 
industrial park.  It would thus be closer to the incline and bend that lie towards South Road 
causing visibility for drivers of southbound vehicles coming from South Road to be more 
restricted.  There will be an undoubted impact on road safety.   

 

2.3 Greenfield Site 

There has recently been much effort expended on finding essential housing development 
sites within the village boundaries.  There can be little if any justification for allowing 
residential development on a green field site outside the village to the detriment of the 
rural character – particularly given that there is not even pedestrian access to local facilities.   

 

2.4 Local Economy 

A number of local businesses have announced that they would be compelled to move to 
new premises or close down should the proposed development go ahead; they are  

o all businesses based at The Old Brickworks industrial park (to the south of the 
proposed site), and  

o The Plough Inn – Harvey & Sons – (to the north of the proposed site).   

Should that happen there will inevitably be job losses, and the effect on the local economy 
will undoubtedly be significant.  
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Representation ID: REP/449/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/449 

Name: April Turville 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I'm a new resident to Plumpton Green. 

We moved to the village from Brighton this weekend. The village itself is lovely and quiet 
and has a great village feel to it. 

We have been informed that you are proposing a permanent gypsy and travellers site 
south of the plough pub. 

Me and my family would strongly disagree with this site going ahead. 

It would be lovely to keep this village as it is. 
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If this site goes ahead I would worry the  
caravans would be an eye saw. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Thea Davis

From: April Turville < >
Sent: 24 September 2018 15:40
To: ldf
Subject: Objecting to the traveller site- Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Hello,  

 

I'm a new resident to Plumpton Green. 

We moved to the village from Brighton this weekend. The village itself is lovely and quiet and has a great 

village feel to it.  

 

We have been informed that you are proposing a permanent gypsy and travellers site south of the plough 

pub.  

 

Me and my family would strongly disagree with this site going ahead.  

It would be lovely to keep this village as it is.  

 

If this site goes ahead I would worry  would be an 

eye saw.  

 

Regards  

Miss April Turville  

  

 

 

 

 

 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Representation ID: REP/456/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/456 

Name: Jacqui and Stuart Wallis 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

I am a resident of Plumpton and wish to make representations in relation to proposed 
Policy GT01 on the basis that it is not "sound", and in particular in that it is not positively 
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prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy. 

The reasons are listed below 

B: Policy Requirements 

6. Provision for traveller sites ought to comply with the requirements of the Department 
for Communities and Local Government "Planning Policy for traveller sites" dated 
August 2015 ("PPTS"). This accompanies the March 2012 National Planning Policy 
Framework and must be taken into consideration in preparing local plans and making 
planning decisions. 

The government's overarching aim is stated to be "to ensure fair and equal treatment for 
travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers 
while respecting the interests of the settled community". 

"to enable provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure" 

This aim is elaborated upon at paragraph 13 PPTS as follows: 

"Local planning policies should ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, 
socially, and environmentally. Local planning authorities should therefore ensure that 
their policies: 

a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local 
community 

b) promote, in collaboration with commissioners of health services, access to 
appropriate health services 

c) ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis 

d) provide a settled base that reduces both the need for long- distance travelling and 
possible environmental damage caused by unauthorised encampment 

e) provide for proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality (such as 
noise and air quality) on the health and well being of any travellers that may locate there 
or on others as a result of new development 

f) avoid placing pressure on local infrastructure and services 

g) do not locate sites in areas at risk of high flooding, including functional floodplains, 
given the particular vulnerability of caravans 

h) reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles (whereby some travellers live and work 
from the same location thereby omitting many travel to work journeys) can contribute to 
sustainability" 

Paragraph 25 PPTS states in terms that LPAs should "very strictly limit new traveller site 
developments in open countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside 
areas allocated in the development plan". 

Further, paragraph 26 PPTS states that weight should be attached to inter alia "effective 
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use of previously developed (brownfield) untidy or derelict land". 

The commentary states as follows: 

"ESCC Highway Authority assessed two potential access points, the first fronting St 
Helena Lane, west of the site, and the second from Station Road in the east, at an 
existing field entrance in the south east corner of the site. 

……. The achievement of required visibility splays on Station Road is also a highway 

concern due to … obstructions from a bus shelter, slight curve and uphill gradient of 

road to the north of the considered access point. 

Due to the site's rural and isolated location it is over a kilometre from a Primary Route 
Network. 

The village of Plumpton Green, as a local village, to the south of the site has some key 
services including primary school, convenience store and post office. Further services 
can be accessed via bus from within 800m of the site, or bus and train from Plumpton 
Green. 

….. 

The main constraint to development of this site is the lack of suitable access as the 
required visibility splays are not considered achievable. The site is also considered 
isolated in terms of access to facilities. 

E:Assessment of the Site 

The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). 

E.1Transport 

The nearest bus stop is almost 1km away, along a busy road without pavements or 
lighting. 

There is only one bus every 2 hours from the relevant bus stop, on schooldays only, 
using Route 166. The earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. 
Services to Haywards Heath also run at limited times, with the earliest departure being 
at 07.58 and the latest 18.13. 

Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again 
along a busy road without pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the 
beginning of the main section of Plumpton Green, but there are no lights at all in the 
village. 

E.2 Access to facilities 

As was acknowledged within the Assessment, the Site is isolated in terms of access to 
facilities. 

Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience 
store/post office. Both are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey 
again being along a busy road without pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit 
pavements. 
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From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School 
to the site in the afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 

There is no senior school in Plumpton Green. Access to secondary education cannot be 
readily achieved from the Site due to (1) its isolated nature; (2) limited services from the 
nearest bus stop; and (3) the lengthy walk to the nearest train station. 

The convenience store/post office is far too expensive for a weekly shop. The nearest 
branches of major supermarkets such as Tesco and Aldi are in Lewes, a journey or 
around 30 minutes using the 166 bus route, which as stated above operates every 2 
hours on schooldays only. 

The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton 
train station, taking a train into Lewes, walking circa 0.5km from Lewes train station to 
the supermarket and then taking the same journey back carrying shopping. 

E.3Access to Healthcare and welfare facilities 

The nearest GP's surgery which is accessible using route 166 is in Hassocks. The 
journey means changing at the bottom of Plumpton Lane in order to use the 167 bus. 

The nearest alternative surgery is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by taking 
the train or bus into Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery. 

The nearest hospital offering antenatal care is on the outskirts of Lewes, again 
necessitating a 30 minute journey on the 166 bus (on schooldays only). 

Welfare facilities are not available in Plumpton Green. 

E.4 Access to employment infrastructure 

There are none, or none significant, employment opportunities in Plumpton Green or 
Plumpton. Access to employment infrastructure is also adversely affected by the isolated 
nature of the Site and limited public transport referred to in Sections E.1 to E.4 above. 

E.5Flood Risk 

The Site is in an area with between a 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year flood risk. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Jacqui Wallis < >

Sent: 04 November 2018 18:40

To: ldf

Cc: Stuart Wallis

Subject: Policy GT01 proposed site for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople - 

Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

SUMMARY OF REPRESENATIONS 

IN RELATION TO LEWES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

LOCAL PLAN PART 2: SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT 

MANAGEMENT POLICIES – PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT POLICY GT01 

PROPOSED SITE FOR GYPSY, TRAVELLER AND TRAVELLING SHOWPEOPLE 

AT LAND SOUTH OF THE PLOUGH IN PLUMPTON GREEN 

I am a resident of Plumpton and wish to make representations in relation to proposed Policy GT01 on the basis 

that it is not “sound”, and in particular in that it is not positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent 

with national policy. 

The reasons are listed below 

B: Policy Requirements 

6. Provision for traveller sites ought to comply with the requirements of the Department for Communities and 

Local Government “Planning Policy for traveller sites” dated August 2015 (“PPTS”). This accompanies the 

March 2012 National Planning Policy Framework and must be taken into consideration in preparing local plans 

and making planning decisions. 

The government’s overarching aim is stated to be “to ensure fair and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that 

facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers while respecting the interests of the settled 

community”. 

“to enable provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, welfare and 

employment infrastructure” 

This aim is elaborated upon at paragraph 13 PPTS as follows: 

“Local planning policies should ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, socially, and 

environmentally. Local planning authorities should therefore ensure that their policies: 

a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local community 

b) promote, in collaboration with commissioners of health services, access to appropriate health services 

c) ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis 

d) provide a settled base that reduces both the need for long- distance travelling and possible environmental 

damage caused by unauthorised encampment 

e) provide for proper consideration of the effect of local environmental quality (such as noise and air quality) on 

the health and well being of any travellers that may locate there or on others as a result of new development 

f) avoid placing pressure on local infrastructure and services 

g) do not locate sites in areas at risk of high flooding, including functional floodplains, given the particular 

vulnerability of caravans 

h) reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles (whereby some travellers live and work from the same location 

thereby omitting many travel to work journeys) can contribute to sustainability” 

Paragraph 25 PPTS states in terms that LPAs should “very strictly limit new traveller site developments in open 

countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan”. 

Further, paragraph 26 PPTS states that weight should be attached to inter alia “effective use of previously 

developed (brownfield) untidy or derelict land”. 

The commentary states as follows: 
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“ESCC Highway Authority assessed two potential access points, the first fronting St Helena Lane, west of the 

site, and the second from Station Road in the east, at an existing field entrance in the south east corner of the 

site. 

……. The achievement of required visibility splays on Station Road is also a highway concern due to … 

obstructions from a bus shelter, slight curve and uphill gradient of road to the north of the considered access 

point. 

Due to the site’s rural and isolated location it is over a kilometre from a Primary Route Network. 

The village of Plumpton Green, as a local village, to the south of the site has some key services including 

primary school, convenience store and post office. Further services can be accessed via bus from within 800m 

of the site, or bus and train from Plumpton Green. 

….. 

The main constraint to development of this site is the lack of suitable access as the required visibility splays are 

not considered achievable. The site is also considered isolated in terms of access to facilities. 

 

 

E:Assessment of the Site 

The site is isolated, and is over 0.5km from a local settlement (Plumpton Green). 

E.1Transport 

The nearest bus stop is almost 1km away, along a busy road without pavements or lighting. 

There is only one bus every 2 hours from the relevant bus stop, on schooldays only, using Route 166. The 

earliest bus to Lewes departs at 07.22, and the latest at 18.53. Services to Haywards Heath also run at limited 

times, with the earliest departure being at 07.58 and the latest 18.13. 

Plumpton train station is around 2.5km away, and the first 1km of that journey is again along a busy road without 

pavements or lighting. There is a pavement from the beginning of the main section of Plumpton Green, but there 

are no lights at all in the village. 

E.2 Access to facilities 

As was acknowledged within the Assessment, the Site is isolated in terms of access to facilities.  

Plumpton Green has limited facilities, namely a small village school and a convenience store/post office. Both 

are around 2km from the Site, with the first 1km of that journey again being along a busy road without 

pavements or lighting, and the balance along unlit pavements. 

