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Summary 

 

Wealden released its Reg.18(2) Local Plan1 for a consultation on 6 

February running through to 20 March. The new plan is to run for 17 

years from 2025 – 2042 and it sets out the development proposed for the 

district. 

This Reg.18(2) plan is not a complete update on the Reg.18(1) plan 

consulted upon in the spring of 2024, but a “focussed” update 

concentrating primarily on changes to the Spatial Strategy and the sites 

allocated for housing and employment. 

Policy SS2 in the Reg.18(2) plan calls for 16,609 houses to be provided by 

2042, compared to the 15,729 houses in the Reg.18(1) March 2024 plan.  

However, the government imposed standard method formula, which has 

to be used to determine Wealden’s so-called minimum housing “need”, 

produces a figure of 24,769 houses for the plan period. 

With planning authorities required to plan to meet their “need”, which 

Wealden was unable to do in its Reg.18(1) plan, they have now included 

four spatial options in the Reg.18(2) plan containing additional sites which 

could increase the housing number from the current 16,609 houses to 

24,911 houses, this being just over the 24,769 house “need” figure. On 

an annual basis, the “need” figure comprises 1,457 houses/year, whereas 

the 16,609 houses is 977 houses/year. 

In comparison, Wealden’s current local plan, the 2013 Core Strategy, 

which planned for the period 2006 – 2027 was for 450 houses/year. 

The local plan is also required to plan for the employment need, which 

has been assessed as a total floorspace of 194,400m2 for the plan period. 

The Reg.18(2) plan allocates four new sites totalling 132,420m2, which 

when added to the  three existing permitted sites totalling 27,110m2, 

gives a planned total of 159,530m2. The four spatial options considered 

also look at employment space and option 4 includes for 325,921m2, 

which represents 163% of the employment need. 

It is considered that 16,609 houses is far too many for our largely rural 

district and will cause immeasurable harm to our countryside and quality 

 
1 New Local Plan - Wealden District Council 
 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/new-local-plan/
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of life, but if the plan includes for 25,000 houses (Wealden currently 

contains 75,000 houses), the consequences will be catastrophic.  

This note is designed to assist residents, Town/Parish Councils and action 

groups opposed to unsuitable development in Wealden to frame and 

submit objections to the Spatial Strategy and site allocations part of the 

ongoing consultation. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF – the 

planning “rules”) is based upon and requires development to be 

sustainable. In this note, readers will be steered towards identifying 

issues and parameters that demonstrate that the allocated sites may not 

be as sustainable as set out in the plan and therefore are less suitable to 

be included as an allocated site. 

Therefore, the soundness, accuracy and sustainability scoring of proposed 

allocations and option sites should be challenged. The documents used to 

confirm a site is suitable to become an allocated site for development, the 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the Strategic Housing and Economic 

Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), are both evidence‑base 

documents, not policy in themselves, and they must be based on correct, 

up‑to‑date, and proportionate information. If they contain errors, 

omissions, or unjustified assumptions, those flaws can be used to argue 

that a site should not progress to become an allocation. 

It has been found that the SHELAA and Sustainability Appraisal do contain 

errors, omissions and unjustified assumptions for some sites and when 

corrected, these sites become less suitable to qualify as an allocation. 

Wealden has published a very large amount of information to support the 

plan policies, the site allocations and the potential alternative options for 

this focussed plan. Much of this relates to the Sustainability Appraisal, 

which is a legal requirement, but the volume does make it quite a 

challenge to locate specific information. 

This note contains a large amount of information, much of which however, 

is for information having been pasted from Wealden’s documentation. It is 

hoped that this note will assist readers understand the requirements for 

sustainability, point to where the information can be found in the 

supporting documentation and provide a guide to constructing a 

consultation response that demonstrates that the chosen site(s) is not 

suitable for development.  
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The Consultation 

 

All the Reg.18(2) plan documents, questionnaire and guidance notes can 

be accessed on Wealden’s website2. At the bottom of this local plan page 

at this link, there are further links to the previous 2024 Reg.18(1) 

consultation documents and the 2020 Direction of Travel consultation. 

This Reg.18(2) consultation contains 11 new or revised policies from the 

Reg.18(1) plan. Each of the 11 policies is followed by a question, 

generally along the lines of “Do you agree with updated Policy XYZ and if 

not, why not?” 

At the end of the plan are a further four questions with Question 12 

asking about the draft (option) site allocations. 

The questions are listed in Appendix A at page 31 below in this note 

together with the new policies introduced in this Reg.18(2) focussed plan. 

The questions can be answered online through the portal3, submitted via 

e-mail, or hard copy by post. It is recommended that if the portal option 

is used that the answers are first drafted and then pasted once complete 

into the relevant answer box rather than being typed directly into the box. 

Wealden say that there is no need to re-submit comments made for the 

2024 consultation, but unless it is clear that these comments have been 

addressed in this Reg.18(20 plan, it may be safer to resubmit. 

In the 2024 consultation, Wealden said they would welcome comments 

from landowners, agents and developers whose sites had not been 

selected for an allocation in the Reg.18(1) plan. Submissions were made 

and have been reviewed by Wealden who have now decided that some 

sites deemed unsuitable two years ago are now suitable. But the reverse 

does not appear to have happened i.e. comments that attempted to show 

that some allocated sites were unsuitable do not appear to have been 

recognised in the Reg.18(2) plan. Wealden has been asked to confirm this 

position, but so far, they have not responded. Fletching Parish Council has 

complained about this omission and is re-submitting its 2024 response as 

part of its 2026  submission. 

 
2 New Local Plan - Wealden District Council 
3 Consultation portal 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/new-local-plan/
https://consult.wealden.gov.uk/kse/
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Appendix A at page 31 below contains details cut and pasted from the 

draft Reg.18(2) plan containing the new/revised policies followed by the 

question on this policy. In summary: 

 

Question Related Policy 

1 SS1 Spatial Strategy for Wealden 

2 SS2 Provision of Homes 

3 SS3 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 

4 SS4 Retail Provision & Town Centres 

5 SS5 Provision of Employment Floorspace 

6 SS6 Strategic Employment Allocations 

7 CC8 Sustainable Drainage & Protection of the Pevensey Levels 

8 CC9 Coastal Change Management Area 

9 HO8 Affordable Housing 

10 HO9 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople - Site Criteria 

11 SA1 Housing & Mixed Use Site Allocations 

12 -  Draft (Option) Site Allocations 

 

This guidance note concentrates on assisting with answering questions 11 

& 12 above.  

For those site allocations included in the 111 sites listed in Appendix C  

(shown in page 58  below), should be answered in Question 11 b) 

For those draft site allocations (option sites) listed in Appendix D below 

(page 66), should be answered under Question 12. 
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Reg. 18(2) Spatial Strategy. 

 

The government requires that local planning authorities plan to meet their 

so-called local housing “need”. This need is not the need of the Wealden 

planning area, but a government imposed figure which bears little 

resemblance to reality. The government requires the need to be 

calculated by their over-simplistic, one size fits all, standard method 

formula.  

In December 2024, the formula used for the standard method was 

amended and the new calculation now starts with the number of houses 

to be provided each year to be equal to 0.8% of the existing stock. This 

figure is then enhanced with an affordability factor. For Wealden, the 

0.8% is 599 houses/year before the ludicrous affordability factor then 

increases this to 1,457 houses/year, which results in a whopping 24,769 

houses being required to 2042. Wealden’s current housing stock is 75,050 

houses showing the potential massive increase over the next 16 years. 

Just for context, the current Wealden Local Plan adopted in 2013 that 

planned for the period 2006 – 2027, contained a requirement for 450 

houses/year. 

The standard method current at the time of the 2024 consultation 

required just under 1,200 houses/year. 

The Reg.18(1) plan from 2024 contained a housing requirement (the 

requirement  being the  number of houses included within the plan), of 

953 houses/year for the period October 2023 – March 2040, making a 

total of 15,729 houses overall.  This was 4,071 houses less than the 

government figure of “need” at the time of 19,800 houses. Wealden 

considered that they could not achieve this “need” figure due to a lack of 

sustainable sites being put forward by landowners and developers.  

In parallel with the Reg.18(1) consultation, Wealden held a further Call for 

Sites exercise seeking more sites in an effort to be able to get closer to 

the government housing figure of “need” and several of those new sites 

are now included within this Reg.18(2) version of the plan, either as an 

allocation or as an option site. Wealden has also re-assessed the sites 

deemed as unsuitable by the 2024 SHELAA process and a number of 

these sites are now considered suitable and are either allocated in the 

plan or comprise an option site.  
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The overall number of houses currently included within the Reg.18(2) plan 

through Policy SS2 is now 16,609, or 977/year.  

These 16,609 houses to 2042 are made up as follows: 

 

Source: page 68 Draft Local Plan February 2026. 

(Commitments are those sites with existing planning permission). 

The 6,764 draft allocations in the above table includes 1,500 houses for 

Owlsbury Farm. However, Wealden is apparently concerned with the 

potential ecological impact of the Owlsbury site and also the connection to 

Uckfield’s services. They have an alternative scenario under consideration 

that excludes the Owlsbury site. 

It should be noted that the proposed housing numbers in the table above 

are those intended to try to achieve meeting Wealden’s so-called local 

housing “need”. But the NPPF also requires local planning authorities 

(LPAs)s to try and help meet their neighbour’s unmet need where 

possible. Tunbridge Wells has just adopted a new plan which fails to meet 

their need. Eastbourne is currently undertaking a Reg.18 consultation, but 

will be certainly unable to meet their need as being an approximately 

triangular shaped area with the sea and the South Downs on two sides 

and the third side is either built out to the boundary or is in flood zone 3. 

Similarly, nor will Rother which is mostly in the National Landscape. Other 

neighbouring LPAs e.g. South Downs National Park, Lewes, Mid-Sussex 

etc, also are likely to face a shortfall and will be looking to their 

neighbours, including Wealden, to help with their need. Thus Wealden will 

come under pressure from the Planning Inspectorate not only to meet 

their standard method “need” of 24,769 houses, but  to potentially 

considerably increase their housing requirement to help some or all of 

neighbouring authorities with their unmet need.    
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Proposed New housing by parish 

 

24 Town/Parishes in Wealden’s LPA area have been assessed as suitable in 

the Reg.18(2) plan to receive a share of the allocations totalling 6,764 

houses. 

14 Town/Parishes in Wealden’s LPA area have not had sites considered 

suitable for development submitted, although the settlements have been 

assessed as suitable for a share of the 2,000 windfall houses. (Windfall 

sites being those small sites that have not been considered in the local 

plan) 

Three Parishes (Alfriston, Alciston and East Dean) have not been allocated 

any housing as they are within the South Downs National Park planning 

area. 

The Reg.18(2) local plan includes at pages 71 – 73, a table (included in 

Appendix B at page 54 below) that shows the number of houses (broken 

down into commitments, windfalls and allocations) for each town/parish in 

the district. 

These proposed parish allocations are indicated on the map below with 

unsurprisingly, the Low Weald taking the bulk of the new housing:   



9 
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Allocations by site 

 

The table in Appendix C at page 58 of this note below shows the 111 sites 

selected for an allocation in the February 2026 Reg.18(2) draft plan. (The  

further 10 sites that have been struck through are those that have now 

received planning permission). 

All of these allocation sites will have successfully made it through the 

SHELAA assessment process and the sustainability appraisal process. 

