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PROPOSED SUBMISSION WEALDEN LOCAL PLAN 

 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT) recognises the importance of a plan led system as opposed to a 
developer led process and supports Wealden District Council’s (WDC) desire to produce a cohesive Local 
Plan. Therefore, we hope that our comments are used constructively to make certain that this proposed 
submission plan properly plans for the natural capital needed within the District and ensures that any 
development is truly sustainable. Where we are proposing a change to policy or the supporting text, 
recommended additions are highlighted in bold and deletions are struck through. 
 
CONSULTATION PROCESS AND PLAN LAYOUT  
We do express our disappointment that there has not been more opportunity to engage in the plan 
making process prior to this Regulation 19 pre-submission consultation. Whilst we acknowledge that a 
Regulation 18 consultation was undertaken, this was some time ago and only related to policy issues not 
actual policy wording. As such the vast majority of the proposed submission Wealden Local Plan (WLP), 
along with the evidence base is unfamiliar to consultees and Wealden residents.  
 
SWT is concerned that this lack of consultation has resulted in an arduous Local Plan that has not 
benefited from more constructive external review. In particular the length of the plan, the confusing 
layout and vast number of policies is not easily interpreted and we are unclear how this will be translated 
at the development management stage. In contrast, we note that Lewes District Council undertook a 
second regulation 18 consultation for their Local Plan Part 2, acknowledging that this would be a more 
inclusive approach to ensuring that stakeholders had a meaningful input into the policy wording 
contained in the plan.  
 
Due to the unconventional consultation process and the layout of the WLP, SWT will be responding in 
two parts. The first section of our response relates to major issues of legal compliance and soundness 
that, in our opinion WDC must address before the plan can proceed. The second section of our response 
lists our recommended changes to policy wording in relation to compliance with national policy and ease 
of use. Whilst SWT believe these amendments are required for the plan to be sound, we feel that these 
changes could be address through modifications before submission. We encourage Wealden DC to 
endorse these changes when the plan is submitted, however we would be happy to discuss them 
further at an Examination in Public if necessary.  
 
SWT acknowledges that as per Annex 1 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (2018NPPF), 
the soundness of the WLP should be assessed against the content of the previous 2012NPPF. However 
paragraph 213 of the 2018NPPF states that due weight should be given to policies according to their 
degree of consistency with the new Framework. It therefore seems appropriate to indicate where we are 
concerned that WLP policies are not in conformity with the 2018NPPF. 



PART 1 – OVERARCHING ISSUES OF LEGAL COMPLIANCE AND SOUNDNESS 
 
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) 
Overall the Sussex Wildlife Trust does not believe that Wealden Local Plan is legally compliant or 
effective, primarily due to issues with the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) and the interpretation 
of this in policy. 
 
The HRA, has found that development identified in this plan and developments elsewhere will produce an 
increase in harmful emissions to the Ashdown Forest SAC producing an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the site. If the plan is adopted, this would be in contravention of the Habitats Regulations 2017. There is 
no evidence to support the conclusion in the HRA that significant effects can be avoided, even with 
mitigation. In particular we consider the Appropriate Assessment to be incomplete and unscientific. 
 
Draft Policies AF1 and AF2 are based on the conclusions of the HRA which is flawed.   

 
Policy AF1 – Air Quality and Wealden Local Plan Growth 
SWT objects to this policy as it is not legally compliant with the Habitat Regulations 2017 and is not 
effective. 
 
Whilst we agree that a strategic approach to mitigation of impacts is always preferable to piecemeal 
mitigation decided at the application stage, there must be certainty that the strategic mitigation proposed 
will result in no significant effect on the integrity of the designated site. SWT have found no evidence to 
suggest that a strategic mitigation package, as required by AF1 for any development to go ahead, has 
been agreed. Without an agreed strategy that is scientifically robust, there is no certainty and therefore 
this policy cannot be considered legally compliant. Additionally without this strategy, none of the planned 
development can be delivered over the lifetime of the plan and therefore the WLP cannot be said to be 
effective.  