From late October to early February any journeys from Plumpton Village Primary School to the site in the 

afternoons would be carried out in twilight, or even darkness. 

There is no senior school in Plumpton Green. Access to secondary education cannot be readily achieved from 

the Site due to (1) its isolated nature; (2) limited services from the nearest bus stop; and (3) the lengthy walk to 

the nearest train station. 

The convenience store/post office is far too expensive for a weekly shop. The nearest branches of major 

supermarkets such as Tesco and Aldi are in Lewes, a journey or around 30 minutes using the 166 bus route, 

which as stated above operates every 2 hours on schooldays only. 

The alternative means of access to Lewes would be the circa 2km walk to Plumpton train station, taking a train 

into Lewes, walking circa 0.5km from Lewes train station to the supermarket and then taking the same journey 

back carrying shopping. 

E.3Access to Healthcare and welfare facilities 

The nearest GP’s surgery which is accessible using route 166 is in Hassocks. The journey means changing at 

the bottom of Plumpton Lane in order to use the 167 bus. 

The nearest alternative surgery is in South Chailey. That can only be reached by taking the train or bus into 

Lewes, and then catching a further bus to reach the surgery. 

The nearest hospital offering antenatal care is on the outskirts of Lewes, again necessitating a 30 minute 

journey on the 166 bus (on schooldays only). 

Welfare facilities are not available in Plumpton Green. 

E.4 Access to employment infrastructure 

There are none, or none significant, employment opportunities in Plumpton Green or Plumpton. Access to 

employment infrastructure is also adversely affected by the isolated nature of the Site and limited public 

transport referred to in Sections E.1 to E.4 above. 

E.5Flood Risk 
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The Site is in an area with between a 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year flood risk. 

Yours sincerely,  
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Representation ID: REP/459/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/459 

Name: Simon Ward 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

Having been part of the Steering Group for the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan, I am 
amazed that this land has been allocated for gypsy and traveller accommodation. It was 
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rejected for housing for the Neighbourhood Plan on the grounds that the land was 
unsustainable for housing development, and there is no evidence in the Local Plan Part 
2 that this situation has changed. 

The land is unsustainable for this development because: 

- it is not within walking distance of local amenities, being more than 750m from the 
nominal village centre; 

- it does not have safe pedestrian access outside the land and there is no evidence this 
will be remedied; the national speed limit currently applies outside on this part of the 
main road; 

- it is outside the current parish planning boundary. 

This land allocation is contrary to both national and local planning policy and I would 
suggest it is discriminatory to the gypsy and traveller community to offer this land to 
them for accommodation when it has been rejected for permanent housing. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

A different land allocation should be made that allows the gypsy and traveller community 
easy access to amenities and safe pedestrian access. For example, the current traveller 
site within Lewes town. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/460/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/460 

Name: C Warren 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

RE: Proposed Permanent Traveller Site - Plumpton Green. Lewes District Plan Part 
2/Site Allocations and Development 

I am writing to object to the proposal for the site to be used for a permanent travellers' 
site, The Old Brickworks, Plumpton Green. 

This proposed site was not allocated in the Neighbourhood plan and would damage the 
local economy, impacting negatively on local business, I understand that the current 
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units at the Old Brickworks have notified the landlord that they would be forced to 
relocate, in turn leading to job losses and losses to the local village economy.  

 
 

There is currently inadequate pedestrian access to the village from this area, along a 
fast and dark and busy road. 

There is no recommendation to exclude the expansion of this site in the future. This is a 
green field site in a quiet location and the proposal would damage the rural character of 
the village and fail to preserve the open space. 

I understand that no current agreement has been reached with the landowner, so the 
current site proposal is not deliverable. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Mrs C Warren 
 
 
 

Planning Policy Team 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House 
Southover Road 
Lewes BN7 1AB 
 
21 October 2018 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE: Proposed Permanent Traveller Site - Plumpton Green. Lewes District Plan Part 2/Site Allocations 
and Development 
 
I am writing to object to the proposal for the site to be used for a permanent travellers' site, The Old 
Brickworks, Plumpton Green. 
 
This proposed site was not allocated in the Neighbourhood plan and would damage the local 
economy, impacting negatively on local business, I understand that the current units at the Old 
Brickworks have notified the landlord that they would be forced to relocate, in turn leading to job 
losses and losses to the local village economy.   

 
 
There is currently inadequate pedestrian access to the village from this area, along a fast and dark 
and busy road. 
 
There is no recommendation to exclude the expansion of this site in the future.  This is a green field 
site in a quiet location and the proposal would damage the rural character of the village and fail to 
preserve the open space. 
 
I understand that no current agreement has been reached with the landowner, so the current site 
proposal is not deliverable. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Mrs Christine Warren 
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Representation ID: REP/461/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/461 

Name: Richard Watson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to object in ten strongest possible manner to the proposal to create a 
permanent gypsy and traveller site on the land south of The Plough adjacent to the Old 
Brickworks business units in Plumpton Green. My reasons for this objection are as 
follows. 

* Our local pub, The Plough, would be hugely impacted by the site being located 
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adjacently.  
 

* The businesses that currently occupy the Old Brickworks would be adversely impacted 
and this could affect local employment. 

* The field in which the development would be contained is very large and there is a very 
real risk of significant numbers of other travellers locating themselves in the field. 

* Putting such a development so close to homes  
 

If this development does go ahead can you guarantee, on the record, that if there are 
ongoing issues with any of the points mentioned above that the site will be dismantled? 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Richard Watson 

Sent: 10 October 2018 08:43

To: ldf

Subject: Gypsy and Traveller Site

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Policy Team, 

 

I would like to object in ten strongest possible manner to the proposal to create a permanent gypsy and 

traveller site on the land south of The Plough adjacent to the Old Brickworks business units in Plumpton 

Green. My reasons for this objection are as follows.  

 

1. Our local pub, The Plough, would be hugely impacted by the site being located adjacently.  

  

 

2. The businesses that currently occupy the Old Brickworks would be adversely impacted and this could 

affect local employment. 

 

3. The field in which the development would be contained is very large and there is a very real risk of 

significant numbers of other travellers locating themselves in the field. 

 

4. Putting such a development so close to homes  

  

 

If this development does go ahead can you guarantee, on the record, that if there are ongoing issues with any 

of the points mentioned above that the site will be dismantled? 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Richard Watson 
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Representation ID: REP/462/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/462 

Name: Michael and Linda Watson 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

We are writing to emphatically object to the proposed siting of a permanent Gypsy & 
Travellers pitch in the village of Plumpton Green 

in our experience, most traveller pitches are located away from settled communities 
because  
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Plumpton Green village is a small community which contains a high proportion of 
vulnerable elderly people  

 

In conclusion, we regard the proposed location as being a very poor choice indeed. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/465/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/465/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/465 

Name: Paul Welch 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

Although I live in Wivelsfield Green I would have grave reservations about the proposed 
site in any rural village. 

I appreciate that there is a statutory obligation to provide such sites and I believe that 
LDC has formerly spent large sums of money on a site that is rarely used. 

Travelling is a lifestyle choice to which people are entitled  
. 

I would feel inclined to support the reservations of the villagers of Plumpton, 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Sue Welch < >

Sent: 13 October 2018 14:05

To: ldf

Subject: Travellers site in Plumpton

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Although I live in Wivelsfield Green I would have grave reservations about the proposed site in any rural 

village. 

I appreciate that there is a statutory obligation to provide such sites and I believe that LDC has formerly 

spent large sums of money on a site that is rarely used. 

Travelling is a lifestyle choice to which people are entitled  

 

I would feel inclined to support the reservations of the villagers of Plumpton, 

Paul Welch 
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Representation ID: REP/466/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/466 

Name: Dan Wells 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I would like to make my objections noted for the section Policy GT01 – Land south of 
The Plough, "Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation" , on page 52 in the Lewes District 
Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. 

My reasons for objecting to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation: 

* The site was never allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan  
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* This is a green field site  

* No agreement reached with the land owner as of this time  

* Inadequate consultation with residents and businesses  

* 19 businesses based at the Brickworks business site have stated they may leave  
  

* Poor road access and visibility from site to Station Road  

* No pedestrian access to the village  

* The field is known to flood 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Dan Wells < >

Sent: 01 November 2018 10:17

To: ldf

Subject: Objection to Policy GT01 - Land south of The Plough - proposed Lewes District 

Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

For the attention of the Planning Policy Team, LDC. 

 

Hi,  

 

I would like to make my objections noted for the section Policy GT01 – Land south of The Plough, “Gypsy and 

Traveller Accommodation” , on page 52 in the Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies DPD. 

 

My reasons for objecting to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation: 

 

• The site was never allocated in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 

• This is a green field site 

• No agreement reached with the land owner as of this time 

• Inadequate consultation with residents and businesses 

• 19 businesses based at the Brickworks business site have stated they may leave  

 

• Poor road access and visibility from site to Station Road 

• No pedestrian access to the village 

• The field is known to flood 

 

Best regards 

 

Dan Wells 
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Representation ID: REP/467/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/467 

Name: Ian Weston 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a resident, I wish to register my concern with the council proposal to establish a 
travellers' site to the north of Plumpton Green, East Sussex. 

My objections are outlined below but the list is not exhaustive. 

1) The notification of consultation para 2.117 refers to the Newick Neighbourhood plan 
rather than, I assume, the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst this may be a 
typographical error, it demonstrates, at best, a lack of intellectual rigour in the 
consultation process adopted by the council. This surely puts into question the rest of 
the council's processes and could lead to later legal challenge if the proposal is 
proceeded with. 
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2) The site, as proposed, has already been turned down for development under the 
Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan which must militate against the use of the site for 
traveller accommodation. 

3) The site, as proposed, will introduce a large concreted area which will produce the 
real risk of drainage overflow into the close by water courses. The village of Plumpton 
already experiences drainage difficulties despite the efforts of the local water authorities. 
Without significant investment in the local infrastructure, the cost of which will be far in 
excess of the any possible advantages derived from the proposed site, a real and 
significant risk of water table contamination will occur. 

4) The entrance and exit proposed for the site and, indeed, the site itself are far too 
close to the current junction from the Old Brickworks industrial facility and will introduce 
a road safety hazard onto an already difficult to negotiate part of Station Road. 

5) The consultation document refers to the requirement for public transport adjacent to 
the proposed site, however, no recognition has been given to the fact that there are no 
such facilities from early evening on a Friday until Monday morning and even this limited 
service is in doubt in light of proposed cutbacks in council expenditure. 

6) There has already been expressed a public concern that the establishment of a 
 within the small, quiet 

village of Plumpton Green and surrounding areas.  
 
 

 
 

 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Ian Weston 

Sent: 05 November 2018 11:13

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Travellers' Site, Plumpton Green.

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

Dear Sir, 

 

As a resident, I wish to register my concern with the council proposal to establish a travellers' site to the 

north of Plumpton Green, East Sussex. 

 

My objections are outlined below but the list is not exhaustive. 