Once the plan has been adopted, it is almost certain that all the allocated 

sites that are in the plan will be subsequently granted planning 

permission. 

 

The Four Spatial Options 

 

Local Planning Authorities are legally required to investigate and assess 

“reasonable alternatives” to their spatial strategy and site allocations 

because of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Regulations 

2004 and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Thus, 

Wealden’s Sustainability Appraisal4 and Spatial Strategy Topic Paper5 

consider a further four Spatial Options for housing and employment land, 

with the housing numbers therein being either 15,612 houses, 19,011 

houses, 22,211 houses or 24,911 houses.  

The four options are shown on page 30, Sustainability Appraisal Part 1 

January 2026 and reproduced at page 11 below. 

The four spatial options are described in detail on pages 31 – 39 in the 

Sustainability Appraisal document with the preferred option being shown 

on page 40. 

 

 
4 Wealden District Council_SA_Reg18(2) 
5 Spatial Strategy Topic Paper 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-1.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Final-Spatial-Strategy-Topic-Paper-V1.pdf
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Only Option 1 (15,612 houses) is broadly similar in number to the  

number of houses (15,729 houses), in the Reg.18(1) consultation in 2024 

with the other three options containing considerably more housing and 

employment land. 

Option 1 contains all the sites deemed suitable in the Reg.18(1) plan, plus 

Owlsbury Farm, plus the updated sites since the Reg.18(1) plan and the 

extension to Ashdown Business Park. It also includes two sites previously 

rejected in the Reg.18(1) plan. 
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Despite acknowledging that Option 1 would have the smallest impact on 

the landscape and character of Wealden’s towns and villages, it was 

nevertheless rejected as it failed to meet the standard method “need” for 

housing and the full employment need. 

 

Option 2 (19,684 houses) also fails to meet the District’s housing 

“need” and although the District’s employment “need” will be met, the 

provision of sufficient additional employment land to assist Eastbourne 

with their unmet need is uncertain.  

This option includes the Reg.18(1) sites, plus the updated sites since 

Reg.18(1), includes some sites that were dismissed at Reg.18(1) stage, 

plus the 1,075 houses at West of Polegate. Employment land along the 

A22 corridor  north of Boship is included. It does not include Owlsbury or 

the Ashdown Business Park extension. However, it does include seven 

sites rejected in the Reg.18(1) plan. 

The option is likely to have environmental impacts, but it is reckoned by 

Wealden to also have less beneficial social and economic impacts as a 

result of more constrained development (whatever that means). Option 2 

is therefore rejected by Wealden. 

 

Option 3 (22,211 houses) will meet most (90%) of the District’s 

Housing “need” and all (135%) the Employment need, including provision 

for Eastbourne’s potential unmet employment needs. The option will 

result in environmental impacts, but Wealden considered that many of 

these could be mitigated – quite how, is not stated and it is very difficult 

to imagine how this could realistically be achieved. Wealden consider this 

option will also result in positive social and economic impacts as a result 

of new development. The option is therefore taken forward by Wealden 

for consideration at Regulation 19.  

This option includes the Reg.18(1) sites, plus the updated sites since 

Reg.18(1), reconsiders sites dismissed at Reg.18(1) stage, the 1,500 

houses at Owlsbury, plus the 1,075 houses at West of Polegate and the 

1,500 houses West of Hailsham. However, 11 of the sites were previously 

rejected as unsuitable in the Reg.18(1) plan. Employment land includes 

Ashdown Business Park and North of Polegate.  
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Option 4 (24,911 houses ) This option will meet more than the 

District’s Housing (106%) and Employment (163%) need, including 

provision for Eastbourne’s unmet employment need. The option will result 

in greater environmental impacts but Wealden consider that some of 

these could be mitigated, although again they don’t say how. Wealden 

suggest the option will also result in positive social and economic impacts 

as a result of development and identifies areas for future growth beyond 

the Plan period. The option is therefore taken forward by Wealden for 

consideration at Regulation 19 with a housing number currently that is 

approximately 60% greater than that in Policy SS2. 

This option includes the Reg.18(1) sites, plus the updated sites since 

Reg.18(1), reconsiders sites dismissed at Reg.18(1) stage, the 1,500 

houses at Owlsbury, the 1,500 houses West of Hailsham, the 925 houses 

at Hesmonds Stud (3,000 total) and 925 houses at Laughton (4,000 

total). This option includes 13 sites that were previously rejected in the 

Reg.18(1) plan. Employment land includes Ashdown Business Park, North 

of Polegate and employment land in the new settlements. 

 

Wealden’s Preferred Spatial Option identified in the Sustainability 

Appraisal for the Spatial Strategy options for this focussed Reg.18(2) plan 

is confirmed as Options 3 & 4. These are for 22,211 houses or 24,911 

houses respectively. Therefore, although Policy SS 2 contains 16,609 

houses, it is apparent that the Reg.19 plan due in the summer will most 

likely contain a considerably higher housing requirement as well as an 

over delivery on employment land of between 135% or 163%. 

Thus, it is clear that the capacity constraints described in the Reg.18(1) 

consultation in 2024 resulting in a housing requirement of 15,729 houses 

have apparently evaporated as a result of the re-assessment of sites 

previously considered unsuitable and the consideration of newly 

submitted sites. Whereas, some of the strategic sites include in Spatial  

Options 3 & 4 are shown as rejected in the Part 3: Strategic Sites 

Sustainability Appraisal6, it is not clear how the sustainability of these 

rejected sites can be legitimately improved. Nevertheless, Wealden 

remains very likely to proceed to the Reg.19 plan in the summer with a 

far greater housing number than the 16,609 houses currently included in 

Policy SS 2.  

 
6 *WDC Local Plan Part 3 - Strategic Site Assessments 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-3-Strategic-Site-Assessments.pdf
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Sites Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

       

Reg.18(1) housing & employment sites ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Updated housing sites/numbers since Reg.18(1) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Reconsideration of dismissed Reg.18(1) sites   ✓ ✓ ✓ 

*Owlsbury (1,525) ✓  ✓ ✓ 

*West of Polegate (1,075)  ✓ ✓  

*West of Hailsham (1,500)   ✓ ✓ 

*Hesmonds Stud (925 to 2042, but 3,000 total)    ✓ 

Laughton (925 to 2042, but 4,000 total)    ✓ 

*Ashdown Business Park extension (60,000m2) ✓  ✓ ✓ 

*North of Polegate (87,000m2)   ✓ ✓ 

A22 employments sites Upper Dicker   ✓    

Employment sites in new settlements (53,500m2)       ✓ 

 

It should be noted that sites with an asterisk in the table above (viz: 

Owlsbury, West of Polegate, West of Hailsham, Hesmonds Stud, Ashdown 

Business Park and North of Polegate), were all rejected as unsuitable in 

the SHELAA assessment for an allocation in the Reg.18(1) plan whereas 

Laughton is a new site not put forward for the Reg.18(1) plan. 

The asterisked sites continue to be shown as not deliverable or 

developable i.e. rejected, in the 2026 SHELAA.  

Appendix D at page 66 below contains a summary of the 27 potential 

option sites of which 14 are option strategic sites i.e. those sites with 

more than 50 houses, with the others containing 5 – 49 houses.  

The Spatial Strategy Topic Paper at page 10, under the heading of 

“Preferred Spatial Option for the ‘Focused’ Regulation 18 Local Plan” 

confirms that: 

3.10 The assessment of these Spatial Options shows that Spatial 

Options 3 and 4 are the best performing options for the Spatial 

Strategy in order to meet the district’s housing and employment 

needs, albeit that there will be environmental impacts resulting from 

such options (albeit, this could be mitigated, at least in part.) 

No details of the potential mitigation is given and there must be doubts 

whether it could be effective. 
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The table below at page 16 copied from page 31 of Part 1: Sustainability 

Appraisal shows the potential strategic sites under consideration for the 

Reg. 18(2) plan. The table shows whether or not the site was included 

within the Reg.18(1) plan, its status then and its current status. At the 

right of the table, it is shown under which of the spatial options each site 

is being considered. 
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Sustainability requirements for the Local Plan 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework7 (NPPF) requires all new 

development to be sustainable. It defines sustainability as “meeting the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs”. 

The NPPF establishes sustainable development as the purpose of the 

planning system. Plans must pursue economic, social, and environmental 

objectives in an integrated way. This is set out in the “Achieving 

sustainable development” section of the NPPF at pages 5 - 7. 

Local plans must shape development patterns that: 

• Make efficient use of land 

• Reduce the need to travel 

• Support walking, cycling, and public transport 

• Take climate change mitigation and adaptation into account 

• Protect and enhance the natural environment 

These requirements flow from the NPPF’s overarching sustainable 

development duty and the plan‑making section (NPPF paras 15–38). 

When selecting sites, plan‑makers must focus development in locations 

that are, or can be made sustainable. This includes: 

• Access to services and facilities 

• Access to public transport 

• Minimising reliance on private car use 

• Locating growth where it can be supported by existing or planned 

infrastructure 

Plans must consider the environmental capacity of the location and avoid 

or minimise: 

• Flood risk 

• Harm to biodiversity 

• Landscape harm 

 
7 National Planning Policy Framework 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf
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• Impacts on heritage assets 

• Carbon‑intensive patterns of development 

The December 2024 NPPF update strengthens the climate dimension, 

making climate mitigation and adaptation central to plan‑making. 

Plans must ensure that development is supported by: 

• Transport infrastructure 

• Utilities 

• Social infrastructure (schools, health, community facilities) 

This is part of ensuring that sites are deliverable and sustainable. 

The NPPF update explicitly elevates climate change to a material 

consideration in plan‑making, requiring: 

• Site choices that reduce emissions 

• Patterns of development that support low‑carbon travel 

• Resilience to climate impacts (heat, flooding, water stress) 

This reinforces the requirement that unsustainable locations should not be 

allocated unless they can be made sustainable through infrastructure or 

mitigation. 

In practice, the NPPF requires that site allocations must: 

1. Be in sustainable locations, or 

2. Be capable of becoming sustainable through planned 

infrastructure, and 

3. Support the NPPF’s economic, social, and environmental 

objectives. 

This is the basis on which Inspectors examine local plans. 

 

Wealden’s Sustainability Objectives 

Wealden has developed 20 sustainability objectives against which each of 

the Policies in the plan are tested. As every site allocated for development 

has its own Policy, each of the sites are also tested against the 20 

sustainability objectives.  

The 20 sustainability objectives are: 
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Appendix E (page 78 below) contains a table with details of the criteria 

used to assess the impact of the proposed development on each of the 20 

sustainability objectives. The table also includes a list of sustainability 

indicators to be used for monitoring. 

The first part of the table, that for SO1 Climate change mitigation, is 

shown below: 
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The criteria for the remaining objectives can be found in Appendix E at 

page 78 below 

In the appraisal, the impacts of each policy/allocation on the individual 

objectives are assessed as follows: 

 

Where sites have been currently assessed as uncertain, Wealden say that 

these sites will be re-assessed prior to the issue of the Reg.19 plan. 
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The SA matrix below is from page 197 of the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report January 20248, where it is 

stated that it is not intended to actually score or weight (measure) the policy options during the SA process, but to 

provide an indication of the likely, and potentially likely significant effects of the Plan’s policies options when 

judged against SA Objectives. The system utilises symbols (also characterised by specific colours) to summarise 

the performance of an emerging Plan’s policy options in sustainability terms. NB: note the differing colour shades 

below – the shades in the chart on the page above will be used in the rest of this document. 

