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INTRODUCTION
1.
Wivelsfield Green 
Thank you Inspector for allowing me to speak. My name is Simon Woodward and I have lived in the village for many years. I live in a property which is now bordered by four developments either in construction or are proposed to be developed.
Up to 10 years ago Wivelsfield Green had around 360 houses. Since that time it has already nearly doubled in size. The people who live in the village are distraught with the effects this has had on their community, their day to day lives and mental health. 

Consequently over 1,000 people objected to this development proposal for a further 150 houses in the heart of the village, and a campaign group established directly in opposition to this proposal has over 1,500 followers. This has achieved worldwide media recognition, particularly because of its connection with literary sources such as Camberwick Green and Winnie the Pooh, and received messages of support from every continent.
Due to working or care requirements, but primarily because many people have found public transport confusing, unreliable and inadequate it is simply not possible for all of those 1,000 objectors to be able to attend this Inquiry. Indeed most of us will not be able to attend on other days.

However, among those of us who are able to be here today, several would like to take about 4 minutes each, which we expect to take around an hour and a half in total, to each share a different concern and reason for objecting. The issues we want to raise with you do not overlap and we believe are all critically important to your deliberations. These relate to:
Green Space which includes
· Green space 

· Woodland Edge

· Ancient Woodland 

· Local Green Space and NPPF

· Community voices

· Stewardship and memory

Landscape which includes
· Landscape, scale, sustainability and the tilted balance

· History

· Heritage

· Ecology

· Birds

· Drainage

Sustainability which includes 
· Sewage

· Education

· Healthcare

· Public transport

· Highways
· Traffic

· Water supply
We ask that you appreciate that these represent a village which is united in its opposition to 
this development proposal and that you understand that as we are not planning experts, we may not be able to articulate this with reference to planning regulations.

However, we do hope that as the people directly affected by this proposed development you will be able to listen to what we have to say.
Thank you

Simon Woodward

Resident, Hundred Acre lane
GREEN SPACE
2. Green Space

Good evening (morning). My name is Rosie, and I’ve lived in this village my whole life. My best friend Lexie lives next door. We’re eighteen and seventeen now, but the story I’m telling tonight starts long before that — in the fields behind our houses, the ones now under threat.
Those fields are where our lives have always overlapped. They’re where we learned independence, where we found routine during difficult times, and later, where Lexie recovered from something no teenager should ever have to face. I’m not here to give you statistics or planning arguments. I’m here to tell you what this place has meant to us — because for us, it’s personal.
During Covid, everything felt uncertain. Days blurred, routines disappeared, and the world shrank to the size of our homes. But outside, the fields stayed the same. My family found small joys: picnics with my sister, long walks, quiet moments that made the days feel manageable.
Lexie walked her dog, Bluebell, every day (namely after the bluebell walks in the woods behind us) — it was her first real independence and responsibility, a moment where she could step outside on her own and feel grounded.
Her aunt, uncle, and cousins even moved into her house during lockdown so they could be closer to nature. That’s how much these spaces mattered. They weren’t a luxury. They were how we coped. The fields weren’t just scenery; they were stability when everything else felt unstable.
Lexie and I went to different primary schools, but that didn’t matter. Village childhoods work differently — you become friends because you live a fence-jump apart, because your parents know each other, because you grow up sharing the same footpaths and the same appetite for adventure.
Our earliest adventures were in the backfield — the one now threatened. We played there when we were little, and as we got older, our radius expanded: the woods, the farms, the old barn.
And then Covid hit right as everything in our lives was already shifting. I was in Year 6, about to start secondary school. Lexie was in Year 7, about to move into Year 8. We didn’t get proper endings — no last days, no goodbyes, no sense of finishing one chapter before being pushed into the next. The fields became the only place that felt familiar when everything else was changing too fast.
But we’ve also watched nature shrink. The woods behind my house became privately owned. We stopped playing out of fear of trespassing. Wildlife has pulled back — and so have families. The bluebell walks we all treasured in the springtime became less and less frequent and the paths that became so familiar to us were blocked and erased. We used to see deer in the playing field in the early morning, chased away by kids exploding onto the field after school; now we don’t. Our childhood was shaped by land that is already disappearing.
When Lexie was seventeen, everything changed. She was diagnosed with an aggressive cancer, and overnight, her life became hospitals, treatment plans, and long stretches of time where no one could tell her what would happen next. She developed sepsis four times. She had to drop out of college. She spent ten months living in hospital.

When she finally came home, she wasn’t allowed around the general public. Her immune system was so weak that something as small as a common cold could kill her. So the only places she could safely go were the outdoor spaces around our village.
Those fields were where she took her first walks after treatment. They were where she rebuilt her strength, slowly, step by step. They were where she could see her friends without risking her health. When everything else in her life was medical and frightening, these spaces gave her something normal to hold onto.
These places didn’t just help her — they protected her.
On Lexie’s 18th birthday, I made a book of our walks — photos of the fields, the footpaths, the places that helped her heal. It’s a record of what this landscape has given us. And a reminder of what we stand to lose.
Our village is already under pressure. The roads can’t handle more traffic. The primary school is over capacity — it was overcrowded even when I was there seven years ago. Children walk along roads that weren’t designed for this volume of cars.
This isn’t anti‑housing. It’s pro‑community, pro‑safety, pro‑childhood.
We’re not asking you to save ‘a field’. We’re asking you to save the place that raised us, shaped us, and gave one of us the space to recover from the hardest year of her life. But our story is not unique, any child who had the privilege to grow up here will have experienced these same environmental changes. 
Once it’s gone, so is everything it gives us. Mass housing is repeatable, memories are not. Thank you.
Rosie Tylunas

Resident, Eastern Road

3. Woodland Edge

I would like to bring to your attention the inaccurate statement made regarding Ancient Woodland in the Statement of Common Ground and the failure of the appellant to consider the impact of their development on the Ancient Woodland of West Wood.

Statement 5.17 of the Statement of Common Ground – Matters not in Dispute, states the following:

The parties agree that the Appeal Scheme maintains an appropriate buffer to the Ancient Woodland, as confirmed in Natural England’s consultation response, and that there will be no deterioration of irreplaceable habitat.
This is incorrect. Natural England does not confirm there will be no deterioration to ancient woodland, and the appellant cannot make this claim. 

The reference that Natural England makes to ancient woodland, in their consultation response, is generic. Their specific objection is based on A Site of Special Scientific Interest, not Ancient Woodland.

Natural England’s advice regarding ancient woodland is: You should consider any impacts on ancient woodland and ancient and veteran trees in line with paragraph 193 of the NPPF and that bespoke advice on Ancient Woodland will only be provided where they form part of a Site of Special Scientific Interest or in exceptional circumstances.
Planning permission should be refused if development will result in the deterioration of ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees, unless there are wholly exceptional circumstances.’

The Ecological report provided by the appellant does not give sufficient consideration to Ancient Woodland and its irreplaceable habitat and it cannot be used as confirmation that there will be no deterioration of irreplaceable habitat. It assumes there will be no impact on the woodland but does not demonstrate this. It also omits some critical lines of assessment required by Natural England’s standing advice and the Woodland Trust.

There is no assessment of the deterioration of pathways, which Natural England’s Standing Advice requires. 

There is also no assessment of hydrological change, soil compaction, pollutant loading (air, light, noise), edge effects and recreational pressure, impacts on ancient woodland species, and impact on veteran trees.

Its hydrology conclusion is unproven and likely in correct, advising that as the woodland is at the top of a slope there is no potential for hydrological links. However, ancient woodland hydrology is influenced by ground water movements as well as other impacts of development. No hydrological survey, soil infiltration test, groundwater assessment, or flow modelling is presented.

There has been no assessment of Ancient Woodland Indicator Species and the report states “It is anticipated that the ground flora is more diverse and supports Ancient Woodland Indicator species.”  However, no spring survey was undertaken which is a fundamental omission. Ancient Woodland cannot be evaluated without spring ground flora data.

No AWI species list is provided and there has been no assessment of woodland condition.

No evidence is provided on recreational pressure which is dismissed in their report – no visitor pressure modelling, no assessment of dog walking patterns, no consideration of desire lines, no consideration of the cumulative impacts of 150 new dwellings.

Natural England’s Standing Advice treats recreational pressure as a major deterioration pathway — whereas the appellant’s report does not.

There is no assessment of lighting impacts on woodland edge bats despite acknowledging Barbastelle, Myotis and long-eared bats use the woodland edge extensively. This is a serious omission.

It does not quantify any of the issues, model them, provide baseline data or risk analysis and assumes impact will be avoided by mitigation.

