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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 ï 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 ñfocussedò 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 Wealdenôs so-called minimum housing ñneedò, 

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

With planning authorities required to plan to meet their ñneedò, 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 ñneedò figure. On 

an annual basis, the ñneedò figure comprises 1,457 houses/year, whereas 

the 16,609 houses is 977 houses/year. 

In comparison, Wealdenôs current local plan, the 2013 Core Strategy, 

which planned for the period 2006 ï 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 

 
1Ш ĲƽШxŸĦċũШÂũċŰШрШìĲċũĬĲŰШ?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣШ9ŸƨŰĦŔũ 
 

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 ï the 

planning ñrulesò) 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 evidenceȤbase 

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

upȤtoȤdate, 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 Wealdenôs 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 Wealdenôs 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 ñDo you agree with updated Policy XYZ and if 

not, why not?ò 

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. 

 
2Ш ĲƽШxŸĦċũШÂũċŰШрШìĲċũĬĲŰШ?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣШ9ŸƨŰĦŔũ 
3Ш9ŸŰƚƨũƣċƣŔŸŰШƓŸƖƣċũ 

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, Travell er 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 ñneedò. 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. Wealdenôs 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 ï 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 ï March 2040, making a 

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

government figure of ñneedò at the time of 19,800 houses. Wealden 

considered that they could not achieve this ñneedò 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 ñneedò 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 

Uckfieldôs 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 Wealdenôs so-called local 

housing ñneedò. But the NPPF also requires local planning authorities 

(LPAs)s to try and help meet their neighbourôs 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 ñneedò 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 Wealdenôs 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 Wealdenôs 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 ï 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:   
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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 

ñreasonable alternativesò to their spatial strategy and site allocations 

because of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Regulations 

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

Wealdenôs 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 ï 39 in the 

Sustainability Appraisal document with the preferred option being shown 

on page 40. 

 

 
4ШìĲċũĬĲŰШ?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣШ9ŸƨŰĦŔũхÉ хÅĲŊΝΥыΞь 
5ШÉƓċƣŔċũШÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃШÑŸƓŔĦШÂċƓĲƖ 

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 Wealdenôs towns and villages, it was 

nevertheless rejected as it failed to meet the standard method ñneedò for 

housing and the full employment need. 

 

Option 2 (19,684 houses) also fails to meet the Districtôs housing 

ñneedò and although the Districtôs employment ñneedò 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 Districtôs 

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

for Eastbourneôs potential unmet employment needs. The option will 

result in environmental impacts, but Wealden considered that many of 

these could be mitigated ï 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 

Districtôs Housing (106%) and Employment (163%) need, including 

provision for Eastbourneôs unmet employment need. The option will result 

in greater environmental impacts but Wealden consider that some of 

these could be mitigated, although again they donôt 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. 

 

Wealdenôs 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.  

 
6Шйì?9ШxŸĦċũШÂũċŰШÂċƖƣШΟШрШÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШÉŔƣĲШ ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣƚ 

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 V V V V 

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

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

*Owlsbury (1,525) V  V V 

*West of Polegate (1,075)  V V  

*West of Hailsham (1,500)   V V 

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

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

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

*North of Polegate (87,000m2)   V V 

A22 employments sites Upper Dicker   V    

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

 

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 ï 49 houses.  

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

ñPreferred Spatial Option for the óFocusedô Regulation 18 Local Planò 

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 districtôs housing and employment 

needs, albeit that there will beЮenvironmental 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 љmeeting the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needsò. 

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 ñAchieving 

sustainable developmentò section of the NPPF at pages 5 - 7. 

Local plans must shape development patterns that: 

Å Make efficient use of land 

Å Reduce the need to travel 

Å Support walking, cycling, and public transport 

Å Take climate change mitigation and adaptation into account 

Å Protect and enhance the natural environment 

These requirements flow from the NPPFôs overarching sustainable 

development duty and the planȤmaking section (NPPF paras 15ï38). 

