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Analysis of comments recorded at Wineham and Shermanbury  

Neighbour Plan exhibitions. 

1. Introduction 

Public exhibitions were held at on 10th, 27th and 28th May. A mail shot was hand delivered to all 

Wineham and Shermanbury residents in the Parish of Shermanbury inviting them to attend and 

formally record in writing both general and site specific views and comments using a feedback form. 

The Vision and Aims of the Wineham and Shermanbury Neighbourhood Plan (WASP) together with 

the details received so far for each of the 7 locations offered as potential housing development sites 

were displayed at these exhibitions. The Vision and Aims displayed, at the exhibitions, were those 

proposed by the WASP Working Group but the potential development sites, their character and 

composition, were as proposed by the owners of the potential site. 

2. The potential sites. 

Seven potential sites are under consideration at this stage of the Neighbourhood planning process. 

These are:   

1. Barmarks: a 1.72 hectare (ha) site on the west side of the Brighton Road, at post code RH13 

8HQ.  

2. Wagstaff: a 3.54ha site at the south west junction of the A281 and B2116 at post code RH13 

8HA 

3. Fortgate and Wychwood was originally proposed as two separate sites but has now been 

combined into one 3.01ha site on the west side Brighton Road, Shermanbury opposite side 

to postcode RH13 8HD 

4. Springlands: a 1.69ha site on Fryland’s lane, Wineham at post code BN5 9BP. 

5. Wyndham Pool: a 0.19ha site on Fryland’s lane opposite Fixcroft cottages at post code BN5 

9BP 

6. Wheatsheaf: a 2.20ha site near the junction of Wineham Lane and Albourne Road at  post 

code BN5 9AG  

7. Mayfield Market Town: a speculative proposal for a new market town on an area of land 

between Sayers Common and Henfield. The proposed development would, as stated on the 

developer’s web site, comprise up to 10,000 new homes and would provide a full range of 

community facilities, such as primary schools, and falls across both Horsham and Mid Sussex 

districts. It would impact on Shermanbury Parish in the south east corner and it has been 

included because all proposed sites in the parish have to be included in the consultation 

process.  

 

3. Analysis of responders by location 

Respondents were from the following post code locations: 

 

BN5 9AG: Wineham Lane, south of Fryland’s Lane - 3 Respondents BN5 9AQ: Wineham Lane, south 

of Fryland’s Lane - 2 Respondents   

BN5 9AT: Wheatsheaf Road - 1 Respondent 

BN5 9AY: Wineham Lane, north of Fryland’s Lane- 2 Respondents 

BN5 9BE: Wheatsheaf Road - 2 Respondents 
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BN5 9BP: Fryland’s Lane Wineham - 6 Respondents 

BN5 9BU: - Fryland’s Lane Wineham - 7 Respondents 

RH13 8HB: Brighton Road Shermanbury (North of junction with B2116) - 4 Respondents  

RH13 8HD: Brighton Road Shermanbury (South of junction with B2116) - 14 Respondents 

RH13 8HE: Brighton Road Shermanbury (North of junction with B2116) - 7 Respondents 

RH13 8HG: Brighton Road Shermanbury (Close to junction with B2116) - 2 Respondents 

RH13 8HH: Woodside Close Shermanbury - 6 Respondents 

RH13 8HN: Shermanbury Grange - 10 Respondents 

RH13 8HQ: Brighton Road Shermanbury (North of junction with B2116) - 8 Respondents 

 

4. Analysis of comments from responders 

 

Overall, 169 residents of the Parish attended the three exhibitions. Seventy five of those attending 

responded by recording 46 general comments about the WASP and 186 specifically about the 

potential sites.  

 

Table 1 shows responses from the Parish Council’s WASP Working Group to the Parishioners’ written 

general comments.  

 

Table 2 shows comments specific to each potential site and are grouped under headings to align 

them with the Aims in the WASP. The number of respondents, their post codes and the number of 

comments per site are also shown. 

 

These heading are:  

Environment,  

Heritage,   

Flooding/Drainage  

Housing Density, Housing numbers, Affordability and the Vernacular (reflecting local traditions), 

Other adverse impacts (e.g. Light Pollution/Noise/Odours),  

Road Safety/Speed and Access,  

Small Business, Connectivity, Community Cohesion and Rural Activities,  

Infrastructure  

Other significant comments. 