The appellant has not demonstrated no deterioration in their ecology report and failed to consider the impacts of their development on the Ancient Woodland.  They have not followed the standing advice of Natural England or the Woodland Trust.

They therefore cannot demonstrate that the ancient woodland will not be deteriorated. The effect of the mitigation measures they propose are assumed and not supported by any evidence. 

Based on NPPF 193c this appeal should be dismissed.

Angus & Lorna Thwaites

Resident, Green Road

4.  Ancient Woodland
Thank you Inspector.

The Ancient Woodland of West Wood will suffer harm and deterioration from the development of the appeal site. 

We have evidence of the pressures of an expanding village, resulting in deterioration of irreplaceable habitat. 

West Wood is ancient woodland categorised as Ancient and Semi-natural woodland. It is a large woodland at just over 42 hectares. It is important ecologically and also highly valued by the residents of Wivelsfield Green, including myself as a place of tranquillity and a place to be at one with nature.

West Wood is currently protected by a natural buffer of several pasture fields, which also provide a peaceful and tranquil countryside location for several green public rights of way. This natural buffer are the fields the appellant would like to develop. This area is well used, loved and appreciated by people of and local to, the village. A village that is described by Tourist Information as retaining ‘a rural character, marked by ancient woodlands, marshes, and green lanes, reflecting its agricultural heritage. It is also a village that has lost several countryside rights of way and permissive paths to urbanisation with recent housing developments.

In the UK ancient woodland is declining and they account for only 3% of the UK’s landscape. 

The Woodland Trust call it an important habitat and in sore need of protection. They are unique and complex communities of plants, fungi, insects and other microorganisms.

To quote the Woodland Trust further: Ancient Woods are our richest and most complex land habitat in the UK and they are home to more threatened species than any other. 

Ancient woods are irreplaceable as defined in regulation 2024 no.48 and they are protected by NPPF 193 c. 

If the major development of the appellant were to be allowed, even with their proposed mitigation measures, West Wood will suffer deterioration of habitat - from pollution and increased recreational pressures. 

We already have evidence of deterioration from the increasing population of Wivelsfield Green. There are three public access points to enter West Wood, 2 of which directly from the site, and these paths are already well used by walkers including dog walkers, cyclists and horses. New informal paths and entrances have developed on the woodland edge and within the woodland, through areas of bluebells and anemones. Existing paths have been unofficially widened and show clear signs of trampling and damage, particularly on the edge of the woods where ground cover is sparse. During the Covid pandemic, the impact of larger numbers accessing the woods was very evident. 

The landowner of West Wood has had limited success in mitigating visitor damage with barriers and signs. 

This proposed housing development will encourage even more people and animals into the woods. The appellant wishes to facilitate access to the network of Public Rights of Way and West Wood as advised in its Statements of Case, point 3.15. ‘further pedestrian and cycle access will be maintained from Eastern Road to facilitate access to the network of Public Rights of Way and West Wood.‘ 
Deterioration of the ancient woodland will be during construction and site occupation, in the immediate and long term.

Harm resulting from pollution during the construction phase: noise, light, dust, vehicle emissions and vibrations – carried further into the ancient woods on winds. Buffers are not proven or those suggested sufficient to prevent this harm.

Carr Ecolology in 2021 states that pressures from development are varied and not always obvious. Without a thorough understand of the ecology of the individual woodland and trees these pressures are difficult to predict, assess and mitigate. It also advises that minimum buffer zones should not be used as default when assessing development. Evidence and data is lacking on mitigation measures and the long-term impacts of development on Ancient Woodland. 

Once the development is occupied, vehicle emissions from the network of access roads will be carried into the edge of the woodland; street, home and garden lighting will impact the wildlife and their breeding cycles; domestic predators such as cats and dogs entering the woodland are a particular threat to ground nesters; increased dog fouling on nutrient sensitive ground flora will harm and change the current ecosystems; noise from people, pets, cars, and the invasion of non-native plants from gardens will all deteriorate the woodland.  Housing development can change breeding cycles and even the type of species attracted to the area. The Woodland Trust advises that impacts are not always clear as they are insidious and cumulative. 

The appellant’s only mitigation is a buffer and the planting of scrub or ecotone vegetation. This area is likely to be used as an unofficial recreational area by householders. The proposed buffer will not prevent pollution reaching the woods or stop the increasing recreational pressure from a further 150 homes being developed in this site. 

To conclude, I state again - this appeal must be dismissed in accordance with NPPF 193 c and the Standing Advice of Natural England and the Woodland Trust.

There are no wholly exceptional circumstances that allow the development of this specific site. There are other sites in the district which negate the need to develop this specific site.

The statement that there will no deterioration of the irreplaceable habitat of Ancient Woodland is incorrect. There will significant harms now and in the future. 

We must protect this precious part of our landscape. 

The appeal site conflicts with national planning policy and the appeal should be dismissed. Thank you.
Barbastelle Bats and lack of surveys and investigations.
Thank you.

I would like to speak about the rare Barbastelle bat whose activity was detected in the appellants ecological report. 

These detections confirm functional use of the site, primarily on the edge of the ancient woodland but also on the bridleway Green Lane. Highest activity was recorded through the centre of the appeal site.

The ecological survey work that the appellant has undertaken is not specific enough to this site, which borders ancient woodland and an ancient droveway and where a rare, annex II species of bat has been detected. This detection should have triggered further modelling, quantification and the consideration of cumulative impacts of a large development. Without this, the appeal must be dismissed in accordance with NPPF 193 and wildlife regulations.  

Barbastelle bats are rare, particularly in Sussex. Further exploratory work on the presence of the Barbastelle bat would help understand how and why they use the ancient woodland and the importance of dark corridors along the hedgerows and woodland edges. The appellant failed to do this and as such there are missing reports from the planning application. 

The Bat Conservation Trust states:

The barbastelle is very rare and is mainly found in southern and central England and Wales. Very few breeding sites are currently known in the UK and it is important that surrounding environments of these and winter hibernation sites are maintained. It is thought that they prefer pastoral landscapes with deciduous woodland, wet meadows and water bodies, such as woodland streams and rivers.
The extensive loss of deciduous woodland in the UK may be a significant factor in the rarity of the barbastelle
The appeal site has a pastoral landscape, ancient woodland and barbastelle bats have been detected.

The appellant’s ecology report does not follow the Bat Conservation Trust Survey Guidelines 2023, and it has not attempted to overcome the limitations of their survey methods used once Barbastelle bats were identified. It has failed to quantify the Barbastelle bats or their potential roost locations properly because they advise that trees are being retained. But for Annex II species the identification of roosts is critical.

They are light-averse bats which are often missed in walking surveys. They undertook no modelling or assessment of the impacts of lighting on any of the light averse species identified.

The Barbastelle relies on quiet, undisturbed woodland edges, which have already been seen to be impacted by recreational pressures. The appellant has failed to assess the impact of further recreational pressures of their development on the habitat or with regard to the Barbastelle.

Their surveys were July to October only and not when the Barbastelle’s activity peaks in May to June. This does not meet the BCT Bat Survey Guidelines of 2023 for survey seasonality. The guidelines also recommends multiple surveys to investigate temporal or seasonal changes in activity. 

They conducted no spatial analysis of the sightings and thus the impacts of the development have not been properly assessed.

The identification of the barbastelle bat triggers a requirement to demonstrate that the development will not cause deterioration of irreplaceable Ancient Woodland habitat, nor sever or degrade the dark commuting routes that this species depends upon. 

The appellant has not demonstrated that there will be no deterioration or degradation to the environment and as such, it cannot confirm harm will not be caused. Based on this, the appeal should be dismissed.

Angus Thwaites

Resident, Green Road

5.  Local Green Space and NPPF paragraph 11(d)(i)

Thank you Inspector. My name is Nigel Turners and I am speaking on behalf of Wivelsfield Parish Council. I would like to focus on the Local Green Space issue, because for the Parish Council this is one of the most fundamental reasons why the appeal should be dismissed.

The Appellant’s case presents the scheme as if the Local Green Space is essentially retained as open space. That is not our position. The appeal scheme does not simply sit beside the Local Green Space, nor does it merely enable public access to it. It introduces a series of development works within the designated Local Green Space itself. These include the new vehicular access from Green Road, the access road running through the Local Green Space to serve the housing land to the west, pedestrian and cycle infrastructure, engineering works, drainage features, land associated with the school extension, planting, banks, level changes and the related traffic, activity, hard surfacing and visual paraphernalia that come with such works.