When selecting sites, planȤmakers must focus development in locations 

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

Å Access to services and facilities 

Å Access to public transport 

Å Minimising reliance on private car use 

Å 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: 

Å Flood risk 

Å Harm to biodiversity 

Å Landscape harm 

 
7Ш ċƣŔŸŰċũШÂũċŰŰŔŰŊШÂŸũŔĦǃШ[ƖċůĲƽŸƖť 

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

Å CarbonȤintensive patterns of development 

The December 2024 NPPF update strengthens the climate dimension, 

making climate mitigation and adaptation central to planȤmaking. 

Plans must ensure that development is supported by: 

Å Transport infrastructure 

Å Utilities 

Å 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 planȤmaking, requiring: 

Å Site choices that reduce emissions 

Å Patterns of development that support lowȤcarbon travel 

Å 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 NPPFôs economic, social, and environmental 

objectives. 

This is the basis on which Inspectors examine local plans. 

 

Wealdenôs 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 Planôs policies options when 

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

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

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

 

 
8ШìĲċũĬĲŰрÉĦŸƓŔŰŊрÅĲƓŸƖƣрsċŰƨċƖǃрΞΜΞΠЮƓĬŉ 

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 ñabsolute constraintsò 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 ï 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 ï 

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.. 

 

 
9ШÉcEx Ш~ċŔŰШÅĲƓŸƖƣШsċŰƨċƖǃШΞΜΞΣ 
10ШìĲċũĬĲŰШ?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣШ9ŸƨŰĦŔũхÉ хÅĲŊΝΥыΞь 

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

There is a concern that some of Wealdenôs 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 ñStrategic Site Assessments: Summary of Resultsò 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 EAôs 

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 Wealdenôs 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 ñNot 

significantò. The only reason for possibly assessing the flood risk from 

development as ñMajor positiveò 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 ñMajor 

positiveò score is incorrect and it should be replaced by ñNot significantò.  

The ñMajor positiveò 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 EAôs 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 ñthere is no risk of groundwater floodingò 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 

ñno risk of groundwater floodingò so this statement is unable to be 

justified. 

 However, as with Beechenwood Farm above, even if Wealdenôs 

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 ñNot significant ñ at best, certainly not ñMajor positiveò   

Seven other strategic sites have been scored as ñMinor positiveò 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 ñNot significantò at best.  

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

ñminor positiveò 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 ñimprovementò in biodiversity may arise due to 

Wealdenôs requirement for biodiversity net gain ï 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 ï it is far greater than above 

ground biodiversity. 

3. For most of Wealdenôs rural landscape, soil biodiversity will comprise 

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

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

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

biodiversity is removed from site during development. This loss is 

not considered in the BNG calculation. 

4. Defraôs 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 

ñUncertainò 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 Wealdenôs 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 ï 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 

 
11ШÉcExрsċŰрΞΜΞΣр ƓƓĲŰĬŔǂрΝрÉŔƣĲр ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣƚЮƓĬŉ 
12Шì?9ШxŸĦċũШÂũċŰШÉ ШÂċƖƣШΞШрШƓƓĲŰĬŔǂШ7ШÉŔƣĲШ ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣƚ 

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 

Wealdenôs 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, Wealdenôs 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 

Wealdenôs assessment is not correct and the site therefore lacks the 

sustainability necessary to be able to qualify as an allocation. 

 

 

 

  

 
13Шì?9ШxŸĦċũШÂũċŰШÂċƖƣШΟШрШÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШÉŔƣĲШ ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣƚ 

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 ñquestionsò: 

 

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 ï 73 Draft Local Plan February 2026 

 

Summarising the above information: 

24 Town/Parishes in Wealdenôs LPA area have been assessed as suitable 

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

14 Town/Parishes in Wealdenôs 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 ï 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 ï 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 ï 197 in the Reg.18(2) Wealden Draft Local Plan. 
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