 

The analysis of site comments categorised them as: 

 Favourable  – a comment which indicates a positive point of view 

 Adverse  – a comment which indicate a negative point of view 

 Neutral – a comment which is informative or suggests a point of view which should be taken 

account of if the site is to be given further consideration. 
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Table 1 
 

Responses to Written General Comments received from Parishioners 
 

 Comments Response 

1 Developments must not be 
allowed to alter the current  
character of the parish 

In order to address this comment it is necessary to consider the current 
character of the parish. The parish is mainly rural, bound by two roads 
running north – south: the A281 on the western side and Wineham Lane, a C 
road, in the east. There are several other minor roads and bridleways in the 
parish: Fryland’s Lane, The Grove, Kent Street and Buckhatch Lane, and a 
small section of Albourne (Wheatsheaf) Road, but none provide vehicular 
rights of way, east to west, across the parish. It is this lack of thoroughfares 
and dwellings within the hinterland that gives the rural feel to the parish. 
However, both Wineham Lane and the A281 Shermanbury have existing 
ribbon developments on both sides, of varying densities. The eastern side of 
the A281 in Shermanbury is developed along 67% of its length, including an 
existing group of 22 dwellings at Woodside Close at a density of 12.6 per 
hectare (ha) and 29% on the western side, which includes a development of 
19 renovated and new builds (set in parkland at Shermanbury Grange) at a 
density of about 8 per ha.  Two of the potential developments on the A281, 
for which layouts were exhibited, will be screened from existing dwellings, 
and will have trees planted within them. The housing densities proposed for 
these are between 10 and 13 per ha. 
 

2 The proposals to provide 
public space as village greens 
and the potential for future 
development of parish 
facilities are less important 
than retaining the current 
natural areas 

The Initial 2013 survey, which was distributed to all households in the parish 
asked for aspects that were 'enjoyed 'and/ or 'needed change' and/or were 
'missing'. Of the 74 (35% of households) responses, 20 said that a community 
centre or play area was 'missing'. Some land owners responded to this need 
with the provision of a community facility. Shermanbury Parish could not 
financially support a hall at present, land would be set aside for potential use 
for this purpose in the future. 
 

3 Large scale development is 
not in keeping with the 
character of the parish 

The largest development proposed is 35 dwellings which is significantly 
larger than Woodside close which has 22 dwellings on the east side of the 
A281. Woodside Close formed the benchmark for the recommendation of 
the Focus Groups: “no site should contain more than 20 dwellings”. 
 
This was conveyed to the owners of the potential sites by letter in March 
2015.         
  

4 Larger sites would create a 
more cohesive community 
environment because of the 
ability to provide parish 
facilities (e.g. village hall, 
community space, children’s 
play area)   
    

The need for greater community cohesion featured amongst the views of 
those completing the Parish Survey and at the Focus Groups.  
   

5 Build on brownfield sites and 
preserve green fields 

No 'brown field' sites were put forward by owners and there are very few, if 
any, such sites of sufficient size in Shermanbury   
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6 We should not be planning to 
build any new homes in the 
Parish 

The working group, with guidance from Government Agencies, Horsham 
District Council (HDC) and our own independent consultant has concluded 
that in order for the plan to pass the HDC strategic planners and an 
Independent Examiner, Shermanbury has to make a contribution to the 
Horsham District Framework plan figure of 1500 from local Parishes. 
 
If the parish does not make a reasonable contribution then the plan will be 
rejected and leave us open to large developments being approved by 
Housing Inspectors before we can re-submit the plan. Re-submittal will 
require repeating our Parish consultation, which could take at least 12 
months. 
 

7 Shermanbury is not a 
sustainable location for 
housing development 
  

Examination of judgements by Government Planning Inspectors regarding 
the suitability of semi-rural locations provides guidance about how 
sustainability with regard to local amenities is viewed. The guidance states 
that where a site is within 2km walking distance by footpath or 5km by cycle 
of shops and social infrastructure and has regular bus services it may be 
suitable for development. All proposed sites in Shermanbury on the A281 are 
within this guidance. 
      