That matters because the Local Green Space was designated through the Wivelsfield Parish Neighbourhood Plan, as the community identified this land as important because of its openness, recreational and amenity value, its role in the rural setting of the village, and its function as part of the green gap between the eastern and western parts of Wivelsfield Green. 

WPC has also recently approved its Wivelsfield Parish Spatial Overview and Spatial Objectives – a recent local evidence and position document. That document is not planning policy, but it is a recent material consideration which explains, in local spatial terms, why the parish’s green gaps, rural lanes, public rights of way and green and blue infrastructure are important. It reinforces the point that this Local Green Space performs a wider spatial role: it helps preserve openness, recreational access, landscape character and the separation between the eastern and western parts of Wivelsfield Green.

The Appellant says that there is no footnote 7 constraint that provides a strong reason for refusal, but we disagree. Local Green Space is expressly one of the protected areas capable of engaging paragraph 11(d)(i) of the NPPF. The question is not simply whether some of the land would remain visually green or be open to the public. The question is whether the proposal is consistent with the policy protection that applies to Local Green Space and we consider it is not.

The access road is particularly important for this development. It is not a recreational facility, it is not ancillary to the enjoyment of the Local Green Space, and it is not required for utilities, which are scenarios capable of being compatible with the designation as per the Neighbourhood Plan. It is transport infrastructure required to unlock a housing development immediately outside the Local Green Space and its only function is to enable the residential scheme. 

The road would also fundamentally change how this part of the Local Green Space is experienced. It would introduce hard surfacing, kerbs, junction works, vehicle movements, signage, markings, visibility requirements, lighting or servicing implications, raised levels, banks and urban activity into an area designated for its local green, rural, open and recreational qualities. It would also bisect the Local Green Space and reduce the sense of openness and continuity that the designation was intended to protect. Furthermore, the land proposed for school expansion has the potential to reduce the open character of the Local Green Space, depending on its eventual use, enclosure, fencing, structures and associated paraphernalia.

The Appellant has chosen a new access through the Local Green Space without, in WPC’s view, demonstrating that this Local Green Space location is required or that reasonable alternatives have been robustly assessed and examined. The fact that the access through the LGS may be convenient for the housing layout does not make it acceptable in policy terms.

The development would also include drainage and engineering works within the Local Green Space. They are part of the technical drainage strategy required by the development and they would further alter the character, landform and function of the space. They constitute development that, in combination with other changes already mentioned, would not preserve the Local Green Space’s openness.

For these reasons, WPC asks the Inspector to find that the appeal scheme conflicts with the development plan protection for the Local Green Space and with the NPPF approach to Local Green Space. This is not a minor incursion, it is inappropriate development: it is infrastructure that enables a large housing scheme and would materially harm the openness, recreational purpose and integrity of the designated space.

The issue is therefore not simply one of residual planning balance; it is whether the Framework’s own protective policies for Local Green Space provide a strong reason for refusal before paragraph 11(d)(ii) is reached. On that basis alone, WPC respectfully asks that the appeal be dismissed.
Nigel Turner

Parish Councillor

Resident, Nursery Lane 

6.  Community Voices 

Good morning Inspector. My name is Ania tylunas, and I am speaking on behalf of many residents of Wivelsfield Green who responded to our invitation to describe what these fields mean to them.

When residents were asked to comment, we did not ask whether they supported or opposed development. We simply asked what this landscape means to them. The responses were remarkable. People of different ages, backgrounds and circumstances repeatedly described the same things.

They spoke about family walks.

They spoke about wildlife.

They spoke about peace and tranquillity.

They spoke about wellbeing.

They spoke about children learning about nature.

And they spoke about a landscape that forms part of the identity of Wivelsfield Green itself.

Karen Peters, who has lived in the village for more than twenty years, described discovering local footpaths and hidden corners of the countryside during the Covid period. She spoke of seeing deer, hearing birdsong and experiencing what she called “the slow unfolding of each new season.”

Emily Morphew described family walks that sometimes begin with reluctant teenagers but “always end up being full of laughter, exploring and wonderful family time away from technology.”

Dave Willis spoke about walking the bridleways and footpaths through the woods and fields, teaching children about foraging and the natural world, and enjoying what he described as a wonderfully peaceful landscape.

Sue Williams described swallows and swifts swooping over the fields in summer, buzzards circling overhead and birds singing from the hedgerows. She ended her comments by saying:

“It is so peaceful and with all the birds in the trees and hedges singing away it is beautiful.”

Alice Melluish perhaps captured the feelings of many residents when she wrote:

“These spaces are not just empty land — they are part of the character, wellbeing and identity of our community.”

Again and again, residents spoke about the same themes.

Connection to nature.

Mental wellbeing.

Family life.

Tranquillity.

Belonging.

Many residents spoke about the importance of being able to access nature close to home.

Karen Peters wrote:

“We don’t want to have to get in our car and drive to find an ever shrinking pocket of greenery to explore.”

That observation captures something important.

The value of these fields lies not only in their existence but in their accessibility.

Unlike many areas of countryside that lie beyond the edge of a settlement, these fields occupy a unique position at the centre of village life.

They are not distant countryside.

Located in the very heart of Wivelsfield Green, they form part of everyday life and are readily accessible to residents across the village. They sit alongside the Village Green, the recreation ground, the school, the village hall, the war memorial and the network of footpaths leading into the wider countryside.

People can step outside their homes and immediately connect with nature.

That is becoming increasingly rare.

The comments also reveal how much residents value the wildlife associated with these fields.

People described seeing deer, bats, swallows, swifts, birds of prey and a rich variety of other species.

For many residents, these encounters are part of daily life.

The changing seasons.

Birdsong.

Wildflowers.

Open skies.

The experience of nature woven into everyday living.

These are not isolated opinions.

More than one thousand people objected to this proposal.

Hundreds contributed comments, memories, photographs and personal testimonies.

Residents have devoted countless hours to meetings, evidence gathering and participation in this process because they believe these fields matter.

The strength of that feeling was demonstrated during the National Day of Protest against overdevelopment and the loss of rural green spaces.

More than 200 residents gave up their time to stand together on the Village Green, wearing yellow shirts and forming a giant human “X” visible from the air.

It was a simple but powerful symbol of the community’s desire to protect the countryside that surrounds our village.

People did not come because they oppose all change.

They came because they believe some places are worth protecting.

Inspector, many residents describe these fields as the green heart of Wivelsfield Green.

Having read their comments, I understand why.

These fields connect the Village Green, the recreation ground, the school, the village hall, the war memorial and the countryside beyond.

People walk beside them every day.

Children grow up with them.

Families gather around them.

Community life takes place because of them and in their setting.

They are not simply open land between buildings.

They are part of the green beating heart of the village.

And like any heart, their importance lies not only in their existence, but in the role they perform.

They provide connection.

Belonging.

Wellbeing.

A sense of place.

They help make Wivelsfield Green not simply a collection of houses, but a community. Thank you.

Ania Tylunas

Resident, Eastern Road

7.  Stewardship, Memory and the Character of Wivelsfield Green

Good morning Inspector.
My name is [Mylo]. Young people often don’t get a voice in the planning decision making process yet it is so important that we do. After all it is my generation that will live with the outcome of what is decided in this enquiry for decades to come.
The previous speaker spoke about what these fields between Green Road and Eastern Road mean to residents today.
I would like to speak about something slightly different.
I would like to speak about memory.
About stewardship.
And about our responsibility to those who come after us.
The value of these fields is reflected not only in how people enjoy them today, but in the role they have played in the life and identity of Wivelsfield Green over centuries.
For many years, with the permission of the landowner, part of these fields was repeatedly used as overspill parking for Village Day. It was a practical contribution that helped support one of the village’s most important annual celebrations.
In different ways, generations of ordinary residents have also given their time to the community, whether through the not-for-profit playgroup, village events, or by preparing and serving Christmas lunch each year to anyone who wishes to attend.
These traditions reflect something important.
The landscape is not separate from the community.
It forms part of the fabric of village life.
But nowhere is that relationship more apparent than at the War Memorial.
At the heart of the village stands the memorial to the twenty-six young men of Wivelsfield who never returned from two world wars. Many of them were my age.
Its inscription reads:
“In memory of the men of this village who died for their country.”
Those words have particular significance.
The memorial does not commemorate anonymous figures from distant places.
It commemorates the men of this village.
Love of country often begins with love of place — the places where people grow up, build families, form friendships and create memories.
The countryside beyond the memorial is the same countryside those young men would have known.
The same landscape through which they walked.
The same landscape they called home.
The memorial occupies a place that is accessible to the whole community, but one whose setting also allows space for reflection and remembrance.
Looking beyond the memorial today, the eye is drawn not to roads or buildings, but to open fields and woodland on the horizon.
It is difficult to imagine a more fitting backdrop against which to remember those who gave their lives.
Every November, Green Road is closed so that residents can gather safely for the Remembrance Service. Children, parents and grandparents stand together in gratitude and remembrance, looking out across the same peaceful countryside that has formed part of the village’s identity for over a century.
The memorial remains a living part of village life.
Indeed, the Green Space Assessment recognised this relationship when it described the fields between Green Road and Eastern Road as providing a fitting background to the War Memorial.
Under the proposal, that relationship would be fundamentally altered.
The principal outlook from the memorial would no longer be towards open countryside and woodland, but towards development served by a busy access road carrying traffic associated with around 150 homes.
The memorial itself would remain.
But the setting in which remembrance takes place would be changed forever.
For many residents, that would represent a profound loss.
Because stewardship is ultimately about recognising that we do not inherit places only from those who came before us.
We also borrow them from those who come after us.
For many residents, the question is not simply what can be built here today.
It is what will remain tomorrow.
These fields between Green Road and Eastern Road connect the past, the present and the future of Wivelsfield Green.
And perhaps one resident, recalling a piece of wisdom passed down through farming families, expressed that responsibility more simply and more eloquently than any of us could:
“Look after the land, they don’t make it anymore.”
Thank you.
Mylo Chamberlain