 

1) The notification of consultation para 2.117 refers to the Newick Neighbourhood plan rather than, I 

assume, the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst this may be a typographical error, it demonstrates, at 

best, a lack of intellectual rigour in the consultation process adopted by the council. This surely puts into 

question the rest of the council’s processes and could lead to later legal challenge if the proposal is 

proceeded with. 

2) The site, as proposed, has already been turned down for development under the Plumpton Neighbourhood 

Plan which must militate against the use of the site for traveller accommodation. 

3) The site, as proposed, will introduce a large concreted area which will produce the real risk of drainage 

overflow into the close by water courses. The village of Plumpton already experiences drainage difficulties 

despite the efforts of the local water authorities. Without significant investment in the local infrastructure, 

the cost of which will be far in excess of the any possible advantages derived from the proposed site, a real 

and significant risk of water table contamination will occur. 

4) The entrance and exit proposed for the site and, indeed, the site itself are far too close to the current 

junction from the Old Brickworks industrial facility and will introduce a road safety hazard onto an already 

difficult to negotiate part of Station Road. 

5) The consultation document refers to the requirement for public transport adjacent to the proposed site, 

however, no recognition has been given to the fact that there are no such facilities from early evening on a 

Friday until Monday morning and even this limited service is in doubt in light of proposed cutbacks in 

council expenditure. 

6) There has already been expressed a public concern that the establishment of a travellers’ site will  

 within the small, quiet village of Plumpton Green and surrounding 

areas.  

 

 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 
Ian Weston 
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Representation ID: REP/468/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/468 

Name: Russell Wheatland 

Organisation: R W Motor Engineering 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local Business / employer 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address: Unit 1 The Old Brickworks 
Station Road 
Plumpton Green 
East Sussex 
BN7 3DF 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I own the garage business which is directly next door to the proposed gypsy + Travellers 
site in Plumpton Green. 
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 I feel so strongly about 
the  position this leaves me in that I will seriously consider terminating my 
business at its present site and moving away. 

I have spoken to other tenants at The Old Brickworks who also have viable business 
there. They have voiced similar concerns and intent to move their business elsewhere in 
the event of the close proximity to a travellers encampment. If all the businesses at The 
Old Brickworks are ended, this will obviously have a detrimental effect to the local 
economy with a loss of jobs and income for us all. And what for? 

I have outlined how this proposition will have potentially extremely negative 
consequences for me. I would therefore be obliged if the proposer of this ill conceived 
idea, could tell me, and the rest of the community involved, of any positive effects that 
will result. I would suggest that there are none. 

In addition, I do not understand how planning permission could be given to a greenfield 
site well outside the village planning envelope which has no main drainage or suitable 
facilities.  

 
 

Incidentally, pleased do not insult me by mouthing the oft heard platitude of "they've got 
to go somewhere", or simplistically labelling me a NIMBY. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/469/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/469 

Name: Graham Whittaker 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Positively Prepared 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

With regard to Policy GT01 this site is ill considered for the following reasons:-  

It is in a village environment with one shop, one primary school, both of which are about 
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1 mile away  

leading onto a road with a national speed limit of 60mph where driving has been under 
the spotlight locally for many years, with exceedingly fast driving, both before and after a 
busy junction some 500 metres away. There are no pavements leading to either the 
village or nearest bus stops, where buses are only every hour, assuming they survive 
any further council cuts. A site closer to a town with more suitable transport 
communications to shops and a selection of schools would be far more appropriate.  

The proposed site is adjacent to a business park of some 21 units employing approx. 50 
people, some of whom are local, and most if not all of these businesses have indicated 
they will relocate if the site goes ahead,  

 
By these businesses relocating local jobs could be lost and business rates 

would decline as it is doubtful that other businesses would take over the premises.  

Plumpton has only recently completed it's Neighbourhood Plan which was agreed by 
Lewes District Council and there was no indication from LDC that this site was being 
proposed during the Plan process, which must be regarded as ill-considered on the part 
of LDC,who were kept involved at all steps along the way. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The location of the site needs to be looked at from the site occupants point of view, so 
that they have easy and safe access to all amenities, schools and a viable and reliable 
transport hub. It is totally unsuitable for a small village location with hardly any 
amenities. It also needs to be located in an area where it can be easily managed by the 
local authority whose responsibility it is to service and police such sites. 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/473/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/473 

Name: Claire Williams 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: No 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 
Not Consistent with national policy 

Representation: 

This policy conflicts with many policies in the Plumpton Neighbourhood plan where this 
site was considered and rejected for standard housing as it was not developable to 
sustainable. Lewes District Council provided this advice when the neighbourhood plan 
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was being constructed. The site is still not developable as there has been no agreement 
reached with the land owner and it is not sustainable given its distance from local 
amenities and no footpath on an unlit main road with a national speed limit. There is 
mention of a bus service to allow transport into the village but this is at best a two hourly 
service and is hardly practical to visit the local shop for a pint of milk. If the site is 
allowed for a travellers site then this can only be viewed as discrimination given it was 
not acceptable for standard housing.  

'The proposal is outside of the planning boundary, and therefore not with in Plumpton 
Parish Neighbourhood Plan policy 1  

'It conflicts with policy 2 of the plan - new build environment as it is completely out of 
character with the rural nature of the site  

'It conflicts with policy 5  - New Housing in that it is a site that is not allocated for housing 
within the plan  

'It conflicts with policy 6 &mdash; Local employment where the site proposed is adjacent 
to a light industrial estate with c20 businesses and 50 employees and a number of 
businesses have indicated they will have to move if the site proposed is approved  

'I therefore believe that site GT01 does not adequately address the wider responsibility 
of the PPTS under policy B Planning for Travellers site (13) to 'ensure that travellers 
sites are sustainable economically. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

site GT01 is removed from the document 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/474/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/474 

Name: Dominic Williams 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: No 
Not Justified 
Not Effective 

Representation: 

This site should not be allocated in the plan as it is outside of the made Plumpton 
Neighbourhood Plan where this side was deemed unsuitable for standard residential 
housing as it was not deliverable or sustainable. A permanent travellers site should not 
be treated differently. It is a greenfield site in a rural location and will damage the 
character of the village as determined in the Neighbourhood Plan and fails to preserve 
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open space. Additionally there is no suitable access by foot as there is no pavement in 
an until road that is a considerable distance from local amenities, shop, train station, 
recreation ground etc.making journeys by foot unsafe. No agreement has been reached 
with the landowner therefore the site is not deliverable and should not be included in 
Lewes District Plan Part 2: site allocations and development 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

The site should be removed from the plan 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/477/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/477 

Name: thomas wilson 

Organisation: Koop ltd 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 
 

 
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant: Yes 

Sound: Yes 

Representation: 
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The old brickworks is a very open industrial estate with soft boundaries and  
 

 
 

 to work with a friendly and open 
atmosphere, over the last 14 years we have made the old brickworks our home and 
invested lots of time and money into the local area which, we feel would be jeopardised 
by housing a gypsy and traveller site in the adjacent field. 

Other obvious general concerns to note are the lack of services to the field. 

Lack of sewage facilities 

Access is often flooded in the winter 

Distance from the local school along a 60mph road with no footpath seems extremely 
hazardous and completely lacks safe pedestrian access, as residents must walk along 

a national speed limit minor road to reach the village. 

We are also aware of the impact on the natural environment as this is a greenfield site 
with varied habitat living there, so building a toilet complex and parking facilities will have 
a serious impact. 

To summarise, this seems a totally inappropriate site for and accommodation particularly 
ill suited towards the Gypsy's and Travellers and in our opinion needs careful 
reconsideration. 

If this passes and you go ahead with the site, regrettably we would end up leaving the 
old brickworks- Currently we spend Around £300 a month in the local village shop, we 
also use the Plough and the Fountain for business meetings and employ people from 
the neighbouring area who may not be able to travel to a new workshop site due to 
distance. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? No 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/478/GT01/A 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/478 

Name: Graham Wimhurst 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have been a resident of Plumpton Green for 30 years during which time it has 
inevitably grown from a small village to a much larger community. Unfortunately during 
this time the infrastructure has not expanded and with many families now having three or 
more cars the one road through the village, Station Road, becomes very congested at 
times. With the proposed new developments outlined in the Village plan this situation 
can only get worse. 

To add a travellers site to the mix will only exacerbate matters further. I recall from my 
time working for East Sussex County Council that the most successful travellers sites, 
such as the one on the outskirts of Lewes, are located well away from the local 
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community. I strongly advise against these proposals and suggest another site should 
be sought out. There are of course many green and brown field sites on the periphery of 
Plumpton/Green. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Graham Wimhurst < >

Sent: 24 September 2018 12:00

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy and Travellers site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Dear Sirs. 

I have been a resident of Plumpton Green for 30 years during which time it has inevitably grown from a 

small village to a much larger community. Unfortunately during this time the infrastructure has not 

expanded and with many families now having three or more cars the one road through the village, Station 

Road, becomes very congested at times. With the proposed new developments outlined in the Village plan 

this situation can only get worse. 

To add a travellers site to the mix will only exacerbate matters further. I recall from my time working for 

East Sussex County Council that the most successful travellers sites, such as the one on the outskirts of 

Lewes, are located well away from the local community. I strongly advise against these proposals and 

suggest another site should be sought out. There are of course many green and brown field sites on the 

periphery of Plumpton/Green. 

Yours faithfully. 

G. W. Wimhurst. 
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Representation ID: REP/478/GT01/B 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/478 

Name: Graham Wimhurst 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a long time resident of Plumpton Green, thirty years, I am writing to object to the 
proposed gypsy site adjacent to The Plough Pub. This is a greenfield site and should be 
retained as such. Any development of the site does not take into account the lack of 
infrastructure, no adjacent pedestrian access to the village and would impact the local 
economy as the 21 businesses at The Old Brickworks site would relocate and this would 
have a knock on effect on the village shop.. 

I urge you to find a more suitable location. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Graham Wimhurst 

Sent: 25 October 2018 14:29

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy Site in Plumpton Green

Categories: LPP2 comment to code - stakeholder details have been added

Sirs. 

As a long time resident of Plumpton Green, thirty years, I am writing to object to the proposed gypsy site 

adjacent to The Plough Pub. This is a greenfield site and should be retained as such. Any development of 

the site does not take into account the lack of infrastructure, no adjacent pedestrian access to the village and 

would impact the local economy as the 21 businesses at The Old Brickworks site would relocate and this 

would have a knock on effect on the village shop.. 

I urge you to find a more suitable location. 

Yours. 

Graham Wimhurst. 
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Representation ID: REP/481/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/481 

Name: Michael Wood 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

I have owned a house in Plumpton Green for nearly 35 years. I am concerned about the 
Lewes District Council's plan, in conjunction with East Sussex County Council planners, 
to site a new Gypsy and Travellers site on a greenfield site to the North of the Old 
Brickworks industrial unit for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed site sits well outside the current village envelope, which has been an 
issue for LDC with a number of possible housing sites which had been considered under 
the new Plumpton plan. Why is it now considered permissible by LDF to breach the 
guidelines for a Gypsy and Traveller site but not for the parish council to propose to do 
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so for ordinary housing? 