8 Some sites will flood from the 
River Adur overflowing 

None of the sites are indicated as being within the Environment Agency's 
defined areas of flooding from the river. 
 

9 Some sites proposed will 
flood after heavy rain and 
cause an increase flood risk to 
neighbouring properties 

This represents a Policy Area for the WASP. It will prohibit the development 
of any site for which there is evidence that demonstrates an increase to the 
flood risk to neighbouring properties that cannot be adequately mitigated. 
 
Most new housing sites require a Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SUDS) 
to be installed. This consists of a water storage 'installation' such as a pond 
or an underground chamber. The storage installation stores the water during 
heavy rainfall and releases it at a calculated rate. The calculated rate is the 
rate at which precipitation water would have drained off the site as if there 
had been no development.   
 

10 Plan development on a 
number of small sites and not 
on “cramped” large sites.
    
    

The parish council is seeking to positively respond to the identified need for 
affordable housing. Government guidance only requires a proportion of 
affordable housing as part of new housing development where the total 
number of houses is 11 or more or the total floor area exceeds 1000sqm. 
Comments at the exhibition, the focus groups, the parish survey and the 
Housing Needs Survey all support the need for affordable housing.  
The Focus Groups recommended low density housing developments and this 
requirement was conveyed to those proposing sites. Indicative and 
comparative densities are:  
 
Proposed Sites in Shermanbury for which densities are available: 

 Barmarks (10.3 dwellings per ha)   

 Fortgate & Wychwood (11.6 per ha) 

 Wyndham Pool (20.05 per ha) 
 

Existing Comparable Sites: 

 Woodside Close (12.9 per ha) 

 Shermanbury Grange (8.4 per ha  - in a parkland environment 
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 A281 East side (6.5 per ha - very long gardens)  

 Deer Park – Henfield (26 per ha  - a recent new development shown as 
an example for comparison)     

 
Note 1. All site areas were calculated using 'Parish OnLine’  
      
Note 2. The larger proposed sites are “low” density as recommended by the 
Focus Groups and only sites over 10 properties allow for the inclusion of 
affordable housing.  
      

11 Plan for housing development 
by organic growth and infill to 
provide the small number of 
dwellings required 
   
    

Organic growth and infill implies very small sites of 1 to 5 dwellings. One 
such site is proposed in the WASP and another has subsequently been 
offered. 
 
Relying only on organic growth and infill means there would unlikely to be 
any affordable housing, preventing us from meeting the identified need. 
 

12 The total number of houses 
of between 38 - 45 proposed 
within the WASP and the 
method of calculation was 
raised as a concern 

The working group, with guidance from Government Agencies, HDC and the 
Parish’s own independent expert advisor has concluded that for the plan to 
have the best chance of successfully passing Independent Examination, 
Shermanbury has to make a contribution to the Horsham District Framework 
Plan figure of 1500 from parishes. 
 
The ranges of housing numbers quoted originally were calculated by three 
independent expert consultants: Action in Rural Sussex, URS Infrastructure & 
Environment UK Limited (URS) and Dowsett Mayhew. The Parish is required 
to think beyond its own boundaries and consider wider needs for additional 
housing. Failure to demonstrate numbers based on need will cause the plan 
to fail at appraisal by an examiner. Since the exhibitions were held further 
work has been undertaken by independent planning consultants, Dowsett 
Mayhew to assess housing needs for the period to 2031. The actual number 
of dwellings required for inclusion in the WASP is therefore being re-
evaluated and will be based on this work. 
 
Note. The difficult challenge is to propose developments in the WASP which 
will satisfy HDC, the Independent Examiner and the Parishioners.  
 

13 Light pollution from new 
developments will adversely 
impact surrounding 
properties 
 

This concern is understandable and WASP will include policies which 
minimise light pollution. 

14 There is concern that there 
will be an increase in road 
accidents 
    
    

It is accepted that there will be a small increase in traffic movements but 
compared with the number of vehicles that currently use the road, it will be 
minimal. The parish council has, and is investigating, traffic calming measures 
that might be applied. 

15 Frylands Lane not suitable for 
more traffic 

This concern has been noted and will be considered when relevant proposed 
sites undergo sustainability assessment. 
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16 Utilities and the local 
infrastructure (schools, 
doctors etc.)  capacity will be 
insufficient for an additional 
development in Shermanbury 

Utilities have a statutory responsibility to provide services. The potential 
sites are relatively well located for the provision of utility services. 
 