 
Policy AF2 – Air Quality Mitigation 
SWT objects to this policy as it is not legally compliant with the Habitat Regulations 2017 and is not 
effective. 
 
There is no evidence that the implementation of AF2 will have any effect at reducing the impact of 
nitrogen emissions on the Ashdown Forest SAC. In particular we have the following concerns about the 
‘mitigation measures’ listed in the policy: 

 Measure a is about monitoring and whilst we agree that monitoring the success of interventions 
is essential, this does not contribute anything to mitigation.  

 Measures b and c relate to investigating further measures, but again this does not constitute 
mitigation - the conclusion of the investigation may be that nothing can be done about local 
transport emissions for example.  

 Measure d relates to reducing emissions from other land uses, but it is not clear how this can be 
done. To our knowledge, WDC do not have any levers to achieve such a reduction.  

 Whilst we strongly support any measurers to increase the availability of electric charging points, 
we do not see how measure e will have any direct impact on traffic levels. There are many barriers 
to the increased take up of electric vehicles.  

 We note that many of the measures included in the policy are listed in Appendix 9 of the HRA as 
being of low effectiveness. 

 
Policy AF2 also states that in order to mitigate the impacts of development the Council will support 
provision of an off-line A27 and other rail infrastructure project. SWT strongly object to this part of the 
policy and again judge it to be unsound and not legally compliant.  There is no prospect of any of these 
proposals being implemented within the 10-year life of the Plan, so they cannot be considered to be 
contributing to mitigation for development proposed within the WLP. Additionally no evidence has been 
provided to suggest that the creation of an off-line A27 will provide an alternative route to roads crossing 
the Ashdown Forest SAC and Lewes Downs SAC.  
 



SWT hold that there is not the evidence to demonstrate with the required certainty that any of the 
measurers required by policy AF2 would actually achieve the necessary mitigation, so as to be confident 
that the WLP’s proposals would not have significant effect. 
 
Given that we consider policies AF1 and AF2 not to be legally compliant or sound, it must follow that any 
other policy that is reliant on the implementation of AF1 and AF2 is also unsound. Policies cannot be 
considered effective, if they are dependent on strategic policies that cannot be fulfilled. This includes, but 
is not restricted to: 
 

 Policy WLP1 - The quantum of development delivered in the plan is restricted by the risk of an 
adverse effect on the designated sites. Given that the final number of dwelling proposed is based 
on the flawed conclusions of the HRA and that SWT does not believe that any development can be 
delivered under AF1 and AF2, this policy is not sound.  

 Policy WLP3 - This policy states that the principle of development is acceptable subject to Policy 
AF1. SWT consider that AF1 cannot be delivered and as such WLP3 is not deliverable. 

 Policy WLP5 - This policy states that development may be acceptable subject to AF1 and AF2. 
SWT consider that these policies cannot be delivered and as such WLP5 is not justified or 
effective.  

 Policy WLP10 - Whilst SWT strongly supports the inclusion of a policy on brownfield land, this is 
again dependant on the effective implementation of AF1. 

 Policy WLP12 - Whilst SWT support the restriction in this policy regarding the release of land, 
given the lack of certainty provided by AF1 and AF2, we cannot see how any land will be released 
through this policy.  

 
 
A27 Improvements  
 
Policy SWGA4 - A27 Improvements between Lewes and Polegate 
SWT strongly objects to policy SWGA4, which supports a comprehensive offline solution for the A27 
between Lewes and Polegate, and does not believe it is effective or justified.  
 
The policy states that the improvements, including the offline solution, are integral and critical to long 
term mitigation to reduce traffic levels in relation to Ashdown Forest SAC and Lewes Downs SAC. Both 
the 2012 and 2018 NPPF’s state that in order to be sound, plans must be: 

 Justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence; 

 Effective - deliverable over the plan period… 
SWT cannot see that any evidence has been presented to demonstrate that an offline solution is required 
or that it will reduce traffic levels in relation to Ashdown Forest SAC and Lewes downs SAC. Additionally 
any such scheme will clearly sit outside the lifetime of the plan and therefore should not be included in 
policy which aims to deliver the development proposed in the WLP.  This policy should be deleted from 
the plan. 
 