2. the site is a greenfield one with no local infrastructure, such as a footpath. Moreover, 
it is a further 600 metres plus beyond the current village boundary and, therefore, even 
further from the station and shops than any proposed northern village housing site. 

3. I find it very hard to believe that in such a geographically large county as East Sussex 
this is the only possible place, as the East Sussex officials told us at the village meeting, 
to put a Gypsy and Traveller site. Offham already has one. The South Downs National 
Park has apparently to find locations for a number. Why is another such site to be 
placed here and not somewhere else, particularly on a brownfield site, in a different 
general location, rather than concentrating them in the same area of the county? 

4. I take exception to remarks made by at least one of the council officials to the effect 
that were the village not to agree to this proposal then our village plan might be put at 
risk. This smacked to me of something akin to blackmail. 

5. Village development is meant to enhance opportunities for local businesses. The 
Oldbrickworks Unit current tenants appear to be very concerned about the proposal and 
may well terminate their leases if it goes ahead, causing damage to the village economy. 

For all the above reasons, I object to the proposal. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Michael Wood <

Sent: 05 November 2018 16:18

To: ldf

Subject: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller site at Plumpton Green

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

To whom it may concern, 

I have owned a house in Plumpton Green for nearly 35 years. I am concerned about the Lewes District 

Council's plan, in conjunction with East Sussex County Council planners, to site a new Gypsy and 

Travellers site on a greenfield site to the North of the Old Brickworks industrial unit for the following 

reasons:  

 

1. The proposed site sits well outside the current village envelope, which has been an issue for LDC with a 

number of possible housing sites which had been considered under the new Plumpton plan. Why is it now 

considered permissible by LDF to breach the guidelines for a Gypsy and Traveller site but not for the parish 

council to propose to do so for ordinary housing? 

2. the site is a greenfield one with no local infrastructure, such as a footpath. Moreover, it is a further 600 

metres plus beyond the current village boundary and, therefore, even further from the station and shops than 

any proposed northern village housing site. 

3. I find it very hard to believe that in such a geographically large county as East Sussex this is the only 

possible place, as the East Sussex officials told us at the village meeting, to put a Gypsy and Traveller site. 

Offham already has one. The South Downs National Park has apparently to find locations for a number. 

Why is another such site to be placed here and not somewhere else, particularly on a brownfield site, in a 

different general location, rather than concentrating them in the same area of the county? 

4. I take exception to remarks made by at least one of the council officials to the effect that were the village 

not to agree to this proposal then our village plan might be put at risk. This smacked to me of something 

akin to blackmail.  

5. Village development is meant to enhance opportunities for local businesses. The Oldbrickworks Unit 

current tenants appear to be very concerned about the proposal and may well terminate their leases if it goes 

ahead, causing damage to the village economy.  

 

For all the above reasons, I object to the proposal. 

 

yours sincerely, 

Michael Wood, 
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Representation ID: REP/482/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/482 

Name: Wendy Wood 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

As a resident of Plumpton Green for almost 35 years, I find this proposal rather worrying 
for the following reasons: 

1) The preparation of our Neighbourhood Plan took years and has, thankfully, been 
recently passed. I find it extraordinary that this traveller site proposal should only now 
come to light. This cannot be a "last minute" idea. Why was it not raised some time ago? 

2) The Lewes District official who attended the Parish Council meeting on 09/10/2018 
implied, in an answer to a question from the floor, that should this proposal be turned 
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down by the village, then the Neighbourhood Plan could be in jeopardy. This sounds like 
thinly veiled blackmail! 

3) The site is greenfield, so neither infill nor brown field, which were major 
considerations for the Plan. 

4) There is currently no infrastructure to support pedestrians and with the distant from 
the village shop, residents of the site will drive into the village. Thus adding to traffic 
congestion which is only going to deteriorate as the Plan developments are completed. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Hodgson, Lilly

From: Mike and Wendy 

Sent: 05 November 2018 11:31

To: ldf

Subject: RE: Plumpton Traveller Site Proposal

Categories: GT01, Vanessa to deal with

To whom it may concern: 

As a resident of Plumpton Green for almost 35 years, I find this proposal rather worrying for the following 

reasons: 

1) The preparation of our Neighbourhood Plan took years and has, thankfully, been recently passed. I find 

it extraordinary that this traveller site proposal should only now come to light. This cannot be a “last 

minute” idea. Why was it not raised some time ago? 

2) The Lewes District official who attended the Parish Council meeting on 09/10/2018 implied, in an 

answer to a question from the floor, that should this proposal be turned down by the village, then the 

Neighbourhood Plan could be in jeopardy. This sounds like thinly veiled blackmail! 

3) The site is greenfield, so neither infill nor brown field, which were major considerations for the Plan. 

4) There is currently no infrastructure to support pedestrians and with the distant from the village shop, 

residents of the site will drive into the village. Thus adding to traffic congestion which is only going to 

deteriorate as the Plan developments are completed. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Yours sincerely, 

Wendy Wood (Mrs.) 
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Representation ID: REP/490/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/490 

Name:  

Organisation: Harvey & Son (Lewes) 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Planning Consultant 

 
Agent Details: 

Name: Diane Aldridge 

Organisation: DJA Planning 

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address: djaplanning@outlook.com 

Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

(SEE PDF FOR FULL REPRESENTATION)  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? Yes 

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Response to Lewes District Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies DPD – Pre-Submission version on behalf of 

Harvey &Son (Lewes) Ltd 

 

1. We are instructed by Harvey & Son (Lewes) Ltd to submit objections on their behalf to 
the Lewes District Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 
DPD (LDLP2). These objections principally relate to the proposed policy regarding 
Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation and proposed Policy GT01 – Land south of The 
Plough. 
 

2. Harvey & Son (Lewes) Ltd are the freehold owners of The Plough Public House which 
is prominently located at the corner of South Road and Station Road to the north of 
the village of Plumpton Green. Their ownership extends to include the adjoining land 
to the north west which runs alongside South Street (total 0.7185 Hectares).  As a 
small and longstanding family firm, Harvey’s is renowned across southern England for 

great beer, fine wine and sound business principles. Harveys is a member of the British 
Beer & Pub Association (BBPA) and the Independent Family Brewers of Britain (IFBB) 
and this year (and in 2017) they won the “UK Brewer of the Year” award. 
 

3. Their Tied Estate Houses are run independently but benefit from Harvey’s strong 
reputation and “brand” within the community. Tenants are considered to be freelance 
ambassadors for the brewery so high standards of quality are expected at all houses. 
Harvey’s has just 49 public houses spread over the South East (including 2 in London) 
with the majority located in East Sussex.  
 

4. Harvey’s are not immune to the commercial pressures affecting the industry as a whole. 
Within their portfolio they have 5 pubs that are closed and two of these now have 
permission to be converted/redeveloped for alternative use.  Tenancy opportunities do 
not come up very often but when they do pubs are typically let on a standard five-year 
tenancy and become contractually available within four years. There is therefore a 
rolling responsibility, and pressure, for Harvey’s to ensure the successful continuation 
of their pubs by securing good people to run them and, where possible, to make 
significant investment to enhance the attraction of their pubs to prospective tenants as 
well as the wider community and passing trade. 
 

5. The Plough at Plumpton Green has a solid reputation as a good pub offering a good 
range of typical pub food in a cosy friendly environment. The current tenant holds 
regular curry nights, quiz nights, charity skittles nights and live bands. The pub relies 
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on return trade from the local community as well as passing trade and visits prompted 
by positive on-line reviews. Given the pubs rural location, the majority of customers 
travel to the pub by car. The pub, its car park and adjoining field is also used as a 
regular meeting place for the group Classics, Cars and Coffee. The pub has a good 
sized car park and outside seating area. One of the key features that attracts visitors, 
and is mentioned in may reviews, is the large garden with children’s play area and 

uninterrupted views of the South Downs across the fields to the south. 
 

6. In preparing this objection, we have been provided with a copy of the comprehensive 
response prepared by Plumpton Parish Council. We support fully the points that they 
have made in their submission. I addition, Harvey’s have approached Maria Caufield 

MP raising their concerns about the impact on the business from the proposed 
allocation of the site to the south of The Plough under Policy GT01 as a permanent 
Gypsy & Traveller site. We understand she will be making her own objection to the 
proposed allocation. 
 

7. This objection on behalf of Harvey’s relates to two key issues. The first is the site 
chosen to be allocated under Policy GT01 – the method and background to the 
identified need and the site itself, the second is the distinct lack of early involvement 
and engagement by Lewes District Council with the local, settled community in arriving 
at this allocation. 

Proposed site: 

(a) Background to allocation: 
 

8. Guidance for Travellers sites is set out in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
Guidance 2015 (PPTSG). This continues to be the key Guidance document and is 
read in conjunction with the NPPF 2018 which makes only a general comment about 
Gypsy and Travellers sites.   
 

9. There have been various studies carried out to inform the identification of potential 
traveller sites in Lewes District. In 2008 Parker Dann  assessed and identified potential 
sites to meet the then identified need and this was updated in 2011 to inform the 
Emerging Core Strategy (LDC and SDNPA). The criteria for site selection was agreed 
with the LPA, stakeholders, the gypsy and traveller community and local Parish 
Councils. Of the “long list” of 14 vacant, underused and unused sites in public 
ownership, 11 attracted objection from statutory consultees (Highways Authority 
and/or Environment Agency) and these were rejected for further consideration leaving 
only 2 sites identified for potential allocation. The GT01 site was not considered at that 
stage, being in private ownership. 
 

10. In December 2012, prompted by the NPPF and the Emerging Core Strategy (ECS) an 
Addendum report was produced with more sites put forward for assessment. This 
included private sites and those that had been promoted – not as gypsy and travellers 
sites but for market housing through the SHLAA process and “call-for-sites”. Paragraph 
2.9 of that report concluded that under Core Policy 3 of the ECS, 11 permanent pitches 
would be required to 2018. The Parker Dann assessment criteria were again used, 
with some adaptation.  
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11. Site I – Land between The Plough and the Old Brickworks, Station Road, Plumpton 
was considered against the Parker Dann criteria. At that stage the land to be assessed 
was the whole of the land area of 44720sqm as promoted by the landowner through 
the SHLAA. The site had been rejected for consideration as an allocated housing site 
through the SHLAA process due to its isolated location relative to the developed area 
of Plumpton Green. When assessed as a site for Gypsy & Traveller accommodation, 
out of a potential score of 37, Site I scored 25 and was ranked joint 6th on a list of 16 
assessed sites.  
 

12. In the report, the Highway Authority objected due to concerns about the ability to 
provide a suitable access onto Station Road due to availability of highway land, uphill 
gradient and visibility to the north. Issues of the amenity of future residents due to the 
proximity of The Old Brickworks was also flagged as a potential concern. The site was 
also noted for its “rural and isolated location” stating “it is over a kilometre from a 
primary route network. The closest is the A275”. Indeed, although overall the site was 
considered to have scored well (although onsite waste treatment would be required) 
the main constraint was considered to be access and the lack of achieveable visibility 
splays. The site was also considered “isolated in terms of access to facilities”.   
 