Local authorities are responsible for the provision of the social infrastructure 
to meet demands. The number of possible new dwellings proposed for 
Shermanbury is a small fraction of those proposed within Henfield (up to 
481) and Partridge Green and facilities will, of necessity, be expanded to 
meet demand. 
 

17 There has been insufficient 
consultation with 
parishioners on the proposed 
developments 

The WASP process started in August 2013 and since then there has been a 
dedicated area on the Parish website and progress reports about the WASP 
have been published in local magazines (e.g. Thirteen8, BN5). There has also 
been a public meeting in 2014, two exhibitions at Parish Fetes, two Parish 
Surveys, plus several postal drops distributed to every property in the Parish, 
and information about all events has been displayed on Parish notice boards.  
Three focus group meetings were held towards the end of 2014 followed by 
the three public exhibitions in May at three separate locations.  
 

18 The proposed developments 
are not in keeping with HDC 
or Focus Group views 

The WASP has to be compliant with the Horsham District Framework Plan 
and HDC will inspect the final plan to ensure general compliance with their 
policies. The proposals made by landowners may not currently reflect Focus 
Group recommendations and this will be addressed. 
 

19 There were a number of 
general comments supporting 
the Objectives and Vision and 
the way the WASP team 
presented the developing 
(WASP) plan and the 
proposals of land owners. 

The WASP working party is a small group of parishioners who work 
voluntarily developing the plan. They are supported by a team of 
independent experts who ensure the Neighbourhood Planning rules are 
followed. Our raison d'être is to protect the parish from an increasingly 
unsustainable housing market and to seek ways of creating benefits for the 
parish from limited housing development which is a necessary component of 
that protection. 
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Table 2 

Summary of comments specific to each potential site 

Site 1 – Barmarks 
 
No of respondents: 15 
Post codes of respondents: (7) RH13 8HQ, RH13 8HE, BN5 9BP, RH13 8HN, RH13 8HH, BN5 9AG, RH13 8HD 
No of comments: 23 
 
Environment  

Favourable: 4 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

1. Practical and attractive, 
2. Sustainable in a generally 

built up area 
3. Ideal solution with little 

impact on surroundings and 
least intrusive/damaging 

 

  

 
Flooding/Drainage 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

Minimal chance of flooding Possible flooding issue 
 

 

 
Housing Density  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1, Neutral: 1 

 
 

Too great Could be supported at half the 
density more footpaths and 
wildlife places 

Housing numbers  

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 3 

Good mix of housing and play 
area 
 
 

42 houses far too many  
 

1. 5-6 chalet preferred 
2. Only space for 10/12  
3. Urge small more desirable 

developments (where & 
what not specified) 

 
Vernacular (reflecting local traditions) 

Favourable: 4 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 1 

1. Sussex style as shown is 
"excellent" and sympathetic 
to the local area 

2. Favourable design 
3. Least damaging proposal in 

local style 

Too inward looking turn it around 
 

Use local styles 

 
Other impacts (e.g. lighting/visual/noise/odours)   

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 1 

Trees & Hedges - hence minimal 
visual impact 

 Less conspicuous than Wagstaff 
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Road safety/speed 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

Good site lines to A281 
 

  

 
Infrastructure,  

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

On a bus route with access to 
shops and services 

  

 

 

Site 2 – Wagstaff 
 
No of respondents: 17 
Post codes of respondents:  (7) RH13 8HE, BN5 9BP, RH13 8HQ, RH13 8HN, RH13 8HH, RH13 8HB, RH13 8HD 
No of comments: 28 
 
Environment 

Favourable: 4 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

1. Sustainable in a generally 
built up area 

2. Possible best site, would 
have least environmental 
impact 

3. Scrubland site is ideal  

Preferable if left as waste land 
 

 

 
Heritage 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Would destroy the character and 
history of Shermanbury 

 

 
Housing Numbers 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 1 

 1. Focus group felt 10 should 
be limit. (Note. The actual 
number agreed by the 
focus group was 10 – 20) 

2. 70/71 too many houses 

2/3% over 10 year period 

 
Affordability 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Houses built on scrubland will not 
be affordable  

