
DM/21/3750 | Outline application for 10x self-build plots for 6x 2-bedroom, 4 person 

bungalows and 4x 3-bedroom, 6 person bungalows.  

 

Land At Wellhouse Lane, Burgess Hill, West Sussex.  

 

Objection submission by South of Folders Lane Action Group (SOFLAG) 

 

 

This objection is made by SOFLAG representing our 1,000+ supporters.  

 

This application is inappropriate and unsustainable and contravenes policies of the Mid Sussex District Plan, 

Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan and national Planning Policy Framework.  

 

To develop this site, whether with self-build or conventional housing, would cause serious harm and this 

outweighs any benefits brought by the small addition to the supply of housing as MSDC currently has a 5 

year supply. 

 

• The application is contrary to the policies and principles of the National Planning Policy 

Framework and specifically paragraph 176 

• It contravenes policies of the Mid Sussex District Plan policies DP6, DP12, DP13 & DP19 

• It would cause harm to the setting of the South Downs National Park 

• There is no safe access for pedestrians and existing vehicular access is dangerous 

• It increases the risk of coalescence 

 

This proposal therefore does not represent 'sustainable development' under the definitions of the National 

Planning Policy Framework and the application should be refused. 

 

 

 

1. Principle of development and introduction to the site 
 

1.1 The primary legislation which governs and guides the planning application process is the NPPF 

which has a presumption in favour of sustainable development.   

However, NPPF Section 2 Paragraph 12 states:  

 

“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the statutory status 

of the development plan as the starting point for decision-making. Where a planning 

application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including any neighbourhood plans 

that form part of the development plan), permission should not usually be granted. Local 

planning authorities may take decisions that depart from an up-to-date development plan, but 

only if material considerations in a particular case indicate that the plan should not be 

followed.” 

 

 

1.2 This is confirmed by Mid Sussex District Council and stated in the decision reports of recent 

applications in the district: 

 



“Planning legislation holds that the determination of a planning application shall be made in 

accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.  

 

Specifically Section 70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states: 

"In dealing with such an application the authority shall have regard to: 

a) The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to application,  

b) And local finance considerations, so far as material to the application, and  

c) Any other material considerations."1 

 

 

For this application the Development Plan means primarily the adopted District Plan, together with 

the NPPF itself. Although the site is located just outside the Burgess Hill town boundary, the Burgess 

Hill Neighbourhood Plan also has relevance.  

 

 

1.3 This site is not and has never been allocated for housing in the Mid Sussex District Plan. It is not 

required as MSDC can currently demonstrate a five year housing land supply.  

 

 

1.4 This site is not identified or allocated for housing in the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan. It is 

located to the south of Burgess Hill, outside the defined built up boundary. The Neighbourhood 

Plan states:  

The Neighbourhood Plan should recognise the strategic context set by the MSLP and MSDP including 

the protection of countryside to the south and east of the town.2 

This proposed development is to the south of the town within the area that has been identified as 

needing protection from further development.  

 

1.5  The site is in a Countryside Area of Development Restraint. This development would be harmful to 

the rural setting of the locality.  

With respect to the protection of the countryside, the District Plan could not be clearer as stated in 

DP 12, Protection and Enhancement of the Countryside: 

 

“The primary objective of the District Plan with respect to the countryside is to secure its protection by 

minimising the amount of land taken for development and preventing development that does not need 

to be there”…3 

 

 

1.6 This site forms part of the Strategic Gap between Burgess Hill and Hassocks and Keymer villages 

to the south.  The strategic allocation for 500 homes at Clayton Mills which extends Hassocks 

northwards lies less than 500 metres to the south east.  To develop this site would create an 

unacceptable risk of coalescence.   

 

The application therefore contravenes District Plan policy DP13 which states: 

 
1 DM 21/1780 Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of two detached dwellings, and three pairs of semi-detached 
dwellings, East Grinstead (refused)  
2 Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan 2016 page 9 
3 District Plan DP12, page 57 



“development will be permitted if it does not result in the coalescence of settlements which harms 

the separate identity and amenity of settlements, and would not have an unacceptably urbanising 

effect on the area between settlements.” 

 

 

1.7 The site directly adjoins the South Downs National Park and is clearly visible from it. This 

development would cause harm to the setting of the National Park, contravening para 176 of the 

NPPF. (See section 3) 

 

 

1.8 The site is located on the private Wellhouse Lane which in turn exits onto Ockley Lane - a 60mph 

road with no pavements or streetlights. There is no safe pedestrian access and visibility for vehicles 

turning out from Wellhouse Lane is extremely limited and therefore dangerous. (See section 4 ) 

 

 

2. Planning History of Site 
 

  

2.1 This site lies adjacent to a much larger proposed development site (SHELAA reference 682) which 

has been rejected on previous occasions, including in the recent Site Allocations DPD. This 

application should also be rejected.  

 

 

 
 

 

2.2 It should also be noted that the applicant is only utilising half their land for this proposal. The site 

plan shows that a clear access road into the remainder of the field is being left open, (referred to 

as a “turning circle” in the plan). Planning officers and councillors will be aware that this is a 

commonly used tactic – get approval small number of houses first when the intention is always to 

develop the whole site, but the full development would be rejected as too large if applied for in 

one attempt.  