13. In the overall conclusion to the report, Site I was not put forward on the list of the 
“preferred sites” deemed to be deliverable. Indeed, the conclusion for the whole report 
was as follows: 

“None of the potential sites assessed can, at this stage, be concluded to be deliverable for 
Gypsy and Traveller use. Should the identified issues of availability and suitability be 
resolved, the above sites would form a potential pool of sites to consider for future 
allocation.” 

14. Although not particularly clear from the language used in the report. In the conclusions 
the only sites referred to “above” were Sites C,D,H and N. Site I was not specifically 
referred to. It could therefore be concluded that Site I would not form part of the “pool” 
of sites for further consideration even if “availability and suitability” issues could be 
addressed. 
 

15. There was no promotion of the site through the Plumpton Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (adopted 2018) or any suggestion by the LPA during that process 
that “Site I” should be considered for any use, including use as a potential gypsy and 
traveller site. 
 

16. The East Sussex and Brighton & Hove Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (ESBHGTAA) was an assessment of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling 
Showpeople accommodation needs in East Sussex and Brighton & Hove. The 
assessment was completed in May 2014. It involved three methods of data collection: 
a review of existing data; consultation with key stakeholders; and consultation with 
around 300 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople residing in, or visiting, the 
study area. It aimed to identify the number of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople in each local authority area that had, or were likely to have, an 
accommodation need, as well exploring the need for transit provision across the study 
area. This study concluded that the residential pitch need for Lewes District Council 
between 2013/14 to 2027/28 is 5 pitches and the South Downs area of Lewes had a 
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requirement of 8 permanent pitches – 13 permanent pitches in total – an overall 
increase in 2 pitches from the earlier study.  
 

17. In the supporting text to Policy GT01, the LPA has stated that, because no sites have 
come forward as a result of its call-for-sites, they have undertaken further assessment 
and have arrived at a single site – Land to the south of The Plough. It is not made clear 
whether all sites previously considered “preferred” and in the potential “pool” of sites 
in the Addendum report of 2012 were also reconsidered in detail or whether the fact 
that the owner has said the land would be made available has meant all other issues 
of concern that ruled the site out previously as having a “lack of a suitable access”; 
being “rural and isolated location”; “over a kilometre from a primary route network. The 
closest is the A275” and “isolated in terms of access to facilities”  have simply been set 
aside?  
 

18. The site remains isolated and remote. It continues to be more than 1km from a primary 
route network. Access has not been demonstrated as being suitable  and it is actually 
650 metres from the edge of the nearest settlement, not 500 metres as alleged in the 
Addendum report. Whilst it is within 800 metres of a bus stop, this provides a very 
limited service and will not be sufficient to stop occupiers of the site from either using 
their vehicles or from walking along an unlit rural road with no footpaths. Neither option 
can be said to be sustainable. Also, the allocation has been made with no further 
reference to or discussion with the Parish Council, or local stakeholders, other than via 
the formal consultation process for the Local Plan Part 2.  
 

19. The underlying GATNAA was carried out on the basis of the 2012 Guidance, not the 
updated 2015 Guidance where the definitions of gypsy and traveller have changed. 
The LPA has referred to this GATNAA in repeating that the level of need for the District 
remains 5 permanent pitches for Lewes District. However, as this is based on the now 
superseded version of the PPTSG 2012 a re-assessment of need must be undertaken. 
This should use the new definitions in accordance with Clause 115 of the Housing and 
Planning Bill. Until this is carried out, the basis of the number of pitches required in the 
District is flawed and it would be inappropriate to allocate a specific site on the basis 
of flawed information more so when the site in question remains isolated and 
unsustainable. 

 
(b) Implications of the proposed allocation: 

 
20. The overriding aim in both the earlier 2012 and current 2015 PPTS Guidance is stated 

as:  
 

“Ensure fair and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional 
and nomadic way of life of travellers while respecting the interests of the settled 
community” (our emphasis). 

 

21. We are concerned that in the allocation of GT01, the balance between the two aims of 
the Guidance has not been met and the interests of the settled community have been 
outweighed by the pressure the LPA has put itself under to allocate a specific site in 
the Local Plan Part 2. Other LPA’s have taken the approach, where they have not 
allocated a particular site, of providing a detailed criteria based policy identifying the 
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criteria that will be used to assess sites that are presented through the development 
control process. This is an option that remains available to the LPA here by the use of 
Core Policy 3 – a policy that, by the Council’s own definition, can be used in the 
determination of any planning applications for Gypsy and Traveller or Travelling 
Showpeople use. The County’s own web site entry on Gypsies and Travellers states 
that “unauthorised encampments are very rare in East Sussex”. This would suggest 
that existing provision more than meets the needs of the traveller community. Indeed, 
where there have been any incidents locally, capacity has been found on existing 
transit and authorised sites. 
 

22. The Parish has set out in its objection the policy context and particularly the policies in 
the recently adopted Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan 2017 - 2030. The Parish is narrow 
and linear with the core developed area lying in the centre, focused around the village 
of Plumpton Green to the north of the railway line and station. The character of the 
Parish to the south and north of the settled area is distinctly rural with open countryside 
dominating. The spatial plan for the Parish (Policy 1) is to site new development within 
the defined boundary of Plumpton Green. No development will be sited outside the 
development boundary. This approach has been agreed through the NDP process; an 
independent Examination in Public; agreement by the local community through 
Referendum and adoption by the LPA and SDNPA.  
 

23. The site in GT01 is located some 650 metres to the north of the development boundary 
along a rural road with a 60mph speed limit; with no wide verges; no footpath and no 
street lighting. The identification of a greenfield site outside the defined development 
boundary for what amounts to a dense residential development site for 5 “dwellings” 

does not comply with the NDP or the guidance in the PPTSG. Permanent pitches do 
not just comprise hardstanding and access as the limit to physical development of the 
land. Turning areas are required (as identified in Policy GT01) and there will be 
permanent amenity blocks. The characteristics of the proposed allocation will therefore 
be of the same visual impact as a very dense housing estate in an isolated rural 
location, but without the green garden spaces and amenity areas that would punctuate 
and soften such a development.   
 

24. When advising on the matters LPA’s should take into consideration in determining 

planning applications for gypsy and traveller sites, the status of the applicant is not the 
only consideration; it is a material consideration only and needs to be balanced with 
other material considerations, including not only the provisions of the development 
plan, but the contents of the PPTS Guidance itself. 
 

25. In particular, the Guidance states (paragraph references taken from the Guidance): 

“3. The Government’s overarching aim is to ensure fair and equal treatment for 
travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers 
while respecting the interests of the settled community.” 

26. We are concerned that the interests of the settled community have not been respected 
in the allocation of GT01.  

“4(i) - to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making 
and planning decisions.” 
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27. Tensions about the prospect of a travelling community becoming part of a long 
established settled community can sometimes be managed by early and effective 
communication and consideration of views expressed by that settled community. That 
has not happened in the case of the allocation of GT01. The allocation has the feeling 
of a “last site standing” rather than a fully considered assessment of the suitability of 
this specific site to accommodate the proposed level of provision given that it has not 
previously been identified as a preferred site and remains “isolated” and unsustainable. 
Such an approach could lead to unnecessary tensions between the settled and 
traveller communities if this site is to proceed further.   
 
 
“4(k) - for local planning authorities to have due regard to the protection of local amenity 
and local environment… 
14. When assessing the suitability of sites in rural or semi-rural settings, local planning 
authorities should ensure that the scale of such sites does not dominate the nearest 
settled community.” 
25. Local planning authorities should very strictly limit new traveller site development 
in open countryside that is away from existing settlements or outside areas allocated 
in the development plan. Local planning authorities should ensure that sites in rural 
areas respect the scale of, and do not dominate, the nearest settled community, and 
avoid placing an undue pressure on the local infrastructure.” 
 

28. The settled community in this part of Plumpton Parish is characterised by detached 
houses in large plots. Immediately opposite the proposed site there are two properties 
that occupy a slightly elevated position overlooking the fields to the west (and the site 
of GT01). To the south of the business park are three large houses. Five new 
permanent plots with caravans (some which can have the appearance of small houses) 
and permanent amenity blocks densely located each on a plot of 500sqm on the GT01 
site will therefore be out of character and will dominate the settled residential 
community in this part of the Parish.  
 

29. To the immediate south of the proposed site is The Old Brickworks. This is a business 
park where the 21 occupiers have specifically chosen a rural location to continue and 
develop their enterprises. The allocation will be located immediately adjoining the 
northern boundary of this important local employment site. This will bring new 
pressures to those occupiers. Concerns have been raised by the operator and 
occupiers with the Parish Council about the potential for their established businesses 
to be disrupted by the proximity of a new residential community. Some have indicated 
a wish to relocate away from the site due to the potential dominance of the gypsy and 
traveller community in this part of the Parish. This could lead to a loss of much valued 
local employment. Alternatively, in order for the owner to attract businesses to this site 
in the event of vacant buildings, there may be a necessary change in the character of 
the occupiers to more industrialised and potentially disruptive uses. This would in turn 
have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of the existing settled community as well 
as the new community proposed under GT01.  
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30. The Plough pub, as previously described, lies to the north of the allocation on rising 

land. Unlike the occupiers in The Old Brickworks, The Plough as a business cannot 
simply relocate if there is impact on its trade as a result of a change to the balance of 
the local community. An unbalancing of the local community to the level proposed by 
GT01 raises significant concerns about the detrimental impact on the ongoing viability 
of the pub and therefore the future of the business. Put bluntly, if no longer a viable 
business with falling customer numbers, it would close. Even the description of the site 
GT01 as “Land to the south of The Plough” has already had an impact. Customers 
have already voiced concerns about the impact the allocation will have on the pub and 
their potential use of the facilities in the future. Even successful businesses can 
struggle against speculation about the potential for change locally.  
 

31. The Plough is only 1 of 3 remaining pubs serving the Parish of Plumpton and as the 
business most closely located to the proposed allocation, it is the one most at risk of a 
change in perception by existing and potential customers.  
 

32. Harveys have already secured planning permission for a significant investment in The 
Plough (LW/08/0173). A material start was made within the life of the application and 
it was Harvey’s intention to invest in the pub and build out the permission during 2019. 
This would have delivered a new single storey extension and refurbishment of the 
existing building to provide improved restaurant facilities, disabled access and 
additional parking. This is now seriously in doubt as a result of GT01. Therefore, not 
only has this proposal had an unsettling impact on the existing operation and viability 
of a much valued local facility, it has jeopardised investment that would have enhanced 
those facilities for the whole community and delivered future employment. It would also 
have delivered the aspirations of the Neighbourhood Plan, particularly Policy 6. 
 