 
Translation of Evidence base 
SWT recognises that there is a great deal of important information presented as supporting evidence with 
the WLP. However we are not clear if this has all been systematically and consistently translated into 
policy.  
 
For example, there appears to be a large amount of background information for each of the site 
allocations including Ecological and Landscape Appraisals. Due to the volume of documentation and the 
short time frame we have not been able to consider all of these, however there is clearly a wealth of 
information within these studies which has not been reflected in the policy wording. It would be contrary 
to paragraph 165 of the 2012NPPF for this evidence base to be lost and not used in the formulation of the 
environmental principles of policies and allocations.  
 



In particular, we have identified inconsistencies with some allocation policies being much more 
prescriptive than others. Some sites clearly have existing biodiversity value which is not referred to in 
policy, whilst others have several criteria each relating to a different biodiversity feature. SWGA18, for 
example, includes numerous requirements in relation to biodiversity value, including creation of 
functional grassland stepping stones. None of the other site allocations for Hailsham mention the value of 
grassland or aim to create new grassland habitat. Given the close proximity of all the allocations around 
Hailsham we cannot see why this should be. In this situation we would recommend a more strategic 
approach to grassland creation with all the policies advocating connectivity between development sites.  
 
SWT recommends that there is specific reference to the relevant background evidence within each policy. 
Ideally there should be a requirement within the policy for any development to have regard to the 
information in the listed background documents. For example, many of the studies include a requirement 
for long term management plans for retained or newly created habitats, yet this has not been reflected in 
policy wording. It should also be clear where applicants are able to find this information as much of it is 
currently spread across different pages on the Wealden District Council webpage.  
 
 
PART 2 – RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO POLICY WORDING 
 
Within this section the Sussex Wildlife Trust seeks to raise issues relating to specific matters of clarity 
and compliance to national policy. Where necessary SWT have proposed amendments that we 
encourage WDC to adopt as modifications before submission of the plan.  
 
 
Vision for the District 
SWT objects to the commitment to ‘road improvements’ in paragraph one. Chapter 4 of the 2012NPPF is 
clear that local plan should be promoting sustainable transport ‘giving people a real choice about how 
they travel’. As it stands this is not reflected in the vision for the District and as such we recommend the 
following amendment: 
 
‘By 2028 Wealden District will have improved the health and wellbeing of its residents by meeting 
housing need and providing suitable housing in the right location with associated green space, leisure, 
community facilities and transport road improvements’. 
 
 
Spatial Objective 7 – Natural Environment 
SWT strongly supports the inclusion of spatial objective 7 and in particular the recognition of the 
importance of locally designated sites. However the 2018NPPF now has a much stronger requirement for 
net gains to biodiversity to be delivered through the planning system (paragraphs 170 and 174). 
Therefore we feel the objective should be strengthened to match this requirement:  
 
‘We will have particular regard to all of our national and local designated ecological features and to 
Habitats and Species of Principal Importance (listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and 
Rural Communities Act 2006) which may occur outside designated sites and will deliver seek a net gain of 
biodiversity through the plan with regards to these features.’ 
 
 
Spatial Objective 9 – Accessibility 
SWT supports the aims contained in this objective for sustainable transport solutions and public 
transport improvements. However we strongly object to the commitment to ‘a new route for the A27’. As 
mentioned previously in our response, no evidence has been provided to suggest that an offline A27 will 
contribute to a reduction in traffic across the Ashdown Forest and Lewes Down SACs. Such a proposal 
sits outside the lifetime of the plan and is contrary to the sustainable transport requirements of the NPPF. 
We recommend that this section is deleted from the objective:  
 



‘We will work with East Sussex County Council and Highways England to secure, safeguard, and construct 
a new route for the A27 and other necessary transport improvements in order to meet the needs of 
future growth. We will also work with neighbouring authorities to recognise the need for, and the 
benefits of, wider A27 improvements across the region, including but not limited to seeking to reduce the 
baseline traffic across the Ashdown Forest SAC and Lewes Downs SAC. We will also safeguard important 
routes for future transport provision, some of which may also help reduce the baseline traffic across the 
Ashdown Forest SAC and Lewes Downs SAC.’ 
 