Resident, Green Road
LANDSCAPE

8.  Landscape, scale, sustainability and the tilted balance

Thank you Inspector. My name is Harriet Martin, and I am speaking as the chair of Wivelsfield Parish Council.  I will focus on landscape, settlement character and the overall planning balance.

The Appellant’s Statement of Case places considerable emphasis on the absence of a statutory landscape designation and says that the site is not a valued landscape. WPC considers that this frames the issue too narrowly. The question is not simply whether the site is nationally designated. The planning question is whether the proposal would harm countryside character, settlement pattern, the rural setting of Wivelsfield Green, the local gap, promoted walking routes and the Local Green Space, all of which are protected or recognised through the development plan and local evidence.

The Parish Council’s March 2025 representations explained that the proposal would extend development well beyond the established linear form of the western part of Wivelsfield Green. It would create a substantial backland suburban estate in open countryside, rather than a modest, contained, landscape-led addition to the village. That concern is also reinforced by the Landscape Officer’s objection dated February 2026.

The Landscape Officer’s response is relevant because it challenges the Appellant’s landscape case. It identifies that the proposal should be treated as large-scale residential development for the purposes of the Lewes Landscape Sensitivity Study, not as small or medium-scale development. On that basis, the western parcel has high-medium sensitivity. The officer also identifies that the proposed built form would be at odds with Wivelsfield Green’s linear settlement pattern, and that the access road through the gap would itself be suburbanising development and the Parish Council agrees with these conclusions. 

That is a significant weakness in the Appellant’s case. The submitted landscape evidence underplays the harm by treating the development as if its effects are localised and contained. But localised harm can still be serious where it affects the very character and settlement pattern that local policy seeks to protect. The village’s rural edge, the gap between its eastern and western parts, the public rights of way and the relationship with West Wood are not incidental features. They are central to how this part of Wivelsfield Green is experienced. These impacts arise from the principle of development, quantum of housing and the proposed access arrangements. They are, therefore, matters for the appeal now, not issues that can simply be deferred to reserved matters.

There is also a drainage and landform issue. The latest revised scheme responds to surface water modelling by, amongst other things, raising development platforms and roads by around 0.3 to 0.5 metres. WPC is concerned that this demonstrates that the scheme is not genuinely landscape-led. Instead, the housing layout and access strategy are being imposed onto a constrained hydrological and landscape context, with levels, engineering and drainage mitigation following afterwards. The proposed works, and the surface water flood risk identified by the modelling, detract from landscape character, trees, and the usability of open space and the existing bridleway.

Turning to scale and sustainability, we note that the local highway authority has not objected. However, the Parish Council’s concern is broader. A scheme of up to 150 dwellings is disproportionate to Wivelsfield Green’s role, service base, infrastructure and sustainable transport options. Although some facilities are within walking or cycling distance, the village lacks many everyday services, has poor links to higher-order settlements and railway stations, and remains heavily reliant on the private car. The key issue is not whether some facilities can be reached on foot or by bicycle, but whether Wivelsfield Green is a suitable location for strategic-scale growth of up to 150 dwellings, given its settlement role, limited services, public transport provision and infrastructure capacity.
The Parish Council’s recently approved Spatial Overview and Spatial Objectives are also relevant here. They support WPC’s position that future growth should be modest, landscape-led and well-contained, and that strategic-scale growth should not be imposed on Wivelsfield Green through speculative appeals ahead of the emerging Local Plan.

The Appellant relies on previous appeal decisions, including Broyle Gate Farm in Ringmer, to suggest that conflict with the Local Plan settlement-boundary policies should attract reduced weight. We consider that this issue should be treated carefully. Ringmer is a higher-order Rural Service Centre with a broader range of services, employment opportunities and public transport accessibility. This appeal is different in scale, context, landscape sensitivity and emerging plan position. Wivelsfield Green is not identified in the emerging Local Plan strategy as a suitable location for strategic-scale growth, but Ringmer is.

The Appellant also relies heavily on housing delivery and affordable housing. WPC recognises those benefits. However, the tilted balance under paragraph 11(d)(ii) is not a simple housing numbers exercise. It requires weighing the benefits against the adverse impacts when assessed against the NPPF as a whole, including policies on sustainable locations, effective use of land and well-designed places.

Here, the adverse impacts are substantial: conflict with the development plan, harm to Local Green Space, landscape and settlement-pattern harm, harm to the use of public rights of way, and inconsistency with the emerging spatial strategy. In WPC’s view, those harms significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. These benefits to do not include CIL receipts because whilst the damage is done in Wivelsfield Green, the cross Parish location means that it will only receive 20% of any CIL returns. Nor do the benefits include economic. There are no jobs in the village, and any work deriving from construction will simply disappear afterwards. The only impact will be less tourism and more harm to local farriers.
For those reasons, and for the reasons set out in WPC’s written representations, we respectfully ask that the appeal be dismissed.

Thank you.
Harriet Martin

Parish Councillor (Chair)

Resident, Green Road
9. History
Good morning, my name is Richard Morris and I am a resident and Parish Councillor.

I was bought up in a small farming community in a village in Kent and moved to Wivelsfield 25 years ago, so that my children could grow up in the same type of rural landscape that shaped my uprbinging.  We have never had a television here, there is simply no need. Nature provides an ever changing pastiche of colour interest. 

We walk for example of an evening down Eastern Road which borders the proposed site. Eastern Road is part of a 4,000 year old iron age trackway stretching from the North to the South Downs of such importance that it was the only iron age track that Victorian Roman Road historian Ivan Margery surveyed. A track so established by Saxon times that they used it to divide East and West Sussex, and which now forms part of the Sussex Border path. For us, residents and walkers on the border path including numerous Duke of Edinburgh scheme children emerging from the woods and Ditchling Common country park. These new houses will be the only urbanised interruption along this route, and raising the houses 300mm to avoid drainage issues has not helped – or been evaluated in the landscape visual impact.
We then turn and head East through the footpath at the foot of the West Wood with the proposed site still visible on our left.   The woods too are full of ancient memories; coppiced hornbeam used not so long ago by our forbears for making charcoal, old charcoal burner lodgings, marl pits and trackways.   As the track rises, the view extend over the fields across the Pellingbrook valley to the lunces Common ridge, then drops again to the Ouse valley and rises again at the high Weald. It is a majestic view. At the end of the woodland path, on the SE corner of the proposed site, used to be a windmill run by an eccentric known as Sam Fuller.  This provided the inspiration for the character of Windy Miller in the Camberwick Green Stories which itself drew from the name of Wivelsfield Green.

Turning left again and keeping the site to the left, and heading north, we follow the bridleway. As an old Saxon droveway, it is only around 1,500 years old but it has the raised boundary markers delineating the ancient Sussex rapes, and is the only one of three rights of way in the South of the village not affected by development.    

Finally, we turn left again and head back down Green Road to our starting point. Green Road is exactly what it says. A linear village green, marking the edge of King Alfred’s hunting grounds in the fields to the left. To the right, Fanners marks the site of his hunting lodge, and later medieaval and now listed additions include Jenners, Botches, and Baldings.  

This route is part of Wivelsfield’s Heritage trail which circles the village and this site. These routes are ancient rights of way. These fields form an unspoilt, historic and evocative rural backcloth to our everyday life. 