33. Whilst the right to a view is not a planning consideration, in this case, the experience 
of the quiet rural ambience is significantly enhanced by the attractive views from the 
pub garden area across the open fields and towards the South Downs. The Old 
Brickworks are in the foreground of these views but are very well screened by a line of 
mature trees and the hedgerow along the northern boundary of its site. This view has 
a high amenity value to the pub and its customers and would be lost by the proposed 
siting of the allocation in GT01.  
 

34. The GT01 site will have no clearly defined natural barriers or screening between it and 
the boundary of The Plough to the north. We dispute the high score of 3 given in the 
Addendum report to the question “Can the site be adequately screened?”. The 

response stated that “landscaping is considered appropriate and effective”. There is 
only a hedgerow between the site and Station Road and the residential properties on 
the eastern side of Station Road sit at a higher level than the road meaning that 
effective screening is neither appropriate nor effective. The proximity of the proposed 
pitches to the road, with the associated hardstanding, turning areas etc will also mean 
that there is little of no scope for effective screening from Station Road. New 
enclosures will be required along the northern and western boundaries as there are no 
natural features to follow and no mature landscaping to define and contain the 
proposed use.  
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35. There is therefore concern that the configuration of the GT01 site would not be 
satisfactory and its physical containment against unauthorised extension would not be 
achievable. This would very likely lead to an ongoing enforcement issue, of significant 
detriment to the settled community. The proposal would be visually intrusive and would 
not be well-screened by existing vegetation and will not be physically contained by 
landscaping.  
 

36. It is often the case that existing authorised traveller sites are considered for expansion 
either for transit or permanent pitches if future need is identified. Indeed, the SDNPA 
allocations in the area that was once administered by Lewes District Council are  
largely achieved with the expansion of existing sites. Therefore, if GT01 becomes an 
established site, there is no physical or defensible boundary to its future expansion to 
the north and west. We know that a significantly larger area of land was originally 
promoted by the landowner in the SHLAA for housing development and later taken up 
by the County as the potential travellers site (see comments on Site I – Land between 
The Plough and Old Brickworks above).  
 

37. The location of 5 new dwellings within this area, as promoted under GT01, is therefore 
considered to be a significant unbalancing of the existing settled residential and 
business communities with the potential for the new development and associated 
infrastructure to significantly disrupt, dominate, unbalance and visually negatively 
impact this part of the Parish.  
 
Consultation: 
 

38. In addition to specific concerns about the proposed location and limitations of the GT01 
site, there are serious concerns about the lack of local consultation and scrutiny prior 
to the identification of this site. The first Harvey’s was made aware of the LPA’s 
proposed allocation in Policy GT01 was via the Parish Council in late September when 
they were sent a copy of the 17th September 2018 Cabinet Report seeking the go 
ahead for the publication of the LDLP Part 2. This summarised, at para 2.7 and 2.8 
that, no other sites having been identified in previous versions of the Local Plan, and 
with the “assistance” of ESCC, the land to the south of The Plough would be allocated.  
In turn, the Parish Council has stated that they were only made aware of the emerging 
policy in early September. 
 

39. The PPTSG explicitly states under Policy A: Using evidence to plan positively and 
manage development (paragraph 7): 

 
“In assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning approach, local 
planning authorities should… pay particular attention to early and effective community 
engagement with both settled and traveller communities (including discussing 
travellers’ accommodation needs with travellers themselves, their representative 
bodies and local support groups).” 

 
40. We share the serious concerns of the Parish Council that such a significant allocation  

so late in the process is not consistent with ‘early and effective engagement’ with the 

settled community. We have referred to the 2012 Addendum report that identified the 
16 sites – including Site I - but there has been very little time for a qualitative and 
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quantitative assessment of the alternative sites considered previously in time to inform 
this objection. Also, there is no evidence that the Council has provided setting out their 
own considered re-assessment of all potential sites in the previous “pool” prior to fixing 
on the allocation in GT01. The statement by the LPA that the more sustainable options 
are “no longer available” requires further and detailed explanation to justify the 
allocation of only one site under GT01. A lack of supply does not make an 
unsustainable, isolated site suddenly sustainable. The GT01 site is unsustainable and 
it remains unsustainable even if it is, in the LPA’s view, the only site currently available 
to allocate.  

 
41. The PPTSG encourages working collaboratively to develop fair and effective strategies 

to meet need through the identification of land for sites. We are deeply concerned that 
there has been no collaborative working with the local settled residential or business 
community, or the wider Parish. The resulting strategy being promoted through the 
LLP is therefore neither fair nor effective.  

 

We request the right to appear at the Examination in Public to expand further on the 
comments made in this objection. 

 
DJA Planning 
November 2018 
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Organisation: Plumpton Action Group 

Consultation Body: General 

Stakeholder Type: Local group or organisation 

 
Agent Details: 

Name: Philip Woodhams 

Organisation: Portland Planning Consultants Ltd 

 
Contact Details: 
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Address:  

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This document sets out objections to the Lewes District Local Plan: Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies Pre-submission Document of 
September 2018 on behalf of the Plumpton Action Group. This group comprise well over 
a dozen local residents who have come together formally appointing a treasurer and 
group co-ordinator. 

The Group was formed in response to the content of the document. 

1.1.2 Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out the four tests of 
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soundness as follows: 

* Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including 
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and 
consistent with achieving sustainable development;  

* Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against 
the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;  

* Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and  

* Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

1.1.3 In addition Local Plans are required to conform to extant legislation including a 
duty to cooperate. 

1.1.4 Having regard to the tests of soundness and legal obligations representations in 
relation to specific content of the document are set out below. 

1.1.5 The Plumpton Action Group consider that the plan in its present form is not legally 
compliant, nor is it sound and believe the plan should be withdrawn to enable 
rectification of the inherent difficulties. 

2 Objections. 

2.1.1 The objections relate Policy GT01 which seeks to allocate land south of The 
Plough, Plumpton Green as a site for Gypsies and Travellers. There are several grounds 
of objection and these are articulated under headings as appropriate. 

2.1.2 The Council have advised that they intend to submit the Local Plan Part 2 for 
examination before 24th January 2019 in order that the plan be examined under the 
auspices of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012. Whilst the writer considers 
this to be impractical having regard to Cabinet meeting timescales and the Council's 
Forward Plan the objections below which relate to conflict with the NPPF refer to the 
NPPF of 2012. Should the Council not meet their target deadline of submission before 
24th January 2019 the writer reserves the right to add to the objections to enable NPPF 
2018 to be taken into account. 

2.2 Access by Foot. 

2.2.1 The site would require any pedestrian movement to use Station Road which is a 
road which for a significant distant either side of the proposed site does not have a 
footpath, and has the alignment and characteristics of a country lane. In a southward 
direction a footway only becomes available some 600 metres from the site access There 
is no street lighting. 

2.2.2 It is considered that this is especially unsuitable for use by children on their way to 
school, which would require a bus journey. The bus stop would involve a material walk 
(about 200 metres) along a road which will be dark in winter hours, and devoid of a 
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pedestrian footpath. Essentially the site is too divorced from all facilities given the 
location in open countryside. 

2.2.3 Government policy (NPPF 2012 para 35). seeks to secure safe and suitable 
access to all people in relation to individual sites, and there is thus considered to be 
conflict with national policy which renders the allocation unsound. 

2.2.4 The site conflicts in this respect with Core Strategy policy CP3 in that criteria 2 
which states that sites chosen need to be well related or have reasonable access to 
services. 

This failure to meet a key requirement of the Core Strategy governing policy renders a 
failure to be legally compliant by virtue of the provisions of Section 13 (6) of the Town 
and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 which requires 
the Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core Strategy. 

2.3 Economic Impact 

2.3.1 The site is adjacent to a thriving commercial park accommodating several varied 
businesses. It is understood that business owners have stated to members of the 
Plumpton Action Group that the proximity of a travellers site would undermine their 
confidence in retaining a presence on the industrial park. 

2.3.2 This is in conflict with National policy (NPPF 2012 para. 28) for supporting a strong 
rural economy and for this reason the policy is considered to be unsound. 

2.4 Countryside Impact 

2.4.1 The site is currently open countryside set generally at a level lower than those 
nearby areas where the site can be viewed from public places. It will also be clearly 
visible from nearby residential property and the local highway 

2.4.2 The countryside is recognised by national policy as having intrinsic quality for its 
own sake 

(NPPF 2012 para. 17) and thus any diminution in the visual quality represents a breach 
of national policy. Whilst development needs can very often only be satisfied by green 
field development it is incumbent upon decision makers in such circumstances to 
choose sites for release for development in a manner which is not arbitrary. 

2.4.3 From the explanatory material it is considered that the selection of this site 
amounts to an arbitrary decision and such the proposal is not legally compliant. National 
policy states that the content of NPPF (2012) is a statement of the Government's 
interpretation of sustainable development. Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 requires Local Plans to have as an objective that of contributing to 
the achievement of sustainable development. An arbitrary choice of site represents a 
failure to legally comply with the reasoned articulation of the choice in order to enable 
compliance with S39. 

2.4.4 In relation to countryside impact it is submitted that the plan is unsound due to 
inconsistency with national policy. 
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2.5 Site is not Suitable 

2.5.1 In the latest SHELAA the site is indicated as being part of a site (03PL) which fails 
to meet the sieve test of proximity to settlements. In this sense the site is not 
developable, and therefore cannot progress to deliverable status. Unsoundness due to 
lack of justification flows from this. 

2.6 Vehicular access 

2.6.1 Vehicular access to the site is to a highway which has the national speed limit of 
60 m.p.h. A report of 2012 "Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment Addendum" presents 
data about various sites. The site allocated at the land south of the Plough is indicated 
as having an inadequate access and scores zero on this factor. 

2.6.2 Policy CP3 governs the selection of sites for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
in accordance with a set of criteria. Criteria 4 requires that there is a safe and convenient 
access to the road network. 

2.6.3 Section 13 (6) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

Regulations 2004 requires the Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core 
Strategy. There has been no change in the road alignment nor is it likely that there has 
been any material lessoning of vehicle speed and volume. 

2.6.4 In the above context it is considered the allocation in policy GT01 fails to meet the 
legal requirement set out in the Local Development Regulations. Such legal 
transgression points to a need to delete the site from the proposed submission. 

2.6.5 Paragraph 2.137 of the LLPP2 acknowledges that the access will require 
improvement and the Council advise that this will involve land outside the control of the 
site owner. This renders the Policy GT 01 unsound as the site is not, on the Council's 
own admission, undeliverable. 

2.6.6 The inadequate access is also in conflict with requirements for a safe access in 
national planning policy and in addition to not being legally compliant is also unsound 
due to breach of national policy. Continued inclusion of the site in the face of highway 
safety inadequacies prevents, in the writer's submission, the Council from reasonably 
concluding that the plan is sound, which is a duty they must fulfil before submission to 
the Planning Inspectorate for examination. 

2.7 Poor Access to Services 

2.7.1 The site is located about 1.5 kilometres from the centre of Plumpton Green and the 
whole of the road between the site and the edge of the village, a distance of about 600 
metres, contains no pavement. 

2.7.2 Section 13 (6) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 
Regulations 2004 requires the Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core 
Strategy. 