 
Policy WLP1 – Provision of Homes and Jobs 
As stated previously in our response we do not believe that this policy is legally compliant or sound due to 
impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC. However in addition to this we cannot see given the tight 
restrictions of the HRA why a specific value of dwellings is not committed to. At the very least this policy 
should be amended to: 
 
‘Up to Some 14,228 dwellings will be delivered…’ 
 
SWT is also concerned that the Targets listed for WLP1 are all ‘a minimum of…’ rather than set figures. 
This seems contrary to the arguments set out in the HRA regarding certainty of development impacts. 
 
 
Policy WLP7 – Distribution of Homes 
This policy is extremely confusing with no indication of which housing numbers relate to which housing 
allocations. Middle Super Output Areas are not something that the public have easy access to, so it is 
impossible for us to cross reference the information in the policy with the policy map/allocations.  
 
For example, it is unclear from the three rows on Hailsham whether the total windfall allowance (721 
dwellings) is all planned to be accommodated in allocation Hailsham South 5. Similarly, the site allocations 
for Polegate and Willingdon (Chapter 16) only appear to include 23 dwellings, whilst the total housing 
number in WLP7 is 192. 
 
This table makes it very difficult to assess the suitability of the policy wording for allocations and windfall 
areas. It should be re-written to make it clear what proportion of the allowance is covered by already 
approved/completed applications since 2013, what is in newly allocated sites and what is assigned to 
windfall. 
 
 
Policy WLP12 – Managing the Delivery of Housing Land 
As stated previously in our response we do not believe that this policy is legally compliant or sound due to 
impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC. However in addition to this we object to statement that the housing 
target is a ‘minimum’ value. The WLP is clear that the quantum of development planned for is restricted 
by the requirement of the HRA and therefore cannot be said to be a minimum.   
 
‘The District has a minimum housing target for Wealden Local Plan of 14,228 dwellings…’ 
 
 
Policy INF3 – Transport Infrastructure 
SWT are disappointed that this policy includes no reference to the opportunities that transport 
infrastructure can provide for net gains to biodiversity. Road verges and railway embankments for 
example, can act as valuable wildlife corridors, adding to the green infrastructure network and creating 
new habitat. We recommend that the policy includes a reference to green infrastructure and a 
requirement to seek net gains for biodiversity through new and improved infrastructure.  
 
 
 
 



Policy EA1 - Biodiversity 
SWT strongly supports the inclusion of this strategic policy and the majority of the wording it contains. In 
particular, we strongly support the requirement for net gains to biodiversity in part d. However we are 
unsure why this requirement is restricted to development ‘identified in the plan’, it should be for all 
development as per paragraph 109 of the 2012NPPF and 170 of the 2018NPPF. Whilst we also support 
the requirement for regard to be given to Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), SWT does not feel this is strong 
enough given the requirements of paragraphs 117 of the 2012NPPF and 174 of the 2018NPPF.  
 
It is not clear to SWT in what situations it would be ‘necessary’ to allow the loss of existing wildlife 
corridors and stepping stones. We recommend that the wording is amended that loss should be avoided 
and only as a last resort compensated for as per the mitigation hierarchy. Additionally, the protection of 
ancient woodland needs to be strengthened to acknowledge that damage and deterioration to ancient 
woodland is not acceptable as per the Natural England standing advice.  We therefore recommend the 
following modifications: 
 
‘…c) Development that will lead to the loss or damage to of ancient woodland will not be supported, and 
where relevant the provision of at least a 15 metre buffer between development and the Ancient 
Woodland should be provided, unless an alternative buffer area can be justified taking into account the 
objective of no loss of irreplaceable habitat;  
 
d) Development that will lead to the loss or damage to a Locally Designated Site such as a Local Wildlife 
Site will not be supported.  
 