I was then, and am still now, horrified to have watched my childhood land swallowed up by an expanding greater London and the M25.

For the benefit of my children. Overdevelopment cannot be allowed to happen here.
Richard Morris

Parish Councillor

Resident, Slugwash lane
10. Heritage 
Wivelsfield is a watershed between the tributaries of the Adur, draining westwards, and the Ouse, draining east. East/west ridges of higher ground run to the  north and south of this. The varied habitat provided by damp water meadows and higher land, often wooded, has nurtured a rich variety of wild life and human activity over the centuries. 

Ever increasing evidence is coming to light of human activity in Wivelsfield from prehistoric times. Three Celtic habitation sites are along the east/west 'Long Ridge', north of Green Road. Iron Age round houses, Roman finds and archaeological evidence of Anglo-Saxon activity have been found at a number of sites in the village. 'Wifelsfelsa' is first mentioned by name in the mid-8th century charter, from which we can deduce that there were already settlements here, that 

Wifel had given his name to the area and that, because feld means 'open area', there was arable land and a farming community. This north-south strip of land, mentioned in the Anglo-Saxon charter, is on the far eastern side of Wivelsfield, and was know for centuries as 'Stanmer hamlet'.

The pattern of scattered farmsteads continued over the centuries with shops and an inn being built round the church in Tudor times and a blacksmith and other travel related trades growing up at the junction of what is now Green Road and the roads to Chailey and Plumpton. Medieaval manor houses were built during this period and are still extant and encircling the proposed site, including Botches, Baldings, Jack O Clubs and Jenners – oppoiste where the site entry and exit would be.

Houses were built on the west of the parish c.1920 when Antye and Theobalds farms were sold to cover death duties and marketed as 'Homes for Heroes'.  Covenants on the land limit building to one house per acre. The central part of the village was developed relatively recently with Allwood Crescent, Downsview and Strood Gate being build after the world famous Allwood Nursery site became available.

A large part of northern Wivelsfield was annexed by Haywards Heath in 19?? (Franklands, Northlands Wood, St Francis Park, PRH) and ongoing urbanisation to the north and west of Wivelsfield may continue this trend.

The countryside is actively farmed, primarily for livestock or livestock foodstuffs. Both informal and, increasingly, formal land stewardship is undertaken for the benefit of wildlife. 
The rural character is much cherished by all residents. There is a rich biodiversity with many habitats of importance to wildlife few of  which are currently protected. This richness extends into the built-up boundary where wildlife is more diverse than in typical urban areas. There have, however, been no recent formal recordings for a number of species, particularly those dependent upon traditional woodland and grassland management practices, or which have been affected by invasive alien species.
Richard Wadham

Resident, Green Road
11. Ecology

Good morning, Inspector.

Today you will hear evidence on drainage, highways, ecology and planning policy. I do not intend to repeat those technical arguments. Instead, I would like to speak about something that is perhaps less easy to measure, but no less important.

This appeal is about whether this is the right development in the right place, and whether the permanent harm to this landscape, its ecology and the identity of Wivelsfield Green is justified. Planning decisions shape communities for generations. Once open countryside is developed, and the character of a rural landscape is lost, it cannot simply be recreated.

The application describes this as a sustainable location for development. Yet for those of us who live here, that description does not reflect the reality of this place.

Wivelsfield Green is not simply a collection of housing plots connected by roads. It is a rural village with its own history, landscape and identity. Its network of ancient footpaths, bridleways and hedgerows connects people with the surrounding countryside and forms part of the village's distinctive character. Those qualities cannot be captured fully by transport assessments or planning metrics, yet they are fundamental to what makes this village special.

The meadows proposed for development are not empty fields awaiting development. They are species-rich, seasonally wet grasslands supporting a wide variety of wildflowers and insects. Because they are managed differently from intensively farmed land, they provide valuable nectar sources later in the summer, when such habitats are becoming increasingly scarce across Sussex.

These meadows also perform an important ecological function. They form part of a wider habitat network that allows wildlife to move, feed and thrive across the landscape. On summer evenings, bats can regularly be seen feeding over these fields and along the hedgerows, relying on the abundance of insects they support. Many of us have watched this happen for years. It is one of those everyday sights that reminds us how closely this village remains connected to the surrounding countryside. Once this feeding habitat is lost, it cannot simply be replaced through landscaping around a housing development.

The proposal would also fundamentally alter the character of the ancient Green Lane bridleway. This is far more than a public right of way. It is part of a historic Saxon droveway that has connected the Downs and the Weald for centuries, while also functioning as a continuous wildlife corridor.

Introducing the main access road for around 150 homes across this route would inevitably change its character. Increased traffic, lighting and the pressures associated with a large residential development, including greater recreational use,  greatly increased dog walking, domestic cats and litter, would erode the quiet rural environment and disrupt a long-established ecological corridor. Once that continuity is broken, it cannot be restored.

Finally, I would ask you to consider the value of local knowledge.

Residents fully recognise the importance of professional surveys and technical evidence. However, there is a growing concern that the observations of people who have lived here for decades are too easily discounted when they differ from consultant reports. Local people experience these landscapes every day. They witness seasonal flooding, wildlife movements and the way these spaces are used throughout the year. That knowledge may not always appear in technical documents, but it is nonetheless real and should form part of the overall planning judgement.

This appeal requires a careful planning balance. Against the benefits claimed by the developer must be weighed the permanent loss of a landscape, an ecological network and a historic rural setting that cannot be replaced.

For those reasons, I respectfully ask you to dismiss this appeal and protect the landscape, heritage and ecological character that make Wivelsfield Green distinctive.

Thank you, Inspector.

Katy Downton

Resident, South Road
12. Birds

Good morning Inspector, and thank you for allowing me to speak. My name is Audrey Wende and I have lived in the village for over 50 years and been a member of the Sussex Ornithological Society for 42 years acting as its chair for 7 years.

My objection to application LW/24/0820 is based on the serious and irreversible impact this development would have on the birds, wildfowl, and the wider ecological network surrounding Wivelsfield Green.

This site is not simply an empty field waiting to be built on. It is part of a living landscape that supports feeding, nesting, shelter, and movement for a wide range of bird species which are far too numerous for me to list here.

The hedgerows, wet ground, open fields, ditches, and surrounding woodland edges form a connected habitat that wildlife depends upon throughout the year. Once this land is urbanised with roads, lighting, drainage works, noise, traffic, domestic pets, and constant human activity, that habitat cannot realistically be replaced.

Bird populations across Britain are already in steep decline. Farmland birds in particular have suffered dramatic losses of around 61% over recent decades due to habitat fragmentation and development pressure. Planning policy is clear that biodiversity should not simply be acknowledged — it should be protected and enhanced.

The concern here is cumulative harm. This proposal is for up to 150 dwellings, alongside associated infrastructure and public access. Even if small mitigation areas are proposed, they cannot recreate the quiet, undisturbed conditions that many bird species require to breed and feed successfully.

Ground-nesting birds are especially vulnerable to disturbance. Species using open grassland and field margins can abandon nesting sites when faced with increased activity, artificial lighting, or predation from domestic cats and dogs. Wet areas and drainage channels also support insects and aquatic life which form essential food sources for birds and wildfowl.

I am also concerned that ecological assessments are incomplete, incorrect and underestimate how wildlife actually uses a site over time. Surveys provide only snapshots. Birds do not recognise planning boundaries. They depend on wider ecological corridors and seasonal movement patterns that are easily disrupted but extremely difficult to restore.

The development would also add pressure to nearby habitats already affected by expanding housing growth in this area. Piece by piece, these incremental losses are eroding the remaining countryside habitat around Wivelsfield Green.

I am pleased to be able to help many younger people in the village recognise and care for these birds in our area. Future generations deserve more than promises of landscaping after habitat has already been destroyed. Once these ecological systems are broken apart, they cannot simply be engineered back into existence.

National planning policy states that development should contribute to and enhance the natural environment, minimise impacts on biodiversity, and avoid significant ecological harm. In this case, the precautionary principle should apply. If there is uncertainty about long-term ecological damage, particularly to protected and declining bird populations, that uncertainty should weigh against approval rather than in favour of development.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask that LW/24/0820 be refused on ecological and biodiversity grounds, particularly regarding the protection of birds, wildfowl, and their habitats.

Thank you.