 

 
8 Wealden-Scoping-Report-January-2024.pdf 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Wealden-Scoping-Report-January-2024.pdf
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The site selection process 

SHELAA 

Every site submitted to Wealden for potential development is given a 

unique SHELAA number e.g. 1099/3360. 

The SHELAA process is a high level view providing a technical assessment 

of the potential sites for allocation for future land supply. 

The sites are assessed against the SHELAA criteria thus: 

1. Is the site suitable for five or more dwellings? If not, it is not 

considered further. 

2. Has the site received planning permission. If it has, there is no need 

for any further consideration. 

3. Are the sites in a sustainable location i.e. can they meet the 

requirements of paragraph 8 in the NPPF of achieving sustainable 

development? 

4. Does the site suffer from “absolute constraints” e.g. being largely 

covered by ancient woodland or in flood zone 3? 

Sites are then assessed against Detailed Physical and Planning 

Constraints e.g. landscape impact, flood risk, connectivity etc.  

Sites not subject to absolute constraints are then assessed for suitability, 

availability and achievability. 

Full details of the methodology for the SHELAA site selection can be found 

at pages 6 – 24 in the SHELAA Main Report January 20269 

 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

Sites which make it through the SHELAA assessment are then subject to a 

sustainability appraisal. 

The SA process is set out at in the Non-Technical Summary at pages 5 – 

12 of the Part 1: Sustainability Appraisal Reg.18(2) document10. It is 

recommended that this summary is read before attempting to compile 

any comments to a site on sustainability grounds.. 

 

 
9 SHELAA Main Report January 2026 
10 Wealden District Council_SA_Reg18(2) 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/SHELAA-Jan-2026-Main-Report.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-1.pdf


24 
 

Inaccurate sustainability appraisal scoring 

There is a concern that some of Wealden’s assessed impacts of 

development on some of the sustainability objectives has been rated too 

highly. It should be remembered that for any site to receive a positive 

rating, (major or minor positive) that the impact of the development on 

the specific objective should be positive. In many cases, Wealden has 

assessed a positive impact where none would be achieved.  

The chart titled “Strategic Site Assessments: Summary of Results” from 

page 5 of Part 3: Strategic Site Assessments document is shown below at 

page 28 which includes the impact rating on each of the 20 sustainability 

objectives for the 22 strategic sites currently under consideration. 

Two examples of the incorrect i.e. overgenerous scoring, are given for 

SO3 Flood Risk and SO9 Biodiversity, as shown below: 

 

SO3 Flood Risk 

Two sites have been assessed by Wealden where the impact of 

development is shown to be a major positive for flood risk. These two 

sites are at Land at Beechenwood Farm, Crowborough and Land at White 

House Farm, Uckfield. But looking at the detailed site appraisal for 

Beechenwood Farm at page 13 of Part 3:Strategic Site Assessment 

document, the very flimsy reason given for this major positive impact is: 

The site lies within Flood Zone 1. No surface water flooding risk. 

Site not at risk of ground water flooding. 

This comment for Beechenwood Farm is factually incorrect. The EA Flood 

Zone mapping includes for tidal and fluvial flooding, whereas surface 

water flooding arises from pluvial flooding, which is not part of the EA’s 

flood zone classification. Similarly, ground water flooding is also not part 

of the flood zone classification. Therefore, only a low risk of tidal and river 

flooding can be assumed from the EA classification of the site at  

Beechenwood Farm being in Flood Zone 1.  

The EA publishes maps called the Risk of Flooding from Surface Water 

(RoFSW), which show the potential flooding from pluvial events, but there 

is no indication that Wealden has consulted these maps to arrive at its 

conclusion of no surface water flooding. 

Groundwater flooding is quite difficult to determine and requires extensive 

investigation and sometimes modelling. Wealden has not confirmed that 
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this depth of investigation has been undertaken which would be necessary 

in order to rule out groundwater flooding. 

However, even if Wealden’s comment on flood risk for Beechenwood Farm 

was factually justified, it still does not enable a major positive assessment 

for flood risk to be concluded. Should a low risk of flooding from any 

source to the undeveloped site be properly determined, it would be 

reasonable to presume that with proper attention being paid to SuDS 

measures, that the developed site would also have a low risk of flooding. 

Therefore, the flood risk pre and post development would be the same 

and the correct assessment of the impact of development would be “Not 

significant”. The only reason for possibly assessing the flood risk from 

development as “Major positive” would be if the undeveloped site suffered 

from serious flood issues and these could be successfully mitigated by 

future development. As this is not the case for this site, the “Major 

positive” score is incorrect and it should be replaced by “Not significant”.  

The “Major positive” impact for White House Farm is assessed because: 

The site lies wholly within Flood Zone 1. There are small areas of 

surface water flooding to the north-east corner and south-west tip 

which can be suitably mitigated. The site is not within an area of 

groundwater concern and there is no risk of groundwater flooding. 

There are no identified watercourses on site. Residential 

development is suitable in this location. 

This wording suggests that the EA’s RoFSW map may have been consulted 

for this site, but this is not confirmed. However, there is no detail with 

regard to how the potential surface water flooding in the two identified 

susceptible areas could be suitably mitigated. 

The statement “there is no risk of groundwater flooding” is a very bold 

assertion given the large amount of data acquisition and modelling work 

necessary to understand the risk. The EA is able to show the susceptibility 

of areas to groundwater flooding, but they cannot show the probability of 

this occurring which relies on further investigative work. Wealden has not 

confirmed that they have undertaken the work necessary to establish the 

“no risk of groundwater flooding” so this statement is unable to be 

justified. 

 However, as with Beechenwood Farm above, even if Wealden’s 

justification for the lack of flooding to that site, should this be the same 

for White House Farm, development of this site would not result in any 
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reduction in the risk of flooding. Therefore, the flood risk objective should 

be scored “Not significant “ at best, certainly not “Major positive”   

Seven other strategic sites have been scored as “Minor positive” for S03 

Flood Risk. Picking one of these at random, that for Coxlow Farm, Horam, 

the justification for the minor positive score is: 

Site is wholly within Flood Zone 1. There are some areas of surface 

water flood risk within the site but given the size of the site it is 

anticipated that suitable mitigation will be possible. The site is not 

affected by groundwater flooding. Mitigation measures will need to 

be provided for the site in terms of surface water runoff as 

development will introduce impermeable surfaces. 

These Wealden comments are very similar to those above for White House 

Farm and similarly, the same CPRE/WGOD comments also apply. Thus, 

there is no justification to support a minor positive result for this site for 

flood risk and the score should be “Not significant” at best.  

This is most likely to also apply to the other six sites currently showing a 

“minor positive” score. 

 

SO9 Biodiversity 

Most of the allocated sites and option sites are green field sites. However, 

there are a large number of these sites where urbanising these fields is 

assessed by Wealden to have a minor positive impact on biodiversity or 

even a major positive impact for three sites.  

This post-development “improvement” in biodiversity may arise due to 

Wealden’s requirement for biodiversity net gain – the government has 

required since 2024 for sites to show an increase of 10% in biodiversity 

whereas in this plan, Wealden are seeking a 20% gain. But to require 

anything above 10%, the government requires considerable justification 

and confirmation that it will not impact the viability of the allocated sites. 

To date, Wealden has not provided any justification for a BNG greater 

than 10% so this policy is very unlikely to survive the examination. 

Therefore, for any site that is assessed as achieving a positive impact on 

biodiversity because of the intent that BNG should by 20%, this cannot 

currently be justified and the positive impact should be removed. 
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However, more importantly it should be remembered that achievement of 

a 10% (or any percentage) BNG does not achieve an increase of that 

percentage of biodiversity of the site. This is due to several factors: 

 

1. Defra explicitly states that their BNG metric does not capture all 

ecological impacts. It only measures habitat condition and 

distinctiveness.  

2. The BNG metric only measures a small proportion of the total 

biodiversity of the site. It does not measure soil biodiversity at all. 

Below ground biodiversity is vast – it is far greater than above 

ground biodiversity. 

3. For most of Wealden’s rural landscape, soil biodiversity will comprise 

40 – 60% of the total biodiversity of the site. With between 50 – 

80% of the pre-existing topsoil removed from site during 

development, this means between 20 – 48% of the pre-existing 

biodiversity is removed from site during development. This loss is 

not considered in the BNG calculation. 

4. Defra’s metric does not measure areas like:  

• Disturbance e.g. light pollution, vehicles, human, dogs etc. 

• Predation, predominantly by cats 

• Habitat fragmentation 

• Hydrological effects e.g. changes in drainage, SuDS, etc. 

Thus, it can be concluded that even should a 20% BNG be required by the 

new plan, that developing any rural site will result in a large loss of the 

existing biodiversity. Therefore, without considerable additional supporting 

information, it should not be possible to conclude that developing any 

rural site in Wealden will result any positive impact to biodiversity; most 

likely, development will result in a biodiversity loss. 

Most of the strategic sites on page 28 below are shown with an 

“Uncertain” score against SO9 Biodiversity. It is considered that given the 

considerable shortfall in the method for measuring BNG, that the impact 

of developing a rural site in Wealden would have a negative impact on the 

biodiversity of that site and the only unknown would be whether that 

negative impact would be major or minor. 

It is thus considered that there is likely to be an optimistic assessment 

against a number of the other 18 sustainability objectives. 
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Demonstrating an allocated site is unsustainable 

 

All sites submitted to Wealden for potential development are first 

assessed by the SHELAA process. 

Subsequently, all sites that not discarded by the SHELAA process are 

assessed for sustainability via the sustainability appraisal. 

Sites deemed sustainable are considered suitable to be allocated for 

development. 

It is considered that Wealden’s SHELAA site assessment and sustainability 

appraisal do not accurately reflect the impact of developing the sites. A 

more accurate assessment may show that the site lacks sustainability and 

therefore should not be allocated for development.  

Steps to follow to check whether sites have been assessed to generously: 

1. Find the site SHELAA reference number e.g. 1099/3360 from Appendix 

C page 58 below noting both the SHELAA and the allocation policy 

reference (if provided).  

2. Find the site in the SHELAA Appendix 1: Parish Site Summaries11. The 

sites are grouped by Parish (not settlement) which are in alphabetical 

order. Within each Parish section, the sites are listed numerically based on 

the first set of digits in the SHELAA reference number.  

3. Look at the reasons whereby this site is considered suitable for 

development.  

• Do you agree with these reasons? If not, why not?  

• Are there any reasons not considered i.e. an omission of a material 

fact(s)? If so, what are these?  

4. If the site is shown in bold in the table on page 58 below, then the 

sustainability appraisal for that site will be in Appendix B – Detailed Site 

Assessments in Part 2 Sustainability Appraisal, Parish Site Assessments.12 

This large document does not have an index, but the sites are listed 

alphabetically by Parish.  

5. If the site is shown with a green background in the table on pages 58 - 

65 below, then this site is one of the 22 strategic sites appraised  in the 

 
11 SHELAA-Jan-2026-Appendix-1-Site-Assessments.pdf 
12 WDC Local Plan SA Part 2 - Appendix B Site Assessments 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/SHELAA-Jan-2026-Appendix-1-Site-Assessments.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-2-Parish-Site-Assessments-APPENDIX-B-Detailed-Site-Assessments.pdf
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separate volume Part 3: Sustainability Appraisal13 This volume does have 

an index with the sites again listed alphabetically by Parish. 