Biodiversity on Sites  
e)d) Development identified within this Plan must achieve a net gain in biodiversity and where possible 
any biodiversity corridors and stepping stones should be protected, retained and where appropriate 
suitably buffered, enhanced, restored and strengthened to enhance and protect the green network and 
improve their wildlife corridor, connectivity and ecological functions. Where tThe loss of existing wildlife 
corridors and stepping stones should be avoided. Where this is not possible mitigated and as a last 
resortare necessary to facilitate development, like for like compensatory measures will be required to 
protect and enhance the network to help ensure a net gain in biodiversity…’  
 
 
Policy EA2 - Ashdown Forest Special Protection Area 
SWT strongly supports the inclusion of this policy within the WLP and the strategic approach to 
mitigation that has been adopted by WDC. We do question why the Targets and Indicators for this policy 
only relate to the level of development in close proximity to the Ashdown Forest SPA rather than the 
status of the designated site, the quantity of SANGS delivered or the amount contributed to the SAMM. 
This should be rectified.  
 
Whilst SWT support the use of strategic mitigation through the provision of SANGS and SAMMs, there 
does need to be some consideration of the effectiveness of these initiatives in the long term. We 
encourage WDC to commit to regular reviews of the effectiveness of their mitigation in partnership with 
relevant bodies such as Natural England. The conclusion of no significant effect cannot be relied upon if 
for example, the SANG provision is not successful at diverting visitor pressure away from the SPA. 
 
 
Policy EA3 – Green Infrastructure 
SWT strongly supports the inclusion of this policy and in particular the requirement to ensure ‘a multi-
functional and accessible network which: maintains and improves biodiversity’. We also support WDC’s 
commitment to the production of a Green Infrastructure Strategy Supplementary Planning Document in 
paragraph 8.27 and encourage WDC to adopt an ambitious timetable for its production. We feel that 
there would be more impetus for WDC to produce the SPD if it was committed to in the policy:  
 
‘…Where appropriate, the Council will seek development contributions for the future management and 
maintenance of green infrastructure. 



 
The Council commits to producing a Green Infrastructure Supplementary Planning Document to better 
inform enhancements to the green infrastructure network and to be included in the Local Plan’s five-
year review.’ 
 
SWT does question the suitability of the Target for EA3 as this has no direct link to green infrastructure. A 
more appropriate target, for example, would be ‘No planning applications to result in the loss of green 
infrastructure’. 
 
 
Vision for South Wealden Growth Area 
SWT are concerned to see that the vision does not contain any reference to Pevensey Levels, despite the 
close proximity of the SWGA to this highly designated site. Any growth within the south of Wealden 
should include growth in natural capital and the protection and enhancement of Pevensey Levels. As per 
the 2018NPPF, it is no longer sufficient simply to ensure no deterioration of biodiversity. We recommend 
that the vision is added to as follows: 
 
‘…Health and wellbeing and 'age equality' are important parts of the strategy, providing necessary health 
facilities, open space, leisure facilities, green infrastructure and access to the open and tranquil 
countryside including that of the South Downs National Park. Cycling, walking and other physical 
activities will be accessible to all residents. The need to prevent social isolation will have been considered 
in the design and location of development and the provision of new community facilities. The Pevensey 
Catchment and in particular the Levels will be protected, enhanced and valued for its intrinsic worth 
and the value it brings to residents and visitors.’  
 
 
Policy SWGA1 - Provision of Homes and Jobs 
SWT are concerned that District’s natural capital, and in particular the Pevensey catchment cannot 
accommodate the level of development committed to in this policy. Whilst we acknowledge the inclusion 
of policy SWGA7 in the WLP, this only seeks to mitigate for issues of water quantity and quality, it will not 
alleviate the urbanising effects of this quantum of development in such close proximity to the SAC.  
 