Audrey Wende

Resident, Green Road

13. Drainage

My objection to planning application LW/24/0820 is focused on drainage, flooding risk, and the potential impacts that this development would have on an area with a long and well-documented history of surface water management problems – and on the character of the area
Wivelsfield Green already experiences recurring flooding, standing water, overloaded drains, saturated ground conditions, and overflowing drainage ditches during periods of heavy rainfall. These are not theoretical concerns. They are established issues that have affected residents for many decades and continue to do so today.

The evidence base for these concerns is extensive. Following the severe flooding events of May 2004, the Wivelsfield Flood Report was compiled by the late Alan Janes in September 2004. This was followed by the Wivelsfield Land Drainage Study commissioned by Lewes District Council in February 2006. Both reports identified significant drainage deficiencies within the village and highlighted the vulnerability of the area to surface water flooding.

More recently, the increasing frequency and intensity of rainfall events have reinforced these concerns. Flooding that was once described as exceptional is becoming increasingly common. The Adur and Ouse Rivers Trust has identified Wivelsfield Green as one of the priority locations within the district due to its elevated flood risk. Residents have witnessed first-hand the consequences of this vulnerability, including flooding of properties at Woods Ground. Following previous flood events, homes there were reconstructed with floor levels raised by approximately 30 centimetres. Despite this intervention, floodwater in January this year came within approximately 25 millimetres of the new threshold levels.

The applicant's own Flood Risk Assessment acknowledges that flood risk is a defining characteristic of the site. That acknowledgement is important because it demonstrates that drainage and flooding are not peripheral considerations but fundamental constraints affecting this proposal.

The proposed development would replace agricultural land with a substantial area of impermeable surfaces, including roads, roofs, driveways, pavements and associated infrastructure. While agricultural land does not prevent flooding, it currently provides a degree of natural water storage and infiltration. Replacing this land with built development inevitably changes the way water moves through the landscape and increases reliance on engineered drainage solutions.

The village's experience with recently completed developments gives rise to legitimate concern regarding the effectiveness of such solutions. Residents have reported repeated flooding incidents within Charters Gate, while Bluebell Meadows has recently required significant drainage modifications, including the enlargement and reconfiguration of drainage infrastructure shortly after completion. These examples demonstrate that drainage systems which perform satisfactorily in modelling exercises do not always perform as anticipated once subjected to real-world conditions.

Historical evidence also suggests that development has previously contributed to increased flooding elsewhere within the village. Both the 2004 flood report and the subsequent Royal Haskoning assessment refer to flooding becoming significantly worse following the construction of the Blackmores development. It is therefore reasonable to consider whether cumulative impacts from successive developments are placing increasing pressure on an already constrained drainage network.

This concern is heightened by the fact that another 96-home development downstream remains only partially completed. The proposed Taylor Wimpey development would therefore be assessed against a drainage system that is already under pressure and whose future operational performance remains uncertain.

While the application proposes modern drainage measures and Sustainable Drainage Systems, these systems are dependent upon assumptions regarding rainfall intensity, maintenance standards and long-term performance. Climate change projections indicate that extreme rainfall events are likely to become more frequent and more severe. It is therefore essential that the Inspector considers whether the proposed mitigation measures can be relied upon over the lifetime of the development.

Maintenance is a particular concern. The 2004 and 2006 drainage reports identified problems associated with blocked ditches, culverts, inadequate maintenance and poor drainage gradients. Even well-designed systems can fail if maintenance standards are not consistently achieved. Once development is complete, it is often existing residents and future occupiers who bear the consequences of those failures.

There is also concern regarding the cumulative scale of development proposed within Wivelsfield Green. Historically, the village comprised approximately 340 homes. Taking account of developments already approved, under construction, or currently proposed, that figure could increase to around 1,000 homes. Such growth inevitably increases pressure on local drainage infrastructure and raises legitimate questions regarding the capacity of existing systems.

Importantly, the historic drainage studies acknowledge that there is incomplete information regarding sections of the underground drainage network, including pipe locations and system capacity. If parts of the network were overwhelmed during the flooding events of 2004, before many of the subsequent developments were built, there must be significant doubt as to whether the system can safely accommodate further substantial development today.

The site also forms part of a wider hydrological landscape. The surrounding open land contributes to the movement, storage and absorption of water. Development has the potential to alter local hydrology and affect nearby water-dependent habitats, including areas of ancient wet woodland. Surface water and groundwater regimes form an integral part of these ecosystems and should not be adversely affected by changes arising from development.

Flooding is not merely an inconvenience. It affects public safety, property, infrastructure, road access, insurance costs and the wellbeing of residents. It places additional pressure on local authorities and emergency services and can impose significant financial and emotional burdens on affected households.

National planning policy is clear that development should not increase flood risk elsewhere and should only proceed where flood risks can be safely managed for the lifetime of the development without worsening conditions for existing communities. In my view, the evidence presented does not provide sufficient confidence that this standard has been met.

Given the long history of flooding in Wivelsfield Green, the documented limitations of the existing drainage network, the uncertainty surrounding cumulative impacts from multiple developments, and the increasing frequency of extreme rainfall events, I do not believe the applicant has demonstrated that this proposal can be delivered without increasing flood risk to existing residents, future occupants, nearby habitats and surrounding infrastructure.

For those reasons, I respectfully request that planning application LW/24/0820 be refused.

Thank you.
Mike Nightingale
Resident, Eastern Road

SUSTAINABILITY
14. Sewage

I am speaking today to object to this planning application because Wivelsfield’s sewage and wastewater infrastructure is already under significant strain, and this development risks making an unacceptable situation even worse.

Residents across Wivelsfield are well aware of the ongoing problems with the local sewage system. There are repeated concerns about overloaded infrastructure, sewage capacity, drainage failures, and the increasing pressure placed on an ageing network that was never designed to support continual large-scale development.

Pollution and daily tankerage are entirely unsustainable.   We do not in fact have sufficient foul water for the houses we currently have.  In Charters Gate just recently an entire house was flooded with raw sewage.  We live opposite Charters gate and regularly see the waste tankers having to come in and take away the foul waste because it is overflowing on multiple occasions.
This proposal would connect with the Wivelsfield Sewage Treatment works which has a maximum operating capacity output of 24 l/s and is already discharging flows regularly of between 30 to 35 l/s requiring spillage and daily tankerage. At 509.8 hours of discharge, 2023 was the worse year on record for sewerage spilling directly into the River Adur but this has since risen to 860 hours in 2024, and this is before the 45 Homes at South Road and the 96 homes in Ditchling Road currently being built come on stream.

Of Southern Water’s 77 treatment plants within the Adur and Arun basins, Wivelsfield village has had the highest flow of treated water on more days than any other plant, and only the towns of East Worthing, Horsham, Steyning and Barcombe have produced a greater volume of treated water. Wivelsfield Green has also produced a greater capacity of treated water on significantly more days and at greater volume than other areas within the region flowing into either the Adur or the Ouse.

Wivelsfield sewage treatment (STW or WwTW) plant is producing more unscheduled flow than any other treatments plant across sussex, and I in the top 5 % of sewage spills.  The headroom assessment indicates the Wivelsfield WwTW is currently operating at or above permitted capacity, and this will be exacerbated by additional development (Water Cycle Study 2025). 

In correspondance with Wivelsfield Parish Council on 9th June 2026, Southern Water responded that “investigations with our Wastewater Process Capacity Lead have confirmed that Wivelsfield WTW does not have the headroom for new development.

The ecological target of the Water Framework Directive 2017 also requires Lewes to have 70% of its rivers in good ecological condition by 2027, with stated objectives for river quality required under the Office for Environmental Protection.  This it cannot achieve with additional water and sewerage from these proposals

Nor is this situation likely to improve.

The WwTW catchment has an Investment Strategy of “Prepare” indicating significant investment or upgrades are not currently proposed. 

Residents are repeatedly told that upgrades may happen in the future, but future promises should not be used to justify approving development today. Essential infrastructure should be in place before additional pressure is added — not years afterwards, and not only after problems become worse. This however also seems unlikely.

The Southern Water “capacity check” in September 2024 only confirms current capacity and does not guarantee network upgrades will be in place when needed. In fact, the plant does not have the area needed to expand and its efficiency is as good as it will ever get.  This fails to demonstrate long-term safety and resilience, contrary to NPPF 181(d).

This is not merely an inconvenience issue. Poor sewage infrastructure creates genuine risks to public health, local water quality, and the environment. During periods of heavy rainfall, overloaded systems are contributing to sewage overflow incidents including sewage pouring out of drain covers into resident gardens along Green Road, offering pollution risks affecting nearby land and watercourses.

National planning policy is clear that development should be supported by adequate infrastructure, including wastewater and sewage provision. In this case, many residents do not believe sufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the sewage system can properly support this proposal without increasing existing problems.