6. A sustainability appraisal has not been undertaken for seven of the 27 

Option Sites listed in Appendix D, page 66 below, meaning that for these 

seven sites it will not be possible to critique these sites in detail. However, 

there is information in the SHELAA which can be used. 

7. For each of the 20 sustainability objectives for the chosen critiqued 

site: 

• Do you agree with the reasons for the assessed score? If not, why 

not? What score would you assess? 

• Are there any reasons not considered e.g. an omission of a material 

fact(s)? If so, what are these? How would these new points affect 

Wealden’s score? 

8. It is important to recognise that some or even all of the option sites 

could be considered suitable as an allocation in the Reg.19 plan. 

Therefore, Wealden’s sustainability appraisal (or the SHELAA if the site 

has not been appraised) should also be critiqued for these sites. 

 

Critique example 

A critique of site WES 7 in Westham was undertaken for the 2024 

consultation and this critique can be found at Appendix F at page 90 

below. It is considered that this critique shows up several areas where 

Wealden’s assessment is not correct and the site therefore lacks the 

sustainability necessary to be able to qualify as an allocation. 

 

 

 

  

 
13 WDC Local Plan Part 3 - Strategic Site Assessments 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-3-Strategic-Site-Assessments.pdf
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Appendix A 

 

 

Wealden draft Reg.18(2) Local Plan 

Policies & Questions 

 

 

The policies and questions shown below have been cut and pasted from 

the Reg.18(2) Draft Wealden Local Plan. 
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Chapter 03 Spatial Policies
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Retail provision and town centres 
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Economy 
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Chapter 04 Climate change 
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Chapter 05 Housing 
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Chapter 06 Site Allocations 

 

 

 

The allocations can be found in Table 13 on pages 152 -158 of the local 

plan 
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Buried at the back of the local plan at page 228 are these “questions”: 

 

NJD 18.02.26 
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Appendix B 

 

 

This appendix includes a table below showing the proposed housing 

numbers for each parish broken down into: 

• Commitments at 1 April 2025 

• Windfall allowance in the Reg.18(2) Local Plan 

• Allocated dwellings in the Reg.18(1) Local Plan 

• Total number of dwellings 

• Changes to the number of dwellings since the 2024 Reg.18(1) Plan 
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Source: Table 5, pages 71 – 73 Draft Local Plan February 2026 

 

Summarising the above information: 

24 Town/Parishes in Wealden’s LPA area have been assessed as suitable 

to receive a share of the total 6,764 house allocations. 

14 Town/Parishes in Wealden’s LPA area have been assessed as unsuitable 

for allocations although they have been assessed as suitable for a share 

of the 2,000 windfalls 

Three Parishes have not been allocated any housing as they are within the 

South Downs National Park planning area. 
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Appendix C 

 

 

The table below shows every site selected for an allocation in the 

February 2026 Reg.18(2) draft plan. 

Some entries are in bold text, or are struck through, or contain an 

asterisk or have a green background. This signifies: 

Bold text – new or revised allocations since the March 2024 Local 

Plan. Where one number is in brackets in the Housing Number 

column, this represents the number from the Reg.18(1) plan 

* - site previously an allocation in the Reg.18(1) plan but now has 

an increased number of houses. The Reg.18(1) number is in 

brackets. 

Strike through  - an allocation in the 2024 plan but is now a 

commitment with planning permission having been granted.  

Green background – a strategic allocation (i.e. >50 houses) with a 

specific site allocation policy. The site specific individual allocation 

policies for the 29  sites with the green background above are at 

pages 159 – 197 in the Reg.18(2) Wealden Draft Local Plan. 
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Source: Table 13, pages 152 – 158 Wealden Draft Local Plan February 

2026 
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Appendix D 

 

The 27 sites in the table below (totalling 8,329 houses, of which 5,854 

could be delivered by 2042) are not currently considered suitable for an 

allocation owing to the issues set out in the right hand column of the 

table. 

However, these sites are being considered further in order that Wealden 

can meet its housing “need”. Further work is being undertaken on the 

assessment of these sites and Wealden is seeking comments on both 

technical matters and outstanding issues in order to inform the Reg.19 

plan.  

It is anticipated that the promoters of these 27 sites will be responding to 

this current consultation providing reasons whereby Wealden should 

include these sites as allocations in the Reg.19 plan. 

Comments on any of these 27 sites should be submitted under question 

12, quoting both the option reference number and the SHELAA reference 

number. 

Seven of the sites in Appendix D are currently assessed in the 2026 

SHELAA as not deliverable or developable with the reasons set out 

therein. However, as they have thus “failed” the SHELAA assessment, 

they have not been taken forward to the sustainability appraisal. This 

means that the information provided on these sites is less than would be 

the case had they been sustainability appraised. Therefore it is important 

that as well as attempting to discredit the positive attributes of a site for 

development, that the reasons whereby the site is currently not 

considered suitable for development are reinforced if possible. Otherwise, 

with Wealden looking to increase the number of sites suitable for 

development in order to get closer to the overall housing “need” figure, 

the constraints rendering the site as unsuitable may be down-played in 

order to show a greater number of them as suitable.  

These seven sites are: 

289/1410 Land by Croft House, Uckfield 

297/1410 Land adjacent to Croft house, Uckfield 

1222/2020 Land north of Eastbourne Road 

725/1410 Land at Hempstead Lane, Uckfield 
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443/1610 Strawberry Hill Farm, Eridge Road, Tunbridge Wells 

1259/1310 Mushroom Farm, Saltmarsh Lane, Hailsham 

1079/3100 Land at Broad Farm, Lower Horsebridge 

Without any information in the Sustainability Appraisal for these sites, the 

reasons in the SHELAA should be the starting for a critique. 
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Source: pages 80 – 89 Draft Wealden Local Plan February 2026. 
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Appendix E 

Sustainability Objectives 
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Source Initial Sustainability Appraisal March 202414

 
14 Initial-Sustainability-Appraisal-March-2024.pdf 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Initial-Sustainability-Appraisal-March-2024.pdf
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Appendix F 

 

Sustainability Appraisal critique – an example from the Reg.18(1) consultation for allocation WES 7 

 

An example of a critique of the Reg.18(1) (2024) Sustainability Appraisal for allocation WES 7 in the Parish of 

Westham undertaken for the 2024 consultation is detailed below.  

Wealden’s 2024 Sustainability Appraisal summary of the impacts of allocation site WES 7 on the 20 Sustainability 

Objectives is included below – this has been pasted from the Initial Sustainability Appraisal Appendices A11M – 

A11EE15.  

Pages 106 - 148  below shows this assessment for allocation WES 7  

The Council’s assessment concluded that only the western part of WES 7 site is suitable for an allocation of 150 

houses. The central ands eastern parts of the site were deemed unsuitable for development. 

However, on inspecting Wealden’s assessment for WES 7, it was found that it contained several errors and some 

omissions. A critique was compiled identifying the errors and omissions and with these corrections, it was clear 

that the site and the development proposal was far less sustainable than indicated from Wealden’s appraisal of the 

site. 

Below is the summary of Wealden’s assessment against the 20 sustainability objectives to which has been added a 

further column containing my assessment of the impacts of the developed site on the Sustainability Objectives. 

Clearly, my assessment demonstrates that the development would be unsustainable. 

 
15 Initial-Sustainability-Appraisal-Appendices-A11M-A11EE-March-2024.pdf 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Initial-Sustainability-Appraisal-Appendices-A11M-A11EE-March-2024.pdf
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Sustainability Objective Wealden Score Reviewed Score  

 

 

 

SO1 Climate Change Mitigation minor negative major negative 

SO2 Climate Change Adaption uncertain uncertain 

SO3 Flood Risk not significant minor negative 

SO4 Water Resources & Quality not significant uncertain 

SO5 Soil, Land & Minerals uncertain uncertain 

SO6 Waste minor negative minor negative 

SO7 Pollution minor negative major negative 

SO8 Green & Blue Infrastructure major positive uncertain 

SO9 Biodiversity major positive minor negative 

SO10 Landscape & Townscape minor negative major negative 

SO11 Historic & Cultural Heritage minor negative minor negative  

SO12 Digital Infrastructure uncertain minor negative 

SO13 Travel & Accessibility uncertain uncertain 

SO14 Housing major positive major positive 

SO15 Health & Wellbeing minor positive uncertain 

SO16 Quality of Life & Place minor positive uncertain 

SO17 Social Deprivation uncertain uncertain 

SO18 Economy & Employment not significant not significant 

SO19 Town & Village Centres not significant not significant 

SO20 Education & Skills uncertain uncertain 

    

 

Below is Wealden’s 2024 sustainability appraisal for site WES 7 followed by a detailed critique of this appraisal. 
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Answer to Question 85b) - Reg. 18 Wealden Local Plan consultation 2024 

Below is a critique of the full sustainability appraisal for the allocated site WES7, Land at Peelings Lane, Westham that 

indicates that development of this site is unsustainable and concludes that this site should not be considered as 

suitable for an allocation.  

SA 

Page 

Objective Bullet 

point 

SA Commentary Daines Comments 

     

162 SO1 2 The site is 32.49ha in 

size….. 

Although the site offered for development totals 32.49 ha, that 

considered suitable for development by the Council is the western 

part totalling 6.8 ha. It is this area and location that should be 

assessed for suitability in this SA, not the 32.49ha site 
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162 SO1 4 The nearest bus stop 

is approx. 100m from 

the site on Peelings 

Lane and provides a 

frequent and regular 

bus service to the 

larger settlements of 

Eastbourne and 

Hailsham 

Frequent and regular is too positive, buses to Eastbourne are 

approximately hourly, but there are only two buses a day to 

Hailsham. There are no services to either Eastbourne or Hailsham on 

a Sunday. 

162 SO1 7 The site complies with 

the overall Spatial 

Strategy for the 

district as it is located 

within a sustainable 

settlement and within 

close proximity to 

sustainable transport. 

Within a sustainable settlement is inaccurate - this proposed 

allocation is outside the current settlement.  

 

It is not in close proximity to the rail service, but 1,270m away.  

162 SO1 5 The site is located 

approximately 300m 

from the nearest train 

station in Westham 

The closest point from the 32ha site to the station is 400m 

measured in a straight line, but walking or driving from this closest 

point to the station is 640m. However, the distance to the station 

from the potential 6.8ha site access point on Peelings Lane is 

1,120m. As the site extends a further 300m northwards, the 

walking/driving distance from the centre of the site to the station is 

1,270m, which is well beyond the maximum 400m recommended by 

SUSTRANS and the 800m by CIHT. 



109 
 

162 SO1 7 The site complies with 

the overall Spatial 

Strategy for the 

district as it is located 

within a sustainable 

settlement and within 

close proximity to 

sustainable transport. 

Within a sustainable settlement is inaccurate - this allocation is 

outside the current settlement.  

 

It is not in close proximity to the rail service, but 1,270m away.  

163 SO1 2 All development will 

result in an increase 

in greenhouse gas 

emissions and 

therefore a minor 

negative impact is 

expected overall. 

The short-term impact on climate change has been assessed as 

minor negative. This cannot be correct if the carbon impact from the 

construction phase is considered (say 50t/house, plus that for the 

site works – roads, drainage etc.). That this hasn't been considered 

is a major omission. As we need to get to net zero, any measures 

that results in an increase in emissions cannot be considered a 

minor negative – this should be scored as a major negative. 