 
Policy SWGA7 – Protection of Pevensey Levels SAC and Ramsar Site – Hydrology 
SWT strongly support inclusion of the policy and in particular the preference for a strategic approach to 
mitigation and the requirement for sustainable drainage systems.  
 
 
Site Allocations 
Given the lack of previous consultation and the vast amounts of documentation supporting this plan, SWT 
has not been able to assess the suitability of all the site allocations within the WLP. However we do have 
some general comments and recommended amendments to make. Please note that the lack of a comment 
in relation to a specific site allocation should not be construed as support.  
 
Policies SWGA9 – SWGA49 (General Comments) 
SWT strongly supports the requirements in many of the policies for developments to connect to the 
sewerage system. Water quality is a particular issue for Pevensey Levels and as such, it would not be 
appropriate to allow other means of foul water drainage, and in particular package treatment plants – 
which are known to fail, in such a hydrologically sensitive area. We also strongly support the requirement 
for developments to assist the improvement of the water quality of Pevensey Levels to a good ecological 
status as for example in policy SWGA23. However this requirement should be applied consistently across 
all the policies for sites that have hydrological links to Pevensey Levels. This is currently not the case with 
some policies, such as SWGA24, missing the requirement.  
 
We note that many of the policies for allocations within the SWGA contain requirements to protect and 
enhance specific features of biodiversity value within the sites. However we are concerned that this has 



not been done consistently across all allocations. For example, SWGA13 requires the protection and 
enhancement of ancient woodland, whereas there is no equivalent policy wording in SWGA45 despite the 
presence of ancient woodland being acknowledged in paragraph 17.16 of the supporting text. Similarly 
SWGA47 includes a requirement for ‘appropriate and specific species and protected species surveys’ 
which is not found in any other SWGA allocation policy. These inconsistencies need to be addressed to 
ensure that the policies are robust and promote net gains to biodiversity as per the NPPF.  
 
 
Policy SWGA9 – Development in Sector Hailsham North 1 
Both the 2012 and 2018 NPPFs are clear that development should be achieving net gains to biodiversity 
and that biodiversity loss is not acceptable. Additionally, both versions promote the mitigation hierarchy 
whereby losses should first be avoided, then mitigated for and as a last result compensated for. It is 
therefore not acceptable for this policy to promote compensation in point a) before avoidance and 
mitigation have been considered. We recommend that the policy is amended to remove this point: 
 
‘Where possible and necessary contribute to either the Pevensey and Cuckmere Valley Link Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area and Cuckoo Trail Habitat Link Biodiversity Opportunity Area targets, in order to offset 
any biodiversity loss;’ 
 
 
Policy SWGA11 – Allocation Hailsham North 1A 
SWT recognises that this policy aims to designate land for use as ‘an environmental mitigation area’ 
however it is not clear on which Proposal Map this information is included. Map 2 on page 149 does not 
appear to include an environmental mitigation area, nor does the general proposal map for Hailsham. This 
must be clarified along with evidence to demonstrate that the area allocated is most suitable for this 
purpose. 
 
 
Policy SWGA14 – Allocation Hailsham North 1D 
We are disappointed to see that there is no recognition in this policy of the close proximity of this 
allocation to Jarvis’s Wood, Nobody’s Wood and Park Wood Complex Local Wildlife Site (LWS), which 
primarily consists of ancient and ghyll woodland. Whilst the proximity of the site to a LWS is mentioned in 
the individual Ecological Site Study, it does not appear to have been considered further. The potential 
impact of such a large number of dwellings on the LWS should have been assessed before the site was 
allocated and at the very least the presence of the local site should be referred to in the policy wording. 
 