 

 
Vernacular (reflecting local traditions) 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 3 

Scrub land at B2116 ideal 
alongside cottages 
 

 1. Houses should reflect those 
opposite & be only one deep  

2. Convert deserted farm 
buildings, (barn conversions)  

3. Development possible as 
extension of Wagstaff 
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cottages 

 
Other impacts (e.g. lighting/visual/noise/odours)  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Extent of new roadway will 
require orange lights every few 
yards 

 

 
Road safety/speed 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 "The road" will become more 
dangerous, need 30 limit 

 

 
 
Access 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 2 

Access - via A281 and B2116 Too close to major road junction 
& double bend 

1. Potential to improve the 
junction with A281  

2. Needs safe access on fast 
road 

 
Community cohesion 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

Potential for creating a village   

 
Infrastructure 

Favourable: 2 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 1 

1. Easy pedestrian access to 
Partridge Green 

2. On a bus route with access 
to shops and services 

Infrastructure not able to support 
new homes 

Could be (the) centre of village  
 

 
Other significant comments 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 2 Neutral: 1 

Generally supportive & 
instructive (informative)  

1. Against Neighbourhood plan 
objective G (see note 
below).  

2. Takes away needed 
agricultural land. 

Windfall for those outside parish 

 
Note. WASP Objective G: Support rural activities including farming and equestrian development. Enhance the 
sustainability of the parish by supporting the sympathetic diversification of land use in keeping with its rural 
character. 
 

 
Site 3 – Fortgate and Wychwood 
 
No of respondents: 30 
Post codes of respondents: (9) RH13 8HQ, RH13 8HN, RH13 8HE, RH13 8HD, BN5 9BP, RH13 8HQ, RH13 8HH, 
BN5 9AG, RH13 8HB 
No of comments: 93 
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Environment 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 9 Neutral: 1 

Would have the least impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Urban style townhouses are 
out of place and would alter 
the feel of Shermanbury and 
change it from a hamlet to a 
village  

2. Too great a negative impact 
on farm land and 
surrounding properties 

3. Not sympathetic and 
inappropriate to rural area. 

Other sites more suited to rural 
development 
 

 
Flooding/Drainage  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 16 Neutral: 0 

 1. Too close to flood plain land  
so significantly increases 
flooding risk affecting 
existing and proposed 
houses 

2. Current combined drainage 
system would not cope with 
large development.  

3. Environment Agency's 
extent of flood plain is 
flawed 

 

 
Housing Density 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral:  

 Out of step  

 
Housing numbers 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 15 Neutral: 3 

 1. The size and number of 
proposed dwellings is too 
great in relation to existing 
housing on east side of A281 
and is not needed 

2. No demand for such a large 
development 

3. Estate style development is 
the 1st step to urbanisation 
and not in keeping with (the) 
area 

1. Reduce in size  
2. Small builds for small 

builders  
3. Smaller sites would provide 

more than sufficient (site).  
 
 

 
Affordability 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

Generally supportive mentioning 
affordable housing 

Don't need social housing  

 
Vernacular (reflecting local traditions)  

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 6 Neutral: 2 
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Sustainable in a generally built up 
area 
 

1. Proposed dwellings do not 
match the eclectic style of 
properties on east side of 
A281.  

2. Urban style town houses are 
not sympathetic, are out of 
place and inappropriate to 
rural area – not reflecting 
the community’s needs 

3. Design is "matching pairs of 
Lego style" does not match 
the existing eclectic style.  

1. Houses opposite are 
restricted in height 

2. Should reflect properties 
opposite 

 
Other impacts (e.g. lighting/visual/noise/odours)   

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 5 Neutral: 0 

Houses on east side of A281 will 
be screened (from proposed 
development) 
 

1. Noise and light pollution will 
decrease the quality of life 
for current residents 

2. Street lighting is not in 
keeping with the character 
of the village 

3. Estate will (probably) have 
street lights - 1st step to 
urbanisation 

 

 
Road safety/speed  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 8 Neutral: 1 