164 SO3 7 The promoter has 

indicated as part of a 

vision document that 

development 

would…... 

This is one of several references to the promotor's vision document. 

Should not this document be made available to the public if it is 

being relied upon in this SA? Unless there is a site-specific policy 

requiring provision of whatever measures are in the promoter’s 

vision, which there is not, then these measures cannot be 

considered in this appraisal. 

164 SO3 8 The promotor has also 

indicated that a 

Unless a policy requires this site to have a wetlands area, that the 

promotor has indicated one will be provided cannot be considered to 
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wetlands area would 

be created….... 

be deliverable. The proposed wetlands is in the part of the site that 

is not considered developable so unlikely to be provided.  

164 SO3 10 Given that the site is 

at risk of flooding 

from multiple sources, 

but that suitable 

mitigation has been 

demonstrated via 

proposals…...... 

These promotor proposals should not be given any weight as they 

have no legal standing. Any identified flood risk should be managed 

by policies. Flood risk should currently be assessed as uncertain, 

not, not significant.  

165 SO4 2 A watercourse 

(Martins Ditch and 

Gut) form the 

northern boundary of 

the site. 

Whereas the watercourse forms part of the northern boundary of the 

32ha site, to the west, it runs through the middle of the two fields of 

the 6.8ha site proposed in this draft plan for development. 

165 SO4 4 The promotor has 

indicated that a three 

stage system to 

ensure there are no 

adverse impacts to 

the local water system 

and Pevensey Levels 

….. 

As for the comments above, whatever this promotor has indicated 

should have no bearing on the sustainability appraisal of this site 

given that the promotor's indications have no standing. The 

Pevensey Levels are afforded statutory protection and it would be 

unlawful not to take measures to avoid an adverse impact. There is 

no evidence that three, or any number of SuDS features, will avoid 

an adverse effect to the Pevensey Levels. 

165 SO4 8 …. and development 

would potentially 

The conclusion of no significant effect for SO4 appears to be relying 

on measures offered by the site promotor. As stated above, the 
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impact upon its [the 

watercourse] quality, 

the promotor has 

indicated that this will 

be mitigated …..  and 

therefore there is no 

significant effect on 

this SA Objective 

delivery of these measures cannot be guaranteed meaning that they 

should form no part of this SA. Thus, a more accurate conclusion for 

this objective would be uncertain at best or potentially a minor 

negative. 

166 SO7 1 The majority of the 

site (western half) is 

within an area 

classified as being 

darker in CPRE's light 

pollution mapping 

As it is only the two westernmost fields being assessed as suitable 

for development, then the entirety of this development area is 

within the dark skies area. Introduction of housing into a darker 

skies area would degrade the degree of darkness immediately 

adjacent to the Levels 

166 SO7 3 Westham lies in very 

close proximity to 

Eastbourne 

It is agreed that with Eastbourne's growth, it is now very close to 

Westham but Eastbourne town centre is 8km from this site, which 

cannot be considered as close proximity. However, it is questioned 

why this proximity comment has any relevance to SO7. 

166 SO7 3 Westham is classed as 

a local service 

centre….... 

No relevance to SO7 

166 SO7 4 The site is 

approximately 500m 

Factually incorrect, but no relevance to SO7 
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from the nearest train 

station…. 

167 SO7 2 …. there is likely to be 

a significant increase 

in traffic and 

congestion on the 

road network although 

this may be mitigated 

by some degree 

through the provision 

of services and 

facilities on the 

site….... 

Although this site is being taken forward for 150 houses, not the 

400 proposed, in the locality this will still result in a large increase in 

traffic. Whatever services and facilities have been offered by the 

promoter, any benefit cannot be taken unless these services and 

facilities are required by a site-specific policy. As there is no policy, 

no benefit can be taken forward into this appraisal. Thus, no 

decrease in traffic can be taken. 

167 SO7 3 Transport surveys and 

modelling will be 

required to ascertain 

the impact on the 

road network and 

identify mitigation 

measures. 

The Core Strategy allocated 650 houses to Stone Cross and ESCC 

identified that mitigation measures would be necessary at the Stone 

Cross crossroads. However, despite these 650 houses (and 

hundreds more) having all been constructed and occupied, ESCC has 

yet to identify and implement any mitigation at the crossroads. 

Furthermore, construction of an additional 500 houses is underway 

with a further 362 having received permission. This draft plan is 

proposing a further 448 houses for the parish. 

 

Whatever mitigation solution would have been suitable for the Core 

Strategy 650 houses, is probably not suitable for the additional 862 



113 
 

houses under construction or with permission. Clearly, should the 

proposed 349 allocation in this draft plan together with the 99 

windfalls come forward, this will total an additional 1,310 houses on 

top of the Core strategy 650.  

 

The commentary talks about “identify mitigation measures” but it is 

considered that the identification of measures is totally inadequate – 

what is needed is the implementation of the measures. 

Implementation requires measures to be identified, to be designed, 

to be funded and then delivered – it is only then that the pollution 

from the congestion will be mitigated. Given the complete lack of 

implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the Core 

Strategy development, provides no confidence that any mitigation 

needed for the growth in this plan will be forthcoming. 

 

Furthermore, the Core Strategy development has resulted in long 

westbound queues for several years on Dittons Road at the A22 

Golden Jubilee Way roundabout in the morning peak. This issue was 

not identified in the Core Strategy and although a "solution" has 

now been identified by ESCC, when it will be implemented is 

unknown as funding has not been obtained. Doubt remains whether 

this solution (traffic signal-controlled cross-roads in lieu of a 

roundabout) will be effective given the impact on the adjacent A27 

roundabout. But whether this solution will also be able to 
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accommodate the large increase in additional traffic arising from the 

post Core Strategy development is also unknown.  

 

Thus, given the experience to date regarding the provision of 

infrastructure, the proposed minor negative score for this site should 

be changed to a major negative. 

 SO7  Omission from SA The surface water from the site may potentially be polluted with 

garden chemicals (herbicides, pesticides, fertilisers, timber 

treatments, etc.) automotive chemicals (petrol, diesel, anti-freeze, 

brake fluid, brake dust (pads and discs/drums) cleaning chemicals, 

protection chemicals, etc.) plus micro-plastics and “forever” 

chemicals (PFAS) etc. Clearly, these pollutants are likely to cause a 

significant effect to the conservation objectives of the Pevensey 

Levels SAC and Ramsar site meaning that before this site can be 

included within the plan, an appropriate assessment will be required. 

Previous assessments by the Council have failed to contain 

complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions to ensure 

that there is no reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the 

proposed project. We would expect that should WES7 be in the Reg. 

19 version of the plan, it will contain a positive appropriate 

assessment that complies with the requirements of the Habitats 

Regulations needed before this site can be considered for inclusion. 

167 SO8 1 & 2 The mature 

hedgerows and trees 

It appears that there is no intention or requirement to retain the 

internal hedgerows and trees on the mature hedgerow running north 
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within the site and 

along its 

boundaries….. 

Development would 

need to seek to retain 

and enhance the 

existing hedgerows 

and trees on the 

boundaries to 

maintain and enhance 

the green 

infrastructure network 

south through the site, the loss of which would not enhance the 

green infrastructure network. This would be a permanent major 

negative.  

168 SO8  1 Any development 

would need to provide 

a minimum 20% 

biodiversity net gain 

(BNG) on site….. 

Whereas the increase to 20% BNG is welcomed, the government 

has stated that any increase in the statutory minimum 10% BNG 

would need to be fully justified. No justification for the 20% has 

been provided, meaning that there is great doubt whether this 

measure can be implemented. 

168 SO8 2 The promoter for the 

site has indicated a 

significant range of 

measures to provide 

and enhance green 

and blue 

infrastructure…. 

As outlined above, mere stated intentions by a site promoter cannot 

be given any weight as there is no mechanism short of a specific 

policy, which has not been provided, to guarantee that the 

enhancements will be provided. Furthermore, the enhancements 

were part of the development plan for the entire 32ha site, it must 

be very doubtful whether the enhancements will be offered for the 

much smaller 6ha site that Wealden consider suitable for 

development. 
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168 SO8 4 …...however, over the 

longer term major 

positive effects are 

expected as green and 

blue infrastructure is 

enhanced 

As the enhancement currently is unable to be required or enforced, 

any resulting benefits cannot be considered as weighing in favour of 

this site as an allocation. At best, the effect of this site on SO8 

cannot be considered as a major positive but at best, it can only be 

uncertain. 

168 SO9 5 Any development 

would need to provide 

a minimum 20% 

biodiversity net gain 

(BNG) on site….. 

The government has stated that any increase in the statutory 

minimum 10% BNG would need to be fully justified. No justification 

for the 20% has been provided meaning that there is great doubt 

whether this measure can be implemented. 

168 SO9 6 The site is located 

partially within the 

Pevensey Levels BOA. 

Development could 

adversely impact on 

the objectives of the 

BOA 

Agreed. But quite how this potentially negative impact can support a 

score of a major positive is not explained or justified. At best, the 

assessment should be uncertain. 

168 SO9 7 …..and ensure 

mitigation measures 

are implemented to 

avoid harm 

Without identifying the feasibility, practicality and effectiveness of 

these unknown mitigation measures, the major positive assessment 

is clearly wrong. It should be uncertain at best. 

169 SO9 1 The promoter has 

indicated as part of 

There are two major issues with this assessment:                         
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the vision document 

that assuming the 

grassland in any new 

country park are 

managed …... a BNG 

of over 20% could 

easily be achieved 

across the site. 

1. A country park appears to have been offered by the promoter as 

part of the development of the 32ha site. That Wealden propose to 

limit development to just 6ha , this casts great doubt on whether 

the country park will still be provided for this much reduced area of 

development.                                    

2. No weight should be afforded to a promoter's vision document 

unless it is proposed to include the measures offered as part of the 

policy for this site. As there is no site-specific policy, the contents of 

the vision document should be ignored in this appraisal.    

169 SO9 2 Therefore, a minor 

negative effect is 

likely in the short to 

medium term as the 

site is developed, 

however, over the 

longer term major 

positive effects are 

expected….. 

These major positive effects are very unlikely to occur for the 

reasons given above and the effect on SO9 from developing this 6ha 

site is most likely to remain as minor negative. 

169 SO10 1 The 2023 Landscape 

Sensitivity 

Assessment states 

that the site 

landscape is 

moderately to highly 

sensitive ….. It is 

It is agreed that landscape impacts of developing the central and 

eastern portions of the site would be severe and inappropriate. 

However, this also applies to two western most fields of WES 7 

which also cannot accommodate development without substantial 

harm to the landscape.  
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considered that 

landscape impacts in 

the central and 

eastern portions of 

the site are 

substantial and it 

would not be 

appropriate to deliver 

housing in this part of 

the site. There are 

two fields in the south 

western portion of the 

site that are well 

screened by existing 

landscape features 

and the visual impact 

of the development 

would be more limited 

in these locations. 

There are three local appeal decisions that are relevant to this site 

viz: 

 

APP/C1435/A/00/1045611 decision 11 September 2000 (the 2000 

appeal) 

APP/C1435/A/14/2228090 decision 12 January 2015 (the 2015 

appeal) 

APP/C1435/W/22/3304251 decision 15 May 2023 (the 2023 appeal) 

 

The 2000 appeal 

 

For the 2000 appeal, that being for or a single garage at 2 Romans 

Way, which is opposite the south western corner of this proposed 

allocation, the inspector identified the main issue as the effect of the 

proposed development upon the rural character and appearance of 

Peelings Lane. 