Paragraph 117 of the 2012NPPF states that planning policies should identify and map components of the 
local ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of 
importance for biodiversity, whilst paragraph 165 requires policies and decisions to be based on up-to-
date information about the natural environment. Similarly the 2018NPPF states that planning policies 
and decisions should protect and enhance sites of biodiversity value in paragraph 170. As such there must 
be clearer recognition of the presence of the LWS within the policy as follows: 
 
‘d) Be set back from the woodland edge to the east of the site, providing a suitable buffer of at least 15m, 
between the development and the adjacent Local Wildlife Site. A long-term management plan should 
be produced that covers the green spaces within the development site and considers potential impacts 
on the adjacent Local Wildlife Site;’ 
 
 
Policy SWGA19 – Allocation Hailsham East 2B 
It is not clear why this policy does not contain criteria in relation to the existing biodiversity of the site in 
the same way that SWGA18 does. Paragraph 14.32 clearly states that there is important boundary 
vegetation on the site, but there is no policy wording to protect or enhance this feature. This is in direct 
contrast to the wording in SWGA18 part c) which specifically refers to boundary vegetation. There needs 
to be better consistency between policies. 
 



Policy SWGA27 – Hailsham South 5 
SWT objects to the inclusion of this allocation within the plan. The description of the area in paragraphs 
14.51 to 14.53 clearly indicates that this land is of value within the local ecological network. Satellite 
imagery in particular demonstrates that a large proportion of the allocation is woodland. Criteria d) only 
seeks to protect the ancient woodland not the deciduous woodland that surrounds much of it and is 
clearly functionally linked.  It is also not clear what level of development is planned for this area. WLP7 
indicates a windfall allowance of 721 dwellings for Hailsham. We do not believe that this level of 
development can be accommodated in this area whilst producing net gains to biodiversity. 
 
 
Policy SWGA40 – SHEELA Sites within Polegate and Willingdon Development Boundary 
It is not clear to SWT why the wording of this policy differs so significantly from all the other allocation 
policies within the SWGA. There appears to be no set criteria to inform the developments of these site. 
This should be rectified.  
 
 
Policy RAS2 - New Dwellings in the Countryside 
Under ‘Innovative design’, bullet point iii) states ‘significantly enhances the immediate setting’. SWT seeks 
clarity on how this should be interpreted at the development management stage. We recommend that 
further guidance is provided in the supporting text. 
 
The section relating to ‘Replacement agricultural buildings’ has a number of points including iv) which 
talks about conversion being preferable to demolition. We recommend that this section of the policy also 
includes a requirement to consider impacts to biodiversity given the know use of older buildings by 
protected species and the requirements of paragraph 165 of the 2012NPPF. It should be noted that a 
requirement to consider environmental impacts is included in the ‘Replacement dwelling’ section of the 
policy and therefore adoption of this recommendation would provide consistency: 
 
‘…vi) Up to five replacement dwellings that meet the need for smaller dwellings of up to 3 bedrooms at 
100 square metres; and 
 
vii) It must be demonstrated that the replacement or conversion will not present unacceptable 
environmental impact, with particular consideration of protected species; and 
 
vii)viii) It must be demonstrated that there is a need to replace the original building in order to better 
reflect local rural character and enhance the rural landscape or to enhance the setting of a heritage 
asset…’ 
 
 
Conversion of rural buildings  
In the supporting text we would like to see the insertion of environment into last sentence in paragraph 
29.1 as follows: 
 
‘…These rural buildings should be capable of conversion without significant alteration or change, and does 
not cause harm to the landscape, environment or amenity of the area including and where relevant, to the 
significance of heritage assets.’ 
 
 
Policy RAS3 - Conversion of Rural Buildings 
Given the known value of rural buildings to biodiversity and in particular protected species, SWT 
recommends an additional criterion as follows: 
 
‘…g) The proposal respects the local distinctiveness of the rural environment, and where appropriate 
conserves and enhances elements which contribute to the wider natural and scenic beauty of the High 
Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the setting of the South Downs National Park and preserves 
the setting of a heritage asset.  



 
h) The proposal will not present an unacceptable environmental impact, with particular consideration 
of protected species. 
 
Any permission may be subject to conditions requiring landscaping and the removal of permitted 
development rights for alterations, extensions and buildings within the curtilage...’ 
 