 1. High increase in traffic 
volume from new 
development will be 
dangerous and will add to 
traffic problems 

2. Additional bus layby(s) will 
increase traffic problems 

30mph speed limit on A281 
advisable without street lighting 
 

 
Access 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 5 Neutral: 0 

 1. (70) Extra cars will increase 
traffic problems 

2. Safety will be compromised 
because of additional 
multiple accesses onto 
existing  fast road 

3. Dangerous access will 
introduce additional traffic 
problems on busy road 

 

 
 
Community cohesion 

Favourable: 2 Adverse: 4 Neutral: 1 

1. Could provide local 
amenities 

1. Extra (140) people would 
change the character of the 

Village hall a white elephant 
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2. Benefits of the Community 
Infrastructure Ley (CIL) and 
open spaces 

 

parish 
2. Offer of land for amenity is 

developer’s ploy and is not 
supported 

3. Community space not 
supported 

 
Infrastructure 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 5 Neutral: 0 

On a bus route with access to 
shops and services 
 

1. Not enough schools or GPs 
to support new 
development 

2. No suitable support 
infrastructure 

 

 
Other significant comments 

Favourable: 2 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 1 

1. Well thought out small build  
2. Generally supportive 

mentioning two entrances 

 Might not offend on S/bury 
Corner 

 
 

Site 4 - Springlands 
 
No of respondents: 4 
Post codes of respondents: (4) BN5 9AQ, BN5 9BP, RH13 8HN, BN5 9BU 
No of comments: 6 
 
Housing Density 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

Open low density feel   

 
Vernacular (reflecting local traditions)  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Does not reflect the community 
needs 

 

 
Access 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 2 Neutral: 0 

 Fryland’s Lane safety problems at 
junction with Wineham Lane,  
Access problems at site 

 

 
Infrastructure 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 No bus service  
 

 
Site 5 - Wyndham Pool 
 
No of respondents: 9 
Post codes of respondents:  (4) BN5 9AQ,BN5 9BP, BN5 9BU, RH13 8HN 
No of comments: 17 
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Heritage 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 3 Neutral: 0 

 1. The natural spring behind 
Fixcroft may be lost 

2. New properties too close 
to a listed building 

3. Trees and wildlife will be 
lost - adversely affecting 
heritage and ecosystem 

 

 
Flooding/Drainage 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 4 Neutral: 0 

 There is a historical risk of severe 
flooding and poor drainage 

 

 
Housing Density 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

Open low density feel   

 
Housing numbers 

Favourable: 1 Adverse: 0 Neutral: 0 

Site supported as 'infill'   

 
Affordability 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 No affordable houses provided  

 
Road safety/speed 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 4 Neutral: 1 

 There are safety problems at the 
junction of Fryland’s Lane with 
Wineham Lane which will be 
increased 

 

 
Access 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Fryland’s Lane is too narrow and 
congested to accommodate 
additional housing 

 

 
Infrastructure, 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 No bus service  
 

 
 
Site 6 – Wheatsheaf 
 
No of respondents: 5 
Post codes of respondents: (2) BN5 9AG, BN5 9AT 
No of comments: 7 
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Environment: 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 2 Neutral: 0 

 1. Not in keeping to develop on 
this rural site and the OLUS 
air pollution causes of health 
problems 

2. Would alter the rural nature 

 

 
Flooding/Drainage 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 2 Neutral: 1 

 Area subject to flooding and 
development would exacerbate 
current problems of flooding 

No mains drainage will require 
additional septic tank operation 
 

 
Housing numbers  

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 (Development is) Too large   

 
Infrastructure 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 0 

 Shops, schools, and health 
centres at considerable distance 
and no public transport 

 

 

 
Site 7 – Mayfield Market Town 
 
No of respondents: 9 
Post codes of respondents: (6) BN5 9AG, BN5 9AQ, BN5 9AY, BN5 9BE, BN5 9BP, BN5 9AY 
No of comments: 12 
Environment 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 10 Neutral: 0 

 1. Totally unacceptable 
2. All residents are totally and 

wholeheartedly opposed 
and object  

3. Small sites <100 maintain 
the environment, >1000 
terrifying 

 

 
Housing numbers 

Favourable: 0 Adverse: 1 Neutral: 1 

 All existing residents object to 
scale and size 

Smaller A281 sites is a good idea 

 

 