Approving development without robust infrastructure in place risks storing up long-term issues for residents, local authorities, and the environment alike.

For these reasons, I urge the council to refuse this planning application, or at the very least defer any decision until there is clear, independently verified evidence that Wivelsfield’s sewage infrastructure has the capacity to cope safely and effectively.

Thank you.

Maria Tether Jenkins
Resident, North Common Road

15. Education 

This application should not be considered in isolation. Existing and recently approved developments are already increasing demand on schools, healthcare services and local infrastructure. The cumulative effect must be considered.Let me explain:
Primary education.
Wivelsfield Green has a very popular primary school which has capacity for 227 pupils according to the ESCC School Organisation Plan 2025 - 2029.  Each year the school takes 30 new pupils into its reception class.  In this academic year 70 parents/guardians stated Wivelsfield Green as their preferred school.  
Currently we have just under 150 new houses built or nearing construction in the village.  The DfE’s own projections allow 25 primary aged children per 100 houses.  Even if we take 75% of those 150 houses as family dwellings, we are still looking at adding 30 potential pupils to the school roll.   In the same report ESCC state
An estimated 1000 new homes are projected to be built in the area during the remainder of the existing Lewes District Local Plan period 2025/26 to 2029/30, of which approximately 200- we are already at 150-  are in Wivelsfield Parish.  
Linked to pressures arising from children coming out of recent and planned housing developments, Wivelsfield Primary School could potentially see a significant increase in demand for Year R places from in-area children.  The school experiences significant inflows of children from the towns of Burgess Hill and Haywards Heath, both in West Sussex. Large scale housing development in and around both these towns is likely to lead to additional demand for places at Wivelsfield. 
So, we have no capacity for the existing housing let alone a further 150 from Taylor Wimpey.  So I would ask:
Where is the deliverable plan showing how those places will be provided?"
East Sussex Education Plan  identifies pressures and aspirations.
It does not commit to a specific new school for this development.
It does not identify funded expansion works linked to these 150 dwellings.
Taylor Wimpey appears to offer land but not a guaranteed, funded school expansion
Secondary Education
Chailey Secondary School is situated  to the south east of Wivelsfield Green.   Many pupils get there on a school bus but there have been problems in recent years with the school only taking a maximum of 2 pupils from each family leaving those with more than two children to fund their own transport to the school!
Secondary education is more complex due to the cross-county border and out of area pupils that populate each secondary school. I quote again from ESCC’s school plan:
There is also significant movement of children to and from neighbouring West Sussex. Demand from across the border, particularly with the housing developments being built in Burgess Hill and Haywards Heath, should allow Chailey School to generally fill to its PAN in most years. The school’s PAN increased from 174 to 180 in 2025/26.
Although the village of Ditchling is in a joint admissions area between Chailey School and Priory School, it is also in the admissions area of Downlands Community School in Hassocks, West Sussex.  Traditionally children from the village have attended Downlands, which is their nearest school.  
We have houses being built in Keymer and Hassocks providing 13 secondary school children per 100 houses built which are likely to put pressure on Downlands school for admissions, resulting in secondary school age children in Ditchling  likely to be moved to Chailey where the extra pupils from Wivelsfield Green and other areas in the vicinity from new housing developments will also go.  The report also states that ‘surplus places are forecast to remain low or even fall to 0% by the end of the plan period.’

Simply, there is no school provision now, or in future, for current nor future residents.

Sally Bugden

Resident, Hundred Acre lane

16. Health care
Simply there is no GP provision in Wivelsfield Green and  residents have to look to other locations where there may be provision.  All trips to a GP will involve a car journey as the buses on the public transport network offer a limited service in the village.  The BMA’s own report updated daily on pressure on GP practices state: 
GP practices are experiencing significant strain after years of underinvestment, which has left practices unable to recruit and retain enough GPs to meet rising demand. This has led to mounting pressures on GPs, longer waits for patients and shifting patterns of healthcare services, characterised by an increase in the use or urgent care, A&E and NHS 111.
With the advent of 150 new houses already built or under construction in our village this will generate on average over 300 new patients.  If we add a further 300 new patients from this development it will put even more pressure on local GPs who are currently dealing with 2253 patients per GP which is more than double the aspirational Patients First target of 1000 patients per GP.  This stress means that the deliverable GP healthcare will be overstretched in our area with many residents facing long delays for appointments.  
Hospital care is even more stretched.  The University Hospitals Sussex NHS Foundation Trust has reduced its waiting lists to the 18-week target however, at times the A and E waiting time  is 48 hours… this is important as the A and E at Princess Royal does not deal with many issues for example cardiac and renal facilities.  Currently this NHS hospital trust has 1 million patients in its area so the houses already under construction across the whole region - Burgess Hill, Haywards Heath, Hassocks, Keymer, Hurstpierpoint, Newick, Chailey will add thousands of patients to the catchment area overwhelming an already overwhelmed system.
We approached NHS Sussex to ask about its plans for GP provision in the area and there was never a response, not even to our MP. .  This organisation no longer exists and has been replaced by the Surrey and Sussex Integrated Care Board which has no visible action plan for implementation of GP provision.
My concern is that the supporting infrastructure is being assumed rather than demonstrated. Neither education nor healthcare providers have presented clear, funded and deliverable plans showing how the additional demand created by this development will be met. In the absence of such evidence, I respectfully submit that the sustainability of this proposal remains unproven."

What is evident is that this proposal will add yet more traffic to the village as residents increase their journey’s to reach everyday services. This, and the cumulative effects of development in the village, are destroying both the landscape and the tranquility of the protected green space. 
Sally Bugden

Resident, Hundred Acre lane

17. Public Transport
Good morning.

I live directly opposite the first field of the proposed development site and I would like to speak about transport and accessibility in Wivelsfield Green.

Despite being located close to Burgess Hill and Haywards Heath, Wivelsfield Green has extremely limited public transport. In practice, most residents rely on a car for almost every aspect of daily life. Wivelsfield Green has a higher-than-average reliance on cars and with only one service each day (mon- fri) to Burgess Hill and one to Haywards Heath with both routes also travelling in the opposite direction to Lewes it is clear to see why. 

I want to focus on two everyday needs and how those needs are not met by the current and unlikely to be changed public transport service on offer: education and healthcare.

Education
I moved here four years ago with young teenagers. As they have grown older the limitations of our transport system have become increasingly obvious.

The existing bus service does not realistically support independent travel. It does not enable young people like my three to attend many after-school activities, social events, part-time jobs or weekend activities without relying on parents for lifts.

The difficulties become even more apparent for sixth-form students.

Many local students attend colleges in Brighton, Horsham and Haywards Heath. However, the bus services from the centre of Wivelsfield Green do not allow students to reach some colleges in time for the start of lessons.

For example, the 167 bus leaves the village at 7.45am and arrives in central Burgess Hill at 8.00am. By the time students walk to the station from the centre of town, they are likely to miss the train that would get them to college on time.

The result is that students from this village can face missing early lessons or spending long periods waiting before and after college simply because the transport connections do not work.

Returning home is no better. In many cases there is effectively only one viable bus connection, meaning students can be left waiting for over an hour after lessons finish. 

Wivelsfield Green residents can avail themselves of the Flexi Bus service which in theory sounds like an excellent alternative but the flexi has gone out of it with the service having gone through a series of cuts. Residents can now only use it a maximum of 3 times per week, the service is no longer available on a Saturday and the radius of possible destinations has shrunk from 14 to 9 miles. This service will now also only take you to the nearest other transport stop making journeys convoluted and time consuming. 

This is not a transport network that promotes independence, educational opportunity or sustainable travel.

Healthcare
Healthcare presents similar challenges.

When my family moved to the village, we were unable to stay at our Haywards Heath practice – The Vale which is 2.6 miles from the village centre. We were also unable to register with other GP practices in Haywards Heath or Burgess Hill, despite them being much closer to the village.

Instead, our allocated surgery was in Newick, around 4.6 miles away. There is no direct bus service to Newick. Newick has since merged with practices in Heathfield to form the Wealden Ridge Partnership.

Today, appointments are often available sooner at Heathfield, approximately 17 miles away. Reaching that surgery requires a car journey of around 40 minutes because there is no public transport option to Heathfield. 

Even now, if I use the NHS Find a GP service, my eligible practice remains Newick.

For many residents, particularly older people, young people and those without access to a car, this creates a significant accessibility problem.

The Reality of Travel Choices
Developers describe the site as being within walking and cycling distance of Wivelsfield Station.

Technically that may be true.