 

The inspector stated (paragraph 4) that Peelings Lane effectively 

marks the northern edge of Westham.  
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In paragraph 6, the inspector says “The southern edge of Peelings 

Lane contains a number of mature trees and shrubs which to a large 

extent form a densely vegetated green boundary which screen the 

housing area to the south. This helps to create the clear 

demarcation between “town” and “country” which is one of the 

functions of town and village development boundaries.” 

 

Development of WES7 would be north of this demarcation thus 

losing the benefit from the screening of the urban area to the south. 

 

In paragraph 7, the 2000 inspector explicitly criticises the inspector 

who in 1995 had granted permission for a garage immediately 

adjoining the 2000 appeal site saying “This demarcation has, 

however, been blurred in places by development encroaching onto 

the south side of the lane. I find one example of this blurring 

encroachment is the new garage at 1 Romans Way, which in my 

opinion has harmed the rural character and appearance of Peelings 

Lane   

That the 2000 appeal inspector considered one garage would harm 

the rural character of Peelings Lane, 150 houses could be considered 

to decimate the rural character. 
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In paragraph 8, the inspector starts by stating “I consider that the 

garage now proposed would only compound this harm to the rural 

character and appearance of Peelings Lane.”  

 

Clearly, the necessary widening works to permit two-way traffic plus 

the access to the site and a footpath on this part of Peelings Lane 

will considerably harm the rural character and appearance of 

Peelings Lane 

 

In paragraph 10 of the 2000 appeal, the inspector concluded  

 

I have concluded that the proposed garage would harm the 

character and appearance of Peelings Lane contrary to the 

relevant policies in the development plan. 

 

Thus, this appeal for a single garage at the bottom of the garden of 

2 Romans way was dismissed because of the harm to the rural 

character and appearance of Peelings Lane, yet the current proposal 

is to allow the construction of 150 dwellings to the far more open 

area north of Peelings Lane. If one garage was considered to cause 

harm, clearly, 150 houses in an area that is far more visible, cannot 

be permitted. 
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The 2015 appeal 

 

In the 2015 appeal, which was for a site which forms the southern 

part of the westernmost field in this proposed allocation, the 

inspector states in paragraph 9,  

 

The character of Peelings Lane changes markedly in the 

vicinity of the appeal site. To the west of the site, where 

Ketcham Close faces Peelings Lane, it has a generally 

suburban character. East of Ketcham Close it is much more 

rural in character.  

 

The inspector concludes this paragraph with:  

 

Nevertheless, the vegetated banks on either side of the lane 

and the 
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mature trees on the northern side give this section of the lane 

a predominantly rural feel. 

 

In paragraph 10, the inspector states: 

 

I consider that when the topography, vegetation and 

development pattern are considered as a whole, Peelings Lane 

forms a distinct visual edge to the built-up area. 

 

In the succeeding paragraph, the inspector continues  

 

The appeal scheme would result in a loss of the landscape 

character of the appeal site through the introduction of roads 

and housing in what is currently an open field. To my mind it 

would also have a wider visual impact, particularly as seen 

from Peelings Lane and from the public footpath which crosses 

the western end of the site. The new houses would be to the 

north of the existing visual edge formed by Peelings Lane, 

extending the built-up area into a currently undeveloped tract 

of countryside. Due to the irregular shape of the site the 

houses in the north east corner, furthest from the lane, would 

be particularly prominent in the wider landscape. 



123 
 

 

Given that for this 2015 appeal site – the north east corner extends 

a maximum of 80m north of Peelings Lane, whilst the proposed 

allocation site WES7 extends 275m north, the concern expressed by 

the 2015 inspector of development being particularly prominent in 

the wider landscape would be considerably magnified by this 

significantly larger proposed allocation site. 

 

At paragraph 12, the inspector deals with the impact of the adjacent 

Ketcham Close and considers that this north of Peelings Lane 

development provides no support to the appeal scheme. He 

considers the two schemes are not comparable as the appeal site is 

covers a larger area and extends considerably further from Peelings 

Lane. However, this proposed allocation WES7 is many times larger 

than the 2015 appeal site and extends over three times further from 

Peelings Lane. 

 

In paragraph 13, the inspector accepts that the low-density appeal 

scheme together with areas of open space and planting could 

partially mitigate the visual impact of the scheme but considers that 

this would not overcome his concerns. He concluded that the appeal 

site would be intrusive within the landscape and would not comply 

with policies in the local plan.  



124 
 

 

Obviously, with this proposed allocation WES7 site extending 

considerably further into the countryside north of Peelings Lane, it 

cannot fail to be considered as highly intrusive within the landscape.  

At paragraph 17, the inspector states “ 

 

To conclude on the main issue, the proposal is not acceptable 

because it would be intrusive in the landscape and would 

thereby conflict with CSLP Policy WCS9. 

 

The inspector then dismissed the appeal. 

 

 

The 2023 appeal 

 

Turning to the 2023 appeal for a small development of five dwellings 

situated on Peelings Lane approximately 250m west of the proposed 

allocation site WES 7, the relevant issue is the necessary alterations 

to Peelings Lane and the effect on the character and appearance of 

the area including the Low Weald landscape.  
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The main part of the development containing four of the proposed 

five dwellings is a small field behind the dwellings on Peelings Lane 

and immediately west of the dwellings on Hankham Hall Road. 

Furthermore, there are some dwellings to the north making this 

small field largely enclosed on three sides by built form. However, in 

paragraph 6 of his decision, the inspector states: 

 

This mostly undeveloped part of the site, with field boundary 

hedges and some trees, retains a strong rural impression. It is 

indicative of the attractive open, undulating agricultural 

topography of the Low Weald landscape so makes a positive 

contribution to this local designation 

  

Clearly, the fields proposed for the 6.8ha allocation site provide a 

strong rural impression as neither has any built form around them 

unlike the 2023 appeal site. Development of WES7 would provide a 

highly negative contribution and be completely alien to the 

undulating agricultural topography of the Low Weald landscape and 

would thus make a negative contribution to the local designation. 

 

In paragraph 7 of the 2023 appeal, the inspector affirms: 
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This [development] would be out of keeping with the 

prevailing pattern of residential development in the lane and 

significantly erode the spaciousness of this pocket of 

countryside. 

 

With no existing development to the north of Peelings Lane in the 

vicinity of the proposed allocation site, any development of this site 

would be well out of keeping with the prevailing pattern of 

residential development in the lane and significantly erode the 

spaciousness of the countryside. 

 

In paragraph 10, the inspector turns to the character of Peelings 

Lane, which despite the large modern housing estate immediately to 

the south, he considers: 

 

It is largely unspoilt with an attractive, distinctly low-key rural 

feel and tranquil sense of place. It therefore contributes to a 

lattice of narrow country lanes, away from main roads and 

intrusive or extensive development. These are characteristic of 

the Low Weald landscape. 
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This is an almost identical situation to that of Peelings Lane at the 

proposed allocation site for WES7. 

 

In paragraph 11, the inspector takes issue with the impact on the 

lane of the proposed development: 

 

However, the highly engineered layout and geometry of the 

proposed vehicular access, including two-way carriageway, 

pavements, kerbs and road markings would be overtly urban 

in form. It would also extend a long way back from the lane 

into the heart of the site. 

 

This situation would again be identical for the access required by the 

potential allocation site for 150 houses onto Peelings Lane.  

 

The inspector then contrasts the proposed alterations: 

 

This stark feature would be at odds with the mainly short, 

individual narrow private driveways that line the lane, and jar 

in this street scene, appreciably undermining the rural 

integrity of the lane. 



128 
 

 

With the street scene at the potential allocation site WES7 being 

wholly rural with unbroken grass verges to both sides of Peelings 

Lane, the impact of the proposed site access would be alien, highly 

intrusive and totally undermine the rural integrity of the lane. 

 

In paragraph 12, the inspector looks at the proposed 22m long and 

1m deep passing bay proposed on Peelings Lane and the 

introduction of a 1.5m wide footpath. The inspector opines that:  

 

Both of these features would, therefore, remove a substantial 

and significant length of the verge. This would interrupt its 

linear continuity and these large scars in this streetscene 

would unduly erode and detract from the verdant, rural nature 

of the lane. 

 

The access for the proposed allocation site, even should this be 

placed at the extreme western end of the site, would involve 

widening Peelings Lane over short distance to permit two-way traffic 

and the introduction of a footpath. The impact of these works would 

by far higher than those which the 2023 appeal inspector found 

unacceptable immediately to the west. 
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It should be noted that in 2023, as now, the Council cannot 

demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land and the 2023 appeal 

inspector recognised that reduced weight should be given to the 

conflicts within the appeal proposal with the development plan. 

However, the inspector concluded: 

 

Nonetheless, by virtue of the sites location in the countryside 

and its intended development, including alterations to the 

lane, the adverse impacts of the proposal would cause 

unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of the 

surrounding area, including the Low Wealden landscape. 

(paragraph 22) 

 

Whilst in paragraph 23, the inspector states: 

 

…. the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 

assessed against the policies of the Framework taken as a 

whole. 

 



130 
 

And the appeal was dismissed. 

 

Although this 2023 appeal was only for five (net four) dwellings, its 

impact on the countryside and the lane was deemed sufficiently 

adverse for the appeal to be dismissed. Yet the proposed allocation 

site WES7 is for 150 dwellings over a far larger, more prominent and 

visible area of the countryside where its adverse impact will be 

considerably increased.  

 

Clearly, this proposed allocation site is not suitable for development 

given resulting harm to the landscape and the surrounding area. 

 

Other landscape matters 

 

Although Wealden’s SA commentary considers these two fields are 

suitable for development as they are well screened by existing 

landscape features, a site visit demonstrates that this is not the 

case. 

 

The westernmost of the two fields is highly visible from Peelings 

Lane where currently, long distance views to the north are available 
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across the fields falling to the Pevensey Levels, across the Levels 

themselves and to the landscape rising from the northern and 

eastern side of the Levels. Development of this field would obliterate 

these long views. 

 

For the second of the two fields, long distance views are not 

available other than through the vegetation to the south of the field 

and north of Peelings Lane. This is quite permeable in the winter 

albeit less so in summer. However, any built form would be readily 

seen from Peelings Lane, the observation platform at the North 

Tower of Pevensey Castle and much of the higher ground within the 

Roman walls. 

 

Furthermore, two footpaths run approximately north-south each side 

of the proposed allocation site. Footpath Westham 30 to the west of 

the site provides views across the site to Pevensey Castle which 

would be blocked by development. To the east, views of the 

developed site would be seen from footpath Westham 5c. Most of 

the developed area of Westham is currently hidden from these 

footpaths and longer views from the Pevensey Levels by the mature 

vegetation along Peelings Lane. Thus, development of this allocation 

would be both intrusive and highly visible in the landscape. 

 



132 
 

Development would also be visible from around a 1,200m length of 

the Pevensey bypass and for a considerable length of the 1066 walk 

along the Pevensey Haven. 

 

The Ninfield appeal APP/C1435/W/23/3331769. Decision 15 April 

2024 

 

Although this appeal site is around 10km north east of the proposed 

allocation WES7 and is situated on the edge of the village of 

Ninfield, the location of the site on the edge of the village and 

nature of the countryside has similarities with WES7.   