2.7.1 Criteria 2 of Core Strategy policy CP3 requires a site to be well related to existing 
services and facilities. The need to traverse some 600 metres of unpaved road to the 
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edge of the settlement with a speed limit of 60 mph falls outside the realms of 'well 
related' as this is not conducive to walking. Para 6.3.1. of the Manual for Streets advises 
that "The propensity to walk is influenced not only by distance, but also by the quality of 
the walking experience." Most facilities are at the south end of Plumpton Green and thus 
the total distance to travel is about 1.2 kilometres. There is therefore a failure to legally 
comply with the 2004 Regulations. 

2.7.2 Given dark or wet conditions it is likely that the lack of facilities for pedestrians will 
induce the use of cars for travelling to the village facilities. There is a duty under Section 
19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to ensure that development plan 
documents include policies which contribute to securing the use of land which 
contributes to the mitigation and adaptation to climate change. Given the lack of footpath 
along a road with a 60 mph speed limit and the encouragement this gives to using 
vehicular transport this would point to a breach of this legal duty also. 

2.8 Unsustainable development 

2.8.1 As is acknowledged by the SHELAA assessment of the larger site of which the 
land allocated by GT01 is part the site is not considered developable due to its overall 
distance from facilities. Distance and ease of use of established facilities is a feature of 
the Government's definition of sustainable development. (NPPF 2012 para 17 
penultimate bullet point, paras 35 and 55) Allocation for a specialist form of housing in 
relation to a site already rejected for mainstream housing would appear to breach the 
national policy for securing sustainable patterns of development and as a consequence 
this renders the policy in breach of legal compliance with S39 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

2.8.2 This also entails a breach of national policy leading to the view that on this 
perspective policy GT01 is unsound. 

2.9 Arbitrary site selection 

2.9.1 Paragraph 2.135 indicates that the choice of site allocated in policy GT01 emerged 
following collaboration between the district and county councils. There is no indication of 
the path to the conclusion that site GT01 should be allocated. 

2.9.2 The Local Plan Regulations 2004 require (S13(1)) that there should be a reasoned 
justification of the policies contained in the Local Development Document. It is 
considered that this obligation is not met in the case of GT01 by virtue of the arbitrary 
approach set out in paragraph 2.135. In this context there is considered to be a failure to 
meet legal compliance requirements. This would also amount to a breach of the test of 
soundness related to justification. The policy is not considered justified. 

3 Discussion and Conclusions 

3.1.1 Having regard to the foregoing it is considered that the inclusion of policy GT01 
represents a very serious failing of legal compliance tests and tests for soundness. Such 
failings are considered to be of such a magnitude that the Council is invited to the view 
that compliance with legal obligations and tests of soundness point to a requirement to 
delete the policy in relation to this parcel of land. 

Page  1516



Representation ID: REP/494/GT01 

 

  
 

3.1.2 Should the Council be minded to continue with submission for examination in the 
present form this will render the plan challengeable in the Courts? 

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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1  Introduction 

1.1.1 This document sets out objections to the Lewes District Local Plan: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies Pre-submission Document of September 2018 on 

behalf of the Plumpton Action Group.  This group comprise well over a dozen local 

residents who have come together formally appointing a treasurer and group co-ordinator.  

The Group was formed in response to the content of the document.  

1.1.2 Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out the four tests of 

soundness as follows: 

 ● Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 

meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 

with achieving sustainable development;   

● Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against 

the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;  

● Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint 

working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and  

● Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

1.1.3 In addition Local Plans are required to conform to extant legislation including a duty to co-

operate. 

1.1.4 Having regard to the tests of soundness and legal obligations representations in relation to 

specific content of the document are set out below.   

1.1.5 The Plumpton Action Group consider that the plan in its present form is not legally 

compliant, nor is it sound and believe the plan should be withdrawn to enable rectification 

of the inherent difficulties.   
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1.1.6 However should the Council proceed to submit the document for Examination they would 

wish to be represented at the Local Plan Examination in Public. 

1.1.7 The preferred route for correspondence in connection with this is via the email address on 

the cover sheet of this representation. 

2 Objections. 

2.1.1 The objections relate Policy GT01 which seeks to allocate land south of The Plough, 

Plumpton Green as a site for Gypsies and Travellers.   There are several grounds of 

objection and these are articulated under headings as appropriate. 

2.1.2 The Council have advised that they intend to submit the Local Plan Part 2 for examination 

before 24th January 2019 in order that the plan be examined under the auspices of the 

National Planning Policy Framework 2012.   Whilst the writer considers this to be 

impractical having regard to Cabinet meeting timescales and the Council’s Forward Plan 

the objections below which relate to conflict with the NPPF refer to the NPPF of 2012.  

Should the Council not meet their target deadline of submission before 24th January 2019 

the writer reserves the right to add to the objections to enable NPPF 2018 to be taken into 

account.   

2.2 Access by Foot. 

2.2.1 The site would require any pedestrian movement to use Station Road which is a road 

which for a significant distant either side of the proposed site does not have a footpath, 

and has the alignment and characteristics of a country lane.  In a southward direction a 

footway only becomes available some 600 metres from the site access   There is no street 

lighting. 
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2.2.2 It is considered that this is especially unsuitable for use by children on their way to school, 

which would require a bus journey.  The bus stop would involve a material walk (about 200 

metres) along a road which will be dark in winter hours, and devoid of a pedestrian 

footpath.  Essentially the site is too divorced from all facilities given the location in open 

countryside. 

2.2.3 Government policy (NPPF 2012 para 35). seeks to secure safe and suitable access to all 

people in relation to individual sites, and there is thus considered to be conflict with 

national policy which renders the allocation unsound. 

2.2.4 The site conflicts in this respect with Core Strategy policy CP3 in that criteria 2 which 

states that sites chosen need to be well related or have reasonable access to services.  

This failure to meet a key requirement of the Core Strategy governing policy renders a 

failure to be legally compliant by virtue of the provisions of Section 13 (6) of the Town and 

Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 which requires the 

Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core Strategy.  

2.3 Economic Impact 

2.3.1 The site is adjacent to a thriving commercial park accommodating several varied 

businesses.   It is understood that business owners have stated to members of the 

Plumpton Action Group that the proximity of a travellers site would undermine their 

confidence in retaining a presence on the industrial park. 

2.3.2 This is in conflict with National policy (NPPF 2012 para. 28) for supporting a strong rural 

economy and for this reason the policy is considered to be unsound.  

2.4 Countryside Impact  

2.4.1 The site is currently open countryside set generally at a level lower than those nearby 

areas where the site can be viewed from public places.  It will also be clearly visible from 

nearby residential property and the local highway. 

Page  1521



 

4 
 

2.4.2 The countryside is recognised by national policy as having intrinsic quality for its own sake 

(NPPF 2012 para. 17) and thus any diminution in the visual quality represents a breach of 

national policy.   Whilst development needs can very often only be satisfied by green field 

development it is incumbent upon decision makers in such circumstances to choose sites 

for release for development in a manner which is not arbitrary.  

2.4.3 From the explanatory material it is considered that the selection of this site amounts to an 

arbitrary decision and such the proposal is not legally compliant.  National policy states 

that the content of NPPF (2012) is a statement of the Government’s interpretation of 

sustainable development. Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

requires Local Plans to have as an objective that of contributing to the achievement of 

sustainable development.  An arbitrary choice of site represents a failure to legally comply 

with the reasoned articulation of the choice in order to enable compliance with S39. 

2.4.4 In relation to countryside impact it is submitted that the plan is unsound due to 

inconsistency with national policy.  

2.5 Site is not Suitable  

2.5.1 In the latest SHELAA the site is indicated as being part of a site (03PL) which fails to meet 

the sieve test of proximity to settlements.   In this sense the site is not developable, and 

therefore cannot progress to deliverable status.    Unsoundness due to lack of justification 

flows from this.  

2.6 Vehicular access 

2.6.1 Vehicular access to the site is to a highway which has the national speed limit of 60 m.p.h.  

A report of 2012 “Gypsy and Traveller Site Assessment Addendum” presents data about 

various sites.   The site allocated at the land south of the Plough is indicated as having an 

inadequate access and scores zero on this factor. 

2.6.2 Policy CP3 governs the selection of sites for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation in 

accordance with a set of criteria.  Criteria 4 requires that there is a safe and convenient 

access to the road network.  
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2.6.3 Section 13 (6) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

Regulations 2004 requires the Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core 

Strategy.  There has been no change in the road alignment nor is it likely that there has 

been any material lessoning of vehicle speed and volume.    

2.6.4 In the above context it is considered the allocation in policy GT01 fails to meet the legal 

requirement set out in the Local Development Regulations.  Such legal transgression 

points to a need to delete the site from the proposed submission.   

2.6.5 Paragraph 2.137 of the LLPP2 acknowledges that the access will require improvement 

and the Council advise that this will involve land outside the control of the site owner.  This 

renders the Policy GT 01 unsound as the site is not, on the Council’s own admission, 

undeliverable.   

2.6.6 The inadequate access is also in conflict with requirements for a safe access in national 

planning policy and in addition to not being legally compliant is also unsound due to 

breach of national policy.  Continued inclusion of the site in the face of highway safety 

inadequacies prevents, in the writer’s submission, the Council from reasonably concluding 

that the plan is sound, which is a duty they must fulfil before submission to the Planning 

Inspectorate for examination.  

2.7 Poor Access to Services 

2.7.1 The site is located about 1.5 kilometres from the centre of Plumpton Green and the whole 

of the road between the site and the edge of the village, a distance of about 600 metres, 

contains no pavement.  

2.7.2 Section 13 (6) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

Regulations 2004 requires the Part 2 Local Plan to be in conformity with the Core 

Strategy. 
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2.7.1 Criteria 2 of Core Strategy policy CP3 requires a site to be well related to existing services 

and facilities.   The need to traverse some 600 metres of unpaved road to the edge of the 

settlement with a speed limit of 60 mph falls outside the realms of ‘well related’ as this is 

not conducive to walking.  Para 6.3.1. of the Manual for Streets advises that “The 

propensity to walk is influenced not only by distance, but also by the quality of the walking 

experience.” Most facilities are at the south end of Plumpton Green and thus the total 

distance to travel is about 1.2 kilometres.   There is therefore a failure to legally comply 

with the 2004 Regulations.  

2.7.2 Given dark or wet conditions it is likely that the lack of facilities for pedestrians will induce 

the use of cars for travelling to the village facilities.  There is a duty under Section 19 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to ensure that development plan documents 

include policies which contribute to securing the use of land which contributes to the 

mitigation and adaptation to climate change.  Given the lack of footpath along a road with 

a 60 mph speed limit and the encouragement this gives to using vehicular transport this 

would point to a breach of this legal duty also.  