In reality, the station is around 2.5 miles from the centre of the village. Walking routes involve rural paths that become extremely muddy and difficult in winter. Cycling routes require travelling on busy roads that many people would not consider suitable for everyday journeys to work, school or college.

There is a significant difference between a route being theoretically possible and being realistically attractive for daily use.

Conclusion
The key issue for this inquiry is whether this development can genuinely be described as sustainable.

The evidence from everyday life in Wivelsfield Green suggests otherwise.

Residents already depend heavily on private cars because public transport does not adequately connect them to education, healthcare and other essential services including work. 

Adding another 150 homes when these transport shortcomings are already a reality will not reduce car dependency. It will increase it. And more cars and their pollution mean more unwanted impact on our landscape and green spaces.

Thank you.


Nadine Stophard
Resident, Hundred Acre lane

18. Highways
I want to talk about the daily reality of traffic through our village. Our concern is not simply that there will be more vehicles. It is the weight, scale and regularity of that traffic on roads that were never designed for it. 

We have one road through the village – Green Road. It is narrow. Pedestrians, cyclists, school children, dog walkers and drivers all have to share the same small space. 

The issue before this inquiry should therefore be considered as a matter of highway safety and cumulative impact. National planning guidance and appeal procedure recognise that traffic and highway safety are material planning considerations, and the 

Planning Inspectorate’s own appeal guidance makes clear that Inspectors consider evidence in the round when reaching planning judgments. The applicant's position is that the Local Highway Authority has agreed the access arrangements and does not consider the development will have an unacceptable impact on the road network. 

Let me tell you about the reality of the impact– and particularly the cumulative effect of the many developments to date which is the key issue. In November 2009 ESCC’s own measurements showed weekly traffic numbers of 6440 vehicles passing through the village.

The latest data (from our Speed Indicating Device in Green Road, between 7th and 13th June 2026) showed 36,591 vehicles. That is an increase of 5 times in 17 years. 

The applicants own traffic assessment shows this has now risen to 57,000 vehicles.

Let me also tell you that the latest census showed that in this parish have an average of 2.3 cars per household. So another 150 houses  would bring another 345 vehicles. We have no employment in the village so any workers would need to drive out to work, and to return. We have no school capacity so children would need to be driven to school and returned. We have no trains, very few buses, no doctors, no dentists, no supermarkets, so any shopping leisure or medical trips would necessitate more car journeys. 5 journeys per household per day could bring another 1700 to 2000 journeys per day, or maybe around 10,000 a week. 

The applicant's position is that the Local Highway Authority has agreed the access arrangements and does not consider the development will have an unacceptable impact on the road network. But the traffic assessment considers this application largely in isolation. Both East and West Sussex highways authorities have however in their recent network modelling studies, denoted Green Road, and the Junction of Green Road and Ditchling Road as severe and critical. 

Local people experience the combined effect of development in Lewes District, Mid Sussex and Wealden. Traffic does not stop at administrative boundaries. It all feeds onto the same network of local roads. 

We are particularly concerned that traffic assessments can underestimate real village conditions. A plan may show a route on paper, but it cannot fully capture school-run peaks, parked cars, farm vehicles, bin lorries, delivery vans, poor visibility, wet weather, or the hesitation that occurs when large vehicles meet on a narrow lane. Residents experience these conditions every day. They are not occasional inconveniences; they are part of the normal functioning of the village. This daily  background of pollution, noise, danger and congestion are most impactful on Green Road, on the landscape and green space that we have fought hard to protect.

We ask that substantial weight be given to the lived evidence of local people, alongside any technical transport evidence. If the proposed development would generate more heavy or frequent traffic through the village, then the Inspector should be satisfied that the roads can safely and sustainably accommodate it. If that cannot be demonstrated, the harm should weigh heavily against the proposal.

This is not opposition to change for its own sake. It is a request for proportionate planning judgment. A village road network has limits. When those limits are exceeded, the consequences are borne by residents every day: in safety, in amenity, in confidence, and in the gradual erosion of village character. We have seen other similar appeal cases refuse planning permission on the grounds of local and wider area congestion as well as safety.  

For those reasons, I respectfully ask you to give significant weight to the traffic burden on our village and to ensure that the appeal is not allowed unless the highway impacts are fully understood, robustly mitigated, and shown to be safe in real village conditions.

Thank you.

John Wigzel

Resident, South Road

19. Traffic 
Good morning, and thank you for the opportunity to speak.
I apologise if any part of what I say is distressing, but I believe it is important to explain why road safety must be taken seriously.
My husband was killed instantly when his vehicle, which was stationary in traffic, was struck by an HGV travelling at approximately 40 miles per hour. The impact caused catastrophic injuries and his death.
Following that tragedy, road safety measures were eventually introduced. The trading estate at Ditchling Common had presented significant dangers due to the incline of the road and the lack of a clear view of lorries exiting the site. Tragically, a young man was later decapitated in another incident before changes were made.
The relevance of this to this inquiry is simple: too often, action is only taken after something terrible has happened.
The way we travel has changed dramatically. Our roads, however, have not always kept pace.
Green Road in Wivelsfield was once a quiet route used by cyclists, pedestrians, milk floats and a small number of vehicles. It is now a major thoroughfare carrying significant traffic volumes from surrounding areas.
This includes food delivery vehicles, recycling and waste lorries, buses, school transport, emergency vehicles, large agricultural vehicles and machinery. Yet Green Road remains a narrow road, with a patchwork of repairs and a limited footpath that residents are forced to use to reach their homes, the village school and local facilities.
Most importantly, young children are having to walk along this route. Parents are navigating with buggies, scooters and bicycles within feet of large and heavy vehicles. It is difficult to imagine how the additional traffic generated by this proposed housing development will affect an already unsuitable road.
Green Road and the surrounding area are simply not fit for purpose.
This is not only about congestion or delays, although increased traffic will have consequences for businesses and workers who rely on being able to travel safely and reliably.
This is about preventing another tragedy. We should not wait until there is a serious accident and then look back, saying that changes should have been made sooner.
I strongly urge you, on this issue alone, to refuse planning permission and ensure that safety is addressed before—not after—people are put at risk.

Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states that development may be prevented or refused on highways grounds ‘if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.’ 

The test under para 35 of the NPPF is whether the cumulative impacts are severe and Inspector, Mike Fox's decision (ref APP/D3315/W/16/3157862) highlighted the issues of queuing:- 

Thank you.
Wendy

Resident, Eastern Road

20. Water

I am speaking today to object to planning application because of serious and evidence-based concerns regarding the long-term supply of clean water in Wivelsfield and the wider area served by Ardingly Reservoir. This is not simply a theoretical concern about future infrastructure. The evidence already shows that water resources across Sussex are under growing pressure and are unsustainable.

Ardingly Reservoir was built to support a growing population, and the reservoir serves around 228,000 homes and customers, but demand across the region has continued to rise significantly. According to South East Water, the reservoir holds approximately 4.7 billion litres of water and plays a critical role in local water security.

However, climate change and increased demand has demonstrated how vulnerable this system has become. In October 2025, the Environment Agency formally declared drought conditions in parts of Sussex due to falling levels at Ardingly Reservoir. Reports stated that reservoir levels had fallen to just 27.6 percent of capacity, creating what the Environment Agency described as a “security of supply challenge.” . The region stayed in drought conditions from October 2025 through to Feb 2026. 

It should be noted that no upgrades to Ardingly are considered anywhere before 2060. 

The result is more ground level abstraction, but there are growing concerns over increased groundwater abstraction across. Water extraction has increased 76% over the past 2 decades and Lewes District Councils own Local Plan documentation highlights the lack of water available from ground water sources as well as the poor condition of the Adur. Over-extraction lowers water tables, damages wetlands and rivers, and threatens long-term environmental sustainability.

The cumulative effect of continuous development across mid Sussex cannot therefore be simply ignored. Every new application adds pressure to reservoirs, aquifers, treatment systems, and the wider environment.  This new housing development inevitably increases demand for drinking water every single day — permanently. Yet there appears to be insufficient evidence within this application demonstrating how additional demand can be sustainably supported without placing further pressure on already stressed water resources.

National planning policy requires development to be genuinely sustainable. A development dependent upon increasingly stressed water resources, emergency drought measures, and potentially greater groundwater extraction cannot reasonably be described as sustainable.

Until there is clear, independently verified evidence that sufficient long-term clean water supplies exist without damaging groundwater systems or placing further strain on Ardingly Reservoir, this application should not be approved.

I therefore urge the inspector to refuse this planning application.

Thank you.

Daniel Wykes
Resident, Green Road
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