 
Policy RAS4 - Extension to Rural Buildings    
We recommend the following amendment to this policy to bring it in line with section 109 of the 
2012NPPF and 170 of the 2018NPPF: 
 
‘Extensions to rural buildings will be supported where they are small in scale, appropriate in appearance, 
bulk and mass, do not harm the amenities of the area including the landscape, biodiversity  and rural 
character of the area including any landscape designations and take account of the significance of any 
heritage assets and their settings.’ 
 
 
Policy RAS6 - Tourism in the Countryside 
We suggest the following amendment to bullet point e of this policy to bring it in line with section 109 of 
the 2012NPPF and 170 of the 2018NPPF.  
 
‘…e) Ensure the development respects and is keeping the rural context including biodiversity and 
sensitive and valued landscapes…’ 
 
 
Policy RAS8 - Agriculture  
 SWT recommends the following amendment to bullet point e of this policy to bring it in line with section 
109 of the 2012NPPF and 170 of the 2018NPPF. 
 
‘…e) Respect and enhance the valued and sensitive landscape character and biodiversity of the area; 
and…’ 
 
 
Policy RAS9 - Equestrian Development  
We recommend the following amendment to bullet point b of this policy to bring it in line with section 109 
of the 2012NPPF and 170 of the 2018NPPF. 
 
‘…b) The cumulative impact with other buildings/facilities is acceptable in terms of landscape and 
biodiversity;…’ 
  
 
Policy HWB1 - Open Space, Sports and Recreation  
Given the commitments within the WLP to green infrastructure enhancements, SWT recommends the 
following amendments to this policy. This would be in line with paragraph 114 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
‘…New or improved facilities should be provided to the standard of 2.6 hectares per 1,000 population, in 
accordance with the detailed standards set out within the Open Space Study as summarised in Table 5 
above. New or improved facilities will be expected to be of good design, quality and value to its users, seek 
to contribute to the health and well-being of future occupants and must also seek to strengthen and 
extend the existing green network. Details about the provision, including quantity and quality standards, 
will be set out in a Supplementary Planning Document…’ 
 
 
 
 



Policy BED1 - Design  
We suggest the following amendments to this policy to bring it in line with sections 165 and 118 of the 
2012NPPF: 
 
‘In order to conserve and enhance the natural and built environment developments shall be required to: 
 
a) Ensure the design is informed by up to date ecological information about the site and surround 

area 
 

b) a) Make efficient use of land… 
 
…g)    f) Seek to retain and enhance existing priority habitats and species, important landscape and 

natural features including trees, hedges, banks and watercourses;…’ 
 
 
Policy NE1 - Noise Pollution 
We suggest the following amendment to this policy to bring it in line with section 110 of the 2012NPPF. 
 
‘Areas of tranquillity and ,nationally designated landscapes and sites designated for biodiversity as well 
as residential amenity will be protected from unacceptable levels of noise and light pollution by 
permitting development where…’ 
 
 
Policy NE2 - Air Pollution  
Although this policy mentions biodiversity as being protected, SWT does not feel it is reflected in the 
associated bullet points. We therefore recommend the following amendment to this policy to bring it in 
line with section 110 of the NPPF: 
 
‘Human health, residential amenity and biodiversity will be protected by: 
 
a) RestrictingRefusing development that causes unacceptable levels of air pollution to human health, 
taking into account mitigation measures; 
 
b) RestrictingRefusing development that causes unacceptable levels of air pollution that would impact 
upon residential amenities by virtue of odour; 
 
c) Refusing development that causes unacceptable levels of air pollution that would impact upon 
biodiversity.  
 
c)d) Not locating development …’ 
 
  
We hope our recommendations are adopted to ensure that the policies within the WLP are as robust and 
effective as possible. SWT would be happy to discuss any of the above points with WDC.  
 
We do wish to attend the Examination in Public to ensure our views are given due consideration.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jess Price 
Conservation Officer 