2.8 Unsustainable development 

2.8.1 As is acknowledged by the SHELAA assessment of the larger site of which the land 

allocated by GT01 is part the site is not considered developable due to its overall distance 

from facilities.  Distance and ease of use of established facilities is a feature of the 

Government’s definition of sustainable development. (NPPF 2012 para 17 penultimate 

bullet point, paras 35 and 55)     Allocation for a specialist form of housing in relation to a 

site already rejected for mainstream housing would appear to breach the national policy 

for securing sustainable patterns of development and as a consequence this renders the 

policy in breach of legal compliance with S39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004.   

2.8.2 This also entails a breach of national policy leading to the view that on this perspective 

policy GT01 is unsound. 
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2.9 Arbitrary site selection 

2.9.1 Paragraph 2.135 indicates that the choice of site allocated in policy GT01 emerged 

following collaboration between the district and county councils.    There is no indication of 

the path to the conclusion that site GT01 should be allocated.  

2.9.2 The Local Plan Regulations 2004 require (S13(1)) that there should be a reasoned 

justification of the policies contained in the Local Development Document.  It is considered 

that this obligation is not met in the case of GT01 by virtue of the arbitrary approach set 

out in paragraph 2.135.   In this context there is considered to be a failure to meet legal 

compliance requirements.   This would also amount to a breach of the test of soundness 

related to justification.  The policy is not considered justified.  

 

3 Discussion and Conclusions 

3.1.1 Having regard to the foregoing it is considered that the inclusion of policy GT01 represents 

a very serious failing of legal compliance tests and tests for soundness.  Such failings are 

considered to be of such a magnitude that the Council is invited to the view that 

compliance with legal obligations and tests of soundness point to a requirement to delete 

the policy in relation to this parcel of land.  

3.1.2 Should the Council be minded to continue with submission for examination in the present 

form this will render the plan challengeable in the Courts.  

 

 
 
 
 
PDW/1129 
5th November 2018 
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Representation ID: REP/499/GT01 

 

  
 

 

Representation ID: REP/499/GT01 

 
Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/499 

Name: G D Ketley 

Organisation:  

Consultation Body:  

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public 

 
Agent Details: 

Name:  

Organisation:  

 
Contact Details: 

Email Address:  

Address:  
 

 

 
Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough 

Do you consider the document to be: 

Legally Compliant:  

Sound:  

Representation: 

(SEE PDF FOR FULL REPRESENTATION)  

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound? 

 

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?  

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public? 
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Representation ID: REP/500/GT01

Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/500

Name: Heather A Catchpole

Organisation:

Consultation Body: General

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public

Agent Details: 

Name:

Organisation:

Contact Details: 

Email Address:

Address:

Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough

Do you consider the document to be:

Legally Compliant:

Sound:

Representation:

I wish to register my objections and express my serious concerns regarding the above 
proposed gypsy site. My objections and concerns are as follows:

- the proposed sire was not allocated for in the neighbourhood plan. If permission is 
granted the site will be very difficult to manage and secure and once established, may 
well lead to future extension, increasing the detrimental effect on the local community.
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- There are 2 well established businesses and 1 pub within close proximity to the site. 
The Old Brickworks which borders the site has expressed great concerns regarding 
security issues, as have the majority of local residents and the Plough Pub. There are 21 
businesses within The Old Brickworks, all of whom have advised their landlord that they 
would be forced to relocate should the planning consent be granted. This would have a 
very damaging effect on both the local economy, specifically the local village store and 
the Plough and result in local job issues.

- if consent is granted then all of the above businesses would understandable require 
additional security and this would be most intrusive to the local community and have 
detrimental impact on the valued green field site.

- planning consent would also have an adverse effect on the East to West footpath, with 
regards to both usage and access by local residents and walkers from outside the 
village. In addition, it would also have a detrimental effect on the rural character of the 
village and the immediate locality, thus destroying a beautiful, quiet and highly valued 
open space used by a high % of those living within the local community.

- Increased pressure and demand will be put on already stretched services which are on 
occasion unable to meet with current demands.

- Vehicle access to the site will be from an already busy road leading from Plumpton 
Village is an awkward, if not dangerous, T junction beside the Plough Pub. Increase in 
traffic both entering and exiting the site, close to the T.junction, would potentially 
increase the risk of road accidents and would be extremely unsafe for pedestrian 
access. In addition, there is no safe pedestrian access leading to Plumpton Village

As agreement has been reached with the landowners, I now register my very strong 
objections to the above proposed planning application.

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound?

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?
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Representation ID: REP/501/GT01

Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/501

Name: Martin and Gillian Blanchard

Organisation:

Consultation Body: General

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public

Agent Details: 

Name:

Organisation:

Contact Details: 

Email Address:

Address:  

Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough

Do you consider the document to be:

Legally Compliant:

Sound:

Representation:

We wish to make you aware of strong objections that we have with regards to the 
proposed gypsy and traveller site near The Plough pub in Plumpton Green.

As a resident of Plumpton Green, the site will have a serious impact on our standard of 
living our specific objections are as follows:

-The council did not consider, or assess, the impact of their focused proposal of a 
permanent gypsy/traveller site on many business at The Old Brickworks industrial estate 
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adjacent to the proposed site. At the recent meeting, all of whom have said they will 
relocate if the site goes ahead. This would be a massive loss to the village community, 
local employment and a significant loss of business to our local village shop.

- It is desirable to situate gypsy/traveller sites so that children can walk to school. Both 
the village and school are more than 1km away. There are no pavements between the 
site and the village centre. How will the council safeguard so many additional people 
walking to and from the village without adequate, safe pavements and lack of street 
lighting? The road is narrow with blind brows and corners. Therefore, this development 
is unsuitable, as everyone would have to rely on cars to access basic amenities, let 
alone make is dangerous for those who do not have their own transport.

- The site is on an unlit, narrow lane at the bottom of a national speed limit d road and is 
therefore very dangerous. There is no main sewerage, no gas, no street lighting and no 
pavements at either end of the village.

- The village of Plumpton Green is unable to cope with an increase in traffic. Currently at 
rush hour the village is dangerous with the amount of cars trying to go to the shop, 
primary school and station, and a further increase will make maters worse.

- Previous planning applications for the site have been refused on the basis of safety. 
The site is adjoined to a road with cars travelling up to 60MPH. If is was deemed unsafe 
for a larger site, why should gypsy/travellers' safety not be considered equivalent?

- Having lived in the village for decades, I know there is a huge level of public resistance 
which ratified at the recent meeting. This development will have a significantly negative 
impact on the neighbourhood's cohesion, character and therefore quality of life of all 
residents. Therefore, Lewes District Council and their councillors have failed in their duty 
of care to the residents and business of plumpton green.

We would be grateful if the council would take out objections into serious consideration 
when deciding this application, which must be rejected.

It would be appreciated if you could send acknowledgement upon receipt of this letter

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound?

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?
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Representation ID: REP/502/GT01

Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/502

Name: G Galletly

Organisation:

Consultation Body: General

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public

Agent Details: 

Name:

Organisation:

Contact Details: 

Email Address:

Address:

Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough

Do you consider the document to be:

Legally Compliant:

Sound:

Representation:

I am concerned that the proposed gypsy site will:

- cause an exodus of valuable local businesses currently operating adjacent to the site

- place further strain on the management of traffic as it passes through the village

- create unease amongst (mostly young) family members of local residents who will not 
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be eligible to rent this accommodation

I hope you will take these thoughts into consideration as you make your judgement on 
this planning application

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound?

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?
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Representation ID: REP/503/GT01

Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/503

Name: Paul and Emma Taplin

Organisation:

Consultation Body: General

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public

Agent Details: 

Name:

Organisation:

Contact Details: 

Email Address:

Address:

Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough

Do you consider the document to be:

Legally Compliant:

Sound:

Representation:

I am writing to formally object to the above plans for a permanent traveller site at the 
above address.

- The proposed site between the Plough Public House and the Old Brickworks is Green 
Land. The Department for Communities and Local Government planning policy for 
traveller sites states that "inappropriate development is harmful to the Green Belt and 
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should not be approved, except in very special circumstances". The planning policy goes 
on to say that "traveller sites (temporary of permanent) in the Green Belt are 
inappropriate development"

- A traveller site at the above location brings no advantages to the village and will be a 
significant drain on already overstretched and under-funded resources.

- The site would not be in keeping with the local environment and potentially very 
damaging to the local economy. Many of the business at The Old Brickworks have said 
they would move away from the village if the plan goes ahead, causing the loss of vital 
jobs, services and damage to the local economy.

- Recent trends show that gipsy and traveller communities favour the use of a mobile 
home in place of the traditional caravan. Vehicles of this size would require a suitable 
large turning space to allow entry to exit from the site. High traffic volumes, often 
travelling well in excess of the 60mph speed limit along this section of Station Road, 
combined with the regular movement of large slow vehicles at this location would 
introduce a substantial safety risk to other road users.

- There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village

- The proposed site appears to make provision for both residential and business uses. 
The proposal does not take into consideration the commercial vehicles would be 
entering and leaving the site throughout the day and night as in common practice and 
can be witness at other sites

- The site will be difficult to contain and manage

- The location of the proposed traveller site is on land not allocated in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and will destroy the rural character of the village.

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound?

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?
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Representation ID: REP/504/GT01

Representor Details: 

Representor ID: REP/504

Name: P A Ketley

Organisation:

Consultation Body: General

Stakeholder Type: Member of the public

Agent Details: 

Name:

Organisation:

Contact Details: 

Email Address:

Address:

Representation: 

Policy/Section: GT01 - Land south of The Plough

Do you consider the document to be:

Legally Compliant:

Sound:

Representation:

I am writing to formally object to the above plans for a permanent traveller site at the 
above address.

- The proposed site between the Plough Public House and the Old Brickworks is Green 
Land. The Department for Communities and Local Government planning policy for 
traveller sites states that "inappropriate development is harmful to the Green Belt and 
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should not be approved, except in very special circumstances". The planning policy goes 
on to say that "traveller sites (temporary of permanent) in the Green Belt are 
inappropriate development"

- A traveller site at the above location brings no advantages to the village and will be a 
significant drain on already overstretched and under-funded resources.

- The site would not be in keeping with the local environment and potentially very 
damaging to the local economy. Many of the business at The Old Brickworks have said 
they would move away from the village if the plan goes ahead, causing the loss of vital 
jobs, services and damage to the local economy.

- Recent trends show that gipsy and traveller communities favour the use of a mobile 
home in place of the traditional caravan. Vehicles of this size would require a suitable 
large turning space to allow entry to exit from the site. High traffic volumes, often 
travelling well in excess of the 60mph speed limit along this section of Station Road, 
combined with the regular movement of large slow vehicles at this location would 
introduce a substantial safety risk to other road users.

- There is inadequate pedestrian access to the village

- The proposed site appears to make provision for both residential and business uses. 
The proposal does not take into consideration the commercial vehicles would be 
entering and leaving the site throughout the day and night as in common practice and 
can be witness at other sites

- The site will be difficult to contain and manage

- The location of the proposed traveller site is on land not allocated in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and will destroy the rural character of the village.

What changes do you suggest to make the document legally compliant or sound?

Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?

Why do you feel it is necessary to participate at the Examination in Public?
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