 

The main issue identified by the inspector was: 

 

The main issues are whether the site is a suitable location for 

housing with particular regard to the effect of the proposed 

development on the character and appearance of the area and 

development plan policy. 

 

The 4ha site is an approximately square grass field bounded to the 

south by the B2204 Catsfield Road, to the west by the gardens of 
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houses fronting the High Street with the other two sides of the 

boundary being largely wooded. 

 

In paragraph 4, the inspector stated: 

 

 …..the undeveloped natural appearance of the site makes a 

positive contribution to the surrounding rural character. 

 

The inspector continued: 

 

There is a clear, albeit somewhat distant, view to the site from 

part of the Public Right of Way Ninfield 21, with the existing 

village buildings behind. On the west side there are a limited 

number of driveways. There is also an industrial building to 

the south of the appeal site. 

 

Thus, the inspector considered that this Ninfield site was in the 

countryside and contributed to the rural character. The site appears 

to be more enclosed than WES7 and therefore the development 

would not be so visible as the Westham proposal.  
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In paragraph 5, the inspector said: 

 

Catsfield Road is a rural, green lane. In the vicinity of the 

appeal site, Catsfield Road is characterised by steep banks 

with trees and hedges on both sides which make a valuable 

contribution to this rural character. On the west side there are 

a limited number of driveways. There is also an industrial 

building to the south of the appeal site. However, due to their 

rural surroundings these appear as sporadic development 

along a traditional green country lane. 

 

Whereas there are some similarities between Catsfield Road and 

Peelings Lane in terms of their rural character, Catsfield Road is 

nevertheless more urbanised than Peelings Lane. 

 

In discussing the site access in paragraph 7, the inspector 

considered: 

 

There would therefore be a clear and extended break in the 

traditional boundary to provide this residential road. The 

proposed houses would be set back from the road, however 

their rooftops would be visible, albeit as there is no footpath 
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along Catsfield Road any views would be transitory and 

glimpsed. 

 

The WES7 development would be far more visible from the shared 

surface that is Peelings Lane when compared to the lack of passing 

pedestrian access offered by the Ninfield proposal. 

 

In paragraph 11, the inspector stated: 

 

Some lighting would be required to this development. A 

condition could limit external light levels in public areas which 

would minimise light spillage in accordance with policy EN29 of 

the LP. However, it would be unreasonable to control lighting 

within individual homes. Consequently, and noting the location 

of the houses away from the existing roads, there would 

nevertheless be some glow from properties and low level 

lighting and this would contribute to the urban character of the 

proposed development. 

 

This situation would also prevail at WES7 with lighting from the 

development contributing to its urban character.  
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At paragraph 12, the inspector considered: 

 

The proposed development would introduce housing 

development to this site with the associated roads, parking, 

domestic gardens and comings and goings. This would remove 

the open, green characteristics described above and there 

would be serious harm to the positive rural characteristics of 

the site in this regard. 

.. 

Furthermore, the introduction of the access road, regrading 

and required open visibility splays would be a clearly urban 

feature which would harmfully disrupt the rural character of 

Catsfield Road and would result in the clear extension of urban 

development away from the village along this rural road. 

Consequently, overall, the proposed development would result 

in substantial harm to the character and appearance of the 

area. 

 

In the assessment of the planning balance, the inspector took into 

account that the Council could not demonstrate a 4 or 5 year supply 

of deliverable housing sites and afforded significant weight to the 

social and economic benefits arising from the development. 

However, the inspector still found that the environmental harm 
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resulting from the development would outweigh the benefits, 

concluding in paragraph 39: 

 

Consequently, the harm I have identified would have a serious 

harmful effect on the character and appearance of the area, 

which would lead me to conclude that these substantial 

adverse effects attract greater weight that significantly and 

demonstrably outweighs the benefits set out above. 

 

The inspector then dismissed the appeal. 

 

It is considered that site WES7 would experience greater harm to 

the character and appearance than that at the Ninfield site due to 

the greater size of the development, the greater openness of the 

site with views from the Pevensey Levels and adjacent public 

footpaths, and the much larger footfall along Peelings Lane. Thus, 

the reasons for the dismissal of the Ninfield appeal would be 

magnified for WES7 making this site unsuitable for an allocation. 
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Conclusion 

Clearly, the sustainability appraisal considerably under predicts the 

harmful impact arising resulting from development of site WES7 and 

its effect on SO10 should  more appropriately be assessed as a 

major negative.  

 

169 SO10 2 Given the above 

reasons, it is 

considered the effects 

on this SA Objective 

are minor negative. …. 

However, 

development within 

the SW parts of the 

site would be more 

enclosed and capable 

of accommodating 

development. 

The minor negative assessment for the 32ha site is too positive. As 

well as the issues outlined above, the 32ha site would be highly 

visible in the landscape, drastically urbanising the current rural 

character. This new urban area would be highly visible with long 

distant views from much of the Pevensey Levels and also from 

several viewpoints at Pevensey Castle. For this 32ha site, the effects 

on SO10 would be a major negative.  

 

The 6ha site would also be intrusive in the countryside, with the 

built form extending extensively northwards beyond the natural 

boundary of the urban extent of Westham currently limited by 

Peelings Lane. Thus, the effect of developing this 6ha site on the 

landscape would be major negative. 

 

Thus, the effect of developing the 6ha site on SO10, would be highly 

negative 
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170 SO11 2 Given the large 

number of heritage 

assets in close 

proximity to the site, 

including Pevensey 

Castle, the effect is 

expected to be minor 

negative but this 

could be reduced 

through suitable 

mitigation measures. 

It is considered that the effect of developing the 32 ha site would 

have a high impact on the adjacent heritage assets. The current 

assessment of minor negative is considered too low as development 

would provide substantial harm to the setting of the scheduled 

ancient monument of Pevensey Castle. The assessment appears to 

be taking the benefit arising from suitable mitigation measures. But 

these measures have not been identified and therefore it is not 

possible to assess whether or not they could be implemented and 

whether they would be effective. Without this information, no 

benefit from unknown mitigation can be considered, resulting in a 

minor negative effect  

 

170 SO13 1 The site may be able 

to achieve a vehicular 

access at the south 

western corner of the 

site, however, this 

would require the 

widening of Peelings 

Lane to allow for two 

lane traffic and 

pedestrian footpaths. 

As indicated above, the inspector in appeal ref. APP/ 

C1435/W/22/3304251 (the 2023 appeal) considered that a 22m 

long by 1m wide layby together with a footpath and the vehicle 

access would be overtly urban in form and would have an 

unacceptably adverse effect on the rural nature of Peelings Lane - 

this formed one reason for the dismissal of the appeal. Clearly, 

widening Peelings Lane over a short length to permit two-way traffic 

from WES7, provide the vehicle access to the site, plus the addition 

of a footpath with a kerb will urbanise this section of the lane to a 

greater degree than proposed in the dismissed appeal scheme. 
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170 SO13 2&3 Due to the narrow 

form of Peelings Lane 

and its steep 

embankments, 

pedestrian footpaths 

could only be provided 

towards the south 

west. 

 

It is accepted that a footpath can be provided at the south west 

corner of the site but together with the necessary widening of 

Peelings Lane, but this will adversely impact the rural nature of the 

lane causing unacceptable harm. 

 

170 SO13 4 Westham lies in very 

close proximity to 

Eastbourne….. 

It is accepted that suburbs of Eastbourne now lie relatively close to 

Westham but the nearest facilities, being those at the Langney 

Shopping Centre, are over 3.5 km from the site entrance of this 

proposed allocation. It is not considered that 3.5 km can be fairly 

described as very close proximity. 

 

171 SO13 1 The nearest bus stop 

…. and provides a 

frequent and regular 

bus service to the 

larger settlements of 

Eastbourne and 

Hailsham 

 

The bus service to the east doesn’t start until 10:00 in the morning 

making it unsuitable for accessing work in Bexhill or Hastings. The 

only direct bus service to Hailsham from the site is two busses on 

Saturdays, there is no service to Hailsham during the week. There is 

no bus service on Sundays.   
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171 SO13 2 The site is located 

approximately 500m 

from the nearest train 

station in Westham 

The site entrance for the two fields proposed for this allocation is 

960m from the railway station. The furthest extent of the site from 

the entrance is a further 400m. The claimed 500m is the straight-

line distance from the access point on Peelings Lane at the Castle 

Farm buildings but this part of the site is not considered suitable as 

an allocation and it will not be the site access. 

 

171 SO13 3 Public right of way 

(Westham 5b) runs 

north to south 

through the eastern 

part of the site 

 

It is public right of way Westham 5c (not 5b) that runs north to 

south through the eastern part of the site – that being the part that 

is considered unsuitable by the Council for development. 

 

171 SO13 5 Whilst the site is 

located adjacent 

sustainable public 

transport 

 

The site is served by busses to Eastbourne, but not Hailsham (apart 

from two on Saturdays). The site is beyond the recommended 

maximum 800m walking distance to the railway station. 

171 SO14 1&2 The proposed 

development of up to 

400 (net ) dwellings…. 

This site is deemed suitable for up to 150 dwellings indicating that 

the major positive score for providing 400 dwellings is not 

appropriate for the reduced quantity.  
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171 SO15 1 The nearest health 

services are at the 

Westham Surgery, 

approx. 350m to the 

south east of the site. 

The Westham Surgery, which is open just three mornings/week is 

500m from the Castle Farm access onto Peelings Lane. The proposed 

entire site extends a further 650m from this access point. However, 

the access point for the part of the site deemed suitable for an 

allocation is 1,150m from the surgery, with the site extending a 

further 350m beyond this point.  

 

171 SO15 2 ….has identified 

significant issues with 

GP surgery capacity 

within Westham 

Parish. 

 

Agreed, and an increase in population can only exacerbate this issue 

for which the health authority currently has no solution. 

 

171 SO15 3 The Wealden Open 

Space Study 2022 

concludes that there is 

not a deficit of open 

space within Westham 

Parish. 

This is a very surprising statement which is not borne out by the 

information provided in the open space study. For natural and semi-

natural green space, there is 4.48ha in Westham against a 

requirement of 14.64ha, resulting in a shortfall of 10.16ha. For 

amenity greenspace, 0.9ha is available against a requirement of 

4.29ha, resulting in a shortfall of 3.39ha. Clearly, the conclusion 

opposite is wrong and there exists a large shortfall in open space in 

Westham Parish. 
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172 SO15 1 The Wealden Playing 

Pitch and Outdoor 

sports assessment 

identifies that there is 

no deficiency in 

provision of sports 

pitches within the 

Parish 

This statement is very surprising and cannot be found in the latest 

2022 playing pitch and outdoor sports assessment. This document 

records that Pevensey and Westham FC export their demand for 

playing pitches to Eastbourne playing on pitches at Eastbourne 

Academy, Eastbourne College and Eastbourne Sports Park. The club 

responded to the study author’s saying that they need further 

training pitches, notably 3G pitches (the only available pitches in the 

District being at Wallsend Recreation Ground are frequently 

waterlogged during the season.)  