 
 

The MSDC District Plan acknowledge this risk - Policy DP6 states:  

“The developer will need to satisfy the Council that… A large site is not brought forward in phases 

that individually meet the threshold but cumulatively does not”4 

 

 

3. Harm to the setting of the South Downs National Park 

 
3.1 This site is unsuitable for development and unsustainable because of its proximity to the South 

Downs National Park, the boundary of which adjoins it to the east: 

 

 
4 Mid Sussex District Plan policy DP6 page 35 



 

3.2 The site not only adjoins the National Park, it is also visible from the top of the downs and to build 

on it would therefore cause harm to the enjoyment of visitors to the Park, for example at Jack and 

Jill Windmills. 

 

 

3.3 The setting of the South Downs National Park is protected by the District Plan that states:  

“Development within land that contributes to the setting of the South Downs National Park will only 

be permitted where it does not detract from, or cause detriment to, the visual and special qualities 

(including dark skies), tranquillity and essential characteristics of the National Park, and in particular 

should not adversely affect transitional open green spaces between the site and the boundary of the 

South Downs National Park, and the views, outlook and aspect, into and out of the National Park by 

virtue of its location, scale, form or design.”5 

  

This application contravenes policy DP19. 

 

 

3.4 The setting of National Parks is protected by the NPPF which is the primary legislation governing 

this (and every other) planning application.  

 

The South Downs National Park Authority reiterated this recently to MSDC in their response to the 

Inspector’s comments on the revised NPPF made as part of the Site Allocations DPD Hearing 

Process. The SDNPA stated:  

 

“Paragraph 176 of the revised NPPF protects the setting of national parks as well as the national 

parks themselves as follows: ‘The scale and extent of development within all these designated areas 

should be limited, while development within their setting should be sensitively located and designed 

to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated areas.’  

 

The implications for the Mid Sussex examination are that Government policy on the setting of 

national parks is now confirmed rather than draft giving it greater weight”6 

 

This application contravenes paragraph 176 of the NPPF. 

 

 

 

4. Dangerous and unsustainable access 
 

4.1 Contrary to the claims made in the applicant’s Highway Technical Note by Capital Transport 

Planning, there is no safe access to the site for pedestrians, and it is also dangerous for cyclists and 

even motor vehicles 

 

4.2 Road access along Keymer Rd / Ockley Lane is not as safe as the Highway Technical Note claims, 

meaning it is dangerous for cyclists and drivers alike.  

 

We highlight that the Technical Note provides accident data showing two accidents in the five 

years up until 6 July 2021. This data conveniently predates the serious accident that occurred just 

north of the Wellhouse Lane junction with Keymer Road on 10 August 2021 which required 

 
5 District Plan: DP19 Setting of the South Downs National Park, page 65 
6 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7282/rep-777-003-sdnpa-action-point-response-to-id-08.pdf  

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7282/rep-777-003-sdnpa-action-point-response-to-id-08.pdf


multiple emergency vehicles to attend and closed the road for several hours. This photograph 

shows the aftermath once the emergency vehicles had left:  

 

     10 August 2021 

 

 

4.3 The Highway Technical Note lists in its table of contents “Figure 2. Visibility Splays” but no such 

figure, nor indeed any visibility data, is contained in the document.  Turning from Wellhouse Lane 

into Ockley Lane / Keymer Road – which every vehicle leaving the proposed development would 

have to do on every journey – is highly dangerous. Visibility to both the north and south is 

extremely limited, and Ockley Lane / Keymer Road at this point has a 60mph speed limit.  

 

 

4.4 More importantly, the site is unsustainable according to the terms of the NPPF because there is no 

safe pedestrian access.  

 

The Technical Note states at para 2.5.1 that “The site benefits from bus services within walking 

distance. The closest being the Ockley Hill bus stops located on Ockley Road. The bus stops are 

approximately 0.8 miles from the site access. The bus stops are within 2-minutes walking distance.” 

 

The “2 minute walk” is down Ockley Lane (wrongly named Ockley Road in the Technical Note), 

which has a 60mph speed limit, no pavement and no streetlighting.  

 

This would be totally unsafe for any pedestrian – as shown in this image of the road along which 

pedestrians would have to try and walk:   

 



 
 

Of course, if the pedestrian in question could really cover 0.8 miles (1.3 kilometres) in 2 minutes as 

the Technical Note suggests, they would be walking at a super-human 24mph and therefore might 

well be able to avoid oncoming traffic…  

 

 

4.5 With no safe access to public transport for pedestrians, together with unsafe vehicular access, this 

site is completely unsustainable and conflicts with the principles and policies of the NPPF. 

 

  

  

Conclusion 

This application is unsuitable, unnecessary and unsustainable and should be refused.  

It contravenes national and local planning policy and the serious harm caused outweighs any limited 

benefits from the addition to the housing supply.  

 

 

 