 

172 SO15 3 Given the size of the 

proposed 

development, it is 

considered there 

would be minor 

positive effects on this 

SA Objective through 

contributions to health 

and wellbeing 

enhancements  

The submitted development site is 32.49ha for up to 400 houses, 

but the Council considers that only 6.8ha at the western end of this 

site is suitable for development. It must be doubtful whether the site 

owner will provide any more than the 6.8ha identified for 

development meaning that the land proposed for green/blue 

infrastructure may not come forward. March 2026 Note: An 

application has been submitted for 150 houses on the western 6.8Ha 

portion of the site. There is no provision for green and blue 

infrastructure. 

Thus, the correct score at this stage against this objective cannot be 

any more than uncertain. 

 

172 SO16 1 The proposals have 

indicated that 

It is considered that the provision of the facilities related to the 300- 

400 dwelling development across the whole site 1099/3360. 
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community facilities 

such as allotments will 

be provided on site. 

Furthermore, there 

will be significant 

open space provision 

and the 

implementation of 

walkable and cyclable 

neighbourhoods. 

However, only around 20% of this site is deemed suitable for the 

provision of 150 dwellings meaning that it is likely that the promoted 

facilities may not be provided for this smaller site. Possibly, the open 

space was being provided on the land within flood zone 2 & 3, but as 

there is a much-reduced area within the two fields identified as 

suitable, this open space may not be provided. As indicated above, 

without a site-specific policy requiring facilities such as allotments 

and as no such policy currently exists, no benefit can accrue to such 

proposals. Thus, at present, the effects on this SA Objective can 

only be uncertain. 2026 Note The current application makes no 

provision for allotments. 

 

172 SO16 4 Given the above, the 

effects on this SA 

Objective are 

expected to be minor 

positive 

 

Given the above, the effects on this SA Objective at this stage can 

only be uncertain. 

 

172 SO17 1 …there will be the 

potential for 

significant provision of 

affordable housing, 

custom and self-build 

homes and play-space 

The text underlying the social deprivation objective states: “To 

tackle social deprivation by improving access to essential services 

and facilities, supporting diversity and equality for all.” It is not 

considered that the provision of more homes and play-space 

contributions will tackle social deprivation. Wealden generally is not 

socially deprived ranking in 2019, 254 out of 317 LPAs. The three 
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contributions as well 

which will contribute 

to quality-of-life 

improvements. 

Wealden wards that are socially deprived are in Hailsham and it is 

very unlikely that this Peelings Lane development will impact those 

wards. The assessment appears to consider that an improvement in 

quality of life equals a reduction in social deprivation – it does not. 

 

172 SO17 2 Given the above, the 

effects on this SA 

Objective are 

expected to be minor 

positive 

 

Given the above, the effects on this SA Objective certainly cannot be 

considered minor positive and are either uncertain or no significant 

effect. 

 

172 SO18 2 ….it is considered the 

site would have no 

significant effect…. 

 

Agreed 

 

172 SO19 2 The site is in close 

proximity to the 

services and facilities 

in Hailsham, together 

with public transport, 

so future residents 

would have good 

Hailsham town centre is over 9km from the site entrance, which 

cannot be considered as close proximity. There is no direct bus 

service between the site and Hailsham apart from two busses on 

Saturdays. Thus, any access to Hailsham would be by car. 
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access to the town 

centre 

 

172 SO20 2 The nearest nursery 

and primary school is 

the Pevensey & 

Westham Church of 

England School, 

approximately 350m 

to the south east of 

the site….. 

 

The nursery and school are approximately 950m from the site 

entrance. The 350m appears to be a straight line distance from the 

east of the submitted site although this part of the site is not 

deemed suitable for development. 

 

173 SO20 3 Further primary, 

secondary and college 

provision is located 

within Eastbourne 

approximately 2km to 

the south west 

The closest nursery in Eastbourne is 3.4 km from the site entrance. 

The closest primary school in Eastbourne is 4.3km from the site 

entrance. 

The closes college in Eastbourne is 3.4km from the site entrance. 

Clearly, the effect of this site on SO 20 is uncertain.   
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Summary 

Putting the Council’s sustainability appraisal scores alongside the scores resulting from a consideration of the 

above points provides this comparison: 

 

Sustainability Objective Wealden Score Reviewed Score  

 

 

 

SO1 Climate Change Mitigation minor negative major negative 

SO2 Climate Change Adaption uncertain uncertain 

SO3 Flood Risk not significant minor negative 

SO4 Water Resources & Quality not significant uncertain 

SO5 Soil, Land & Minerals uncertain uncertain 

SO6 Waste minor negative minor negative 

SO7 Pollution minor negative major negative 

SO8 Green & Blue Infrastructure major positive uncertain 

SO9 Biodiversity major positive minor negative 

SO10 Landscape & Townscape minor negative major negative 

SO11 Historic & Cultural Heritage minor negative minor negative  

SO12 Digital Infrastructure uncertain minor negative 

SO13 Travel & Accessibility uncertain uncertain 

SO14 Housing major positive major positive 

SO15 Health & Wellbeing minor positive uncertain 

SO16 Quality of Life & Place minor positive uncertain 

SO17 Social Deprivation uncertain uncertain 

SO18 Economy & Employment not significant not significant 

SO19 Town & Village Centres not significant not significant 

SO20 Education & Skills uncertain uncertain 
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Whereas the Council considered that their SA scores above indicated that there were no show-stoppers for this site 

and the proposed development of the 6.8ha western part was sustainable, this is not borne out by the assessment 

undertaken using the information provided above. Clearly, proposed allocation WES7 is considerably less 

sustainable than considered by the Sustainability Appraisal supporting the draft Reg. 18 Local Plan.  

It is considered that the harm to the landscape is the most serious constraint against development. With three 

very adjacent appeals for small developments dismissed largely due to landscape harm, the imposition of a very 

large development in the same landscape will inevitably result in a very serious harm. Furthermore, the April 2024 

appeal dismissal of the more visually enclosed site on the edge of Ninfield suggests that this far more visually 

exposed site in Westham is unsustainable and thus unsuitable for development.  

WES7 is immediately adjacent to the Pevensey Levels SAC, Ramsar site and SSSI and is one of more than 50% of 

the sites allocated for development in this draft plan that lie within the hydrological catchment of the Pevensey 

levels. Every one of these sites, including WES7, will require a positive appropriate assessment before they could 

be considered suitable for inclusion in the plan. 

From the information set out above, it is clear that WES7 is not sustainable and therefore this allocation should be 

removed from the plan.    

End of the WES 7 response to the 2024 consultation. 
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Note (compiled March 2026) on WES 7 sustainability appraisal 

If the sustainability appraisal impact on each of the sustainability objectives was scored as follows:  

Major positive 4 

Minor positive 2 
Not significant 0 

Uncertain -1 

Minor negative -2 
Major negative -4 

 

Then Wealden’s assessment of the impact of this WES 7 development against the summed total of the 20 

sustainability objectives would score 0.  

It would be reasonable to consider that any summation that does not result in a positive score should mean that a 

site lacks sustainability and therefore should not be considered suitable for an allocation. Scoring zero should 

mean that the site’s suitability is highly marginal at best. 

But when the revised (i.e. corrected!) assessment score is  -27, it is very clear that this site WES 7 is very 

unsustainable, totally unsuited to be developed and should not be an allocation.  

Despite the submission of the WES 7 critique to Wealden in May 2024, the current sustainability appraisal for this 

site contained in the Part 3: Strategic Site Assessments Reg.18(2) still contains numerous errors. For example, 

despite Wealden concluding that only a small part of the overall site is suitable for development, their subsequent 

assessment takes the benefits from developing the entire site. Clearly, there cannot be any benefit from a country 

park in the sustainability objective for green and blue infrastructure when this proposed park is in the area 

considered unsuitable for development. This point has been confirmed by the current planning application seeking 

approval for housing in the area identified by Wealden as suitable for development. However, the application does 

not offer a country park, allotments, wetlands, bridleways etc. for which Wealden has assessed a benefit.    
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A comparison of Wealden’s Reg.18(1) assessment and their Reg.18(2) assessment is shown below. Clearly, they 

are reluctant to accept errors. 

 

 

 

Source: page 73 Part 3: Strategic Site Assessments Reg.18(2) 
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Appendix G - Documentation 

 

It can be quite a challenge to locate specific information within the very large quantity of sustainability appraisal 

documentation.  Below is a list (with links) of the 2026 Sustainability Appraisal documents  and a link to the 2024 

consultation sustainability documents. This is followed by a copy of the contents page for the 2026 documents. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal Documents – 2026 consultation 

Sustainability Appraisal Part 1 Contents listed at page 152 below 

Sustainability Appraisal Part 1 Appendices 1 - 4 Contents listed at page 153 below 

Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 Parish Site Assessments Contents listed at page 154 below 

Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 Parish Site Assessments Appendix B - Detailed Site Assessments Contents page 155 

Sustainability Appraisal Part 3 Strategic Site Assessments. Contents listed at page 156 below 

Spatial Strategy Topic Paper Contents listed at page 157 below 

 

Initial Sustainability Appraisal Documents – 2024 consultation 

The Sustainability Appraisal Documents for the 2024 consultation can be found at: All Local Plan Consultation 

Information - Wealden District Council 

 

 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-2-Parish-Site-Assessments.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-1-APPENDICES-1-4.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-2-Parish-Site-Assessments.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-2-Parish-Site-Assessments-APPENDIX-B-Detailed-Site-Assessments.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Sustainability-Appraisal-Part-3-Strategic-Site-Assessments.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Final-Spatial-Strategy-Topic-Paper-V1.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/new-local-plan/wealden-local-plan/local-plan-supporting-documents/
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/new-local-plan/wealden-local-plan/local-plan-supporting-documents/
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Sustainability Appraisal Part 1 Reg.18(2) January 2026 
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Sustainability Appraisal Part 1 Appendices 1 – 4 Reg.18(2) January 2026 

 

 

It should be noted that Appendix 3 does not include all the representations submitted for the 2024 consultation, 

some e.g. that for WES 7, have not been recorded. Furthermore, some of the Appendix 3 summaries of the 

representations received are very inaccurate and do not reflect what was submitted. It appears that AI may have 

been used by Jam Consult Ltd for Appendix 3 without any subsequent check carried out. This raises a concern that 

AI may have been used elsewhere in the large amount of documentation comprising the Sustainability Appraisal.  

A request to Wealden for clarification has been ignored. 
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Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 Parish Site Summaries Reg.18(2) January 2026 
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Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 Parish Site Assessments    Appendix B - Detailed Site Assessments 

Contents                                                       

Arlington                          1                          Horam                              231                          

Berwick                          19                          Isfield                               240                           

Buxted                           28                          Long Man                          247                        

Chalvington with Ripe      37                          Maresfield                         250                        

Chiddingly                      40                          Mayfield & Five Ashes         260                           

Crowborough                  54                          Ninfield                             263                         

East Hoathly & Halland    74                          Pevensey                           268                       

Fletching                        80                          Polegate                            271                      

Framfield                       84                           Rotherfield                        280                 

Frant                             98                           Wadhurst                          292 

Hailsham                      119                          Westham                          295 

Heathfield & Waldron     162                          Willingdon & Jevington       304 

Hellingly                       178                          Withyham                          307                  

Herstmonceux               220                        

NB:  The sustainability appraisal for the strategic sites i.e. those >50 houses, are not in this volume 

but contained in the Part 3 volume below.                                                                  
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 Sustainability Appraisal Part 3 Strategic Site Assessments  

 

                                                  

   



157 
 

Contents – Spatial Strategy Topic Paper 

 

 

 

 

 


