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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  This report considers the agricultural land quality of land extending to approximately 9.2 

hectares (ha) on land at Sugworth Farm, Haywards Heath (the Site). 

 

1.2 The Site is shown approximately outlined on the aerial image below. 

 Insert 1. The Site (Boundary Approximate)  

 

  

1.3  A detailed Agricultural Land Classification has been carried out over the Site.  The Site 

has been classified as 3.4 ha (37%) Subgrade 3a, 4 ha (43%) Subgrade 3b and 1.8 ha 

(20%) non-agricultural land.  Therefore, the Site contains some best and most versatile 

(BMV) agricultural land, but the majority of the Site is not of BMV quality. 

 

1.4  This report: 

(i) reviews the relevant planning policy in section 2; 

(ii) describes the Site and the ALC survey findings in section 3; 

(iii) assesses the findings against policy in section 4; and 

(iv) ends with a summary and conclusion in section 5. 

 

1.5 This report has been prepared by Kernon Countryside Consultants Ltd. We specialise in 

assessing the effects of development proposals on agricultural land and businesses. 
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2 PLANNING POLICY OF RELEVANCE  

 

 National Planning Policy Framework  

2.1  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024), paragraph 187 notes that 

planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by, inter alia, recognising “the wider benefits from natural capital and 

ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and 

most versatile agricultural land”. 

 

2.2  The best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as 

land, which is of Grade 1, 2 and Subgrade 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification. 

 

2.3  Paragraph 188 of the NPPF discusses plan making. It requires plans to, inter alia, allocate 

land with the least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in 

the Framework. Footnote 65 of the NPPF identifies that “where significant 

development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer 

quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality”. 

 

2.4  There is no definition of what constitutes “significant” development. However, the “Guide 

to assessing development proposals on agricultural land” (Natural England, February 

2021) (Appendix KCC1) advises local planning authorities to “take account of smaller 

losses (under 20 ha) if they’re significant when making your decision”, suggesting 

that 20ha is a suitable threshold for defining “significant” in many cases. 

 

 Local Plan 

2.5 The Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031 (adopted 2018) refers to the use of BMV in 

Policy DP38: Biodiversity.  Policy DP38 states that “Valued soils will be protected and 

enhanced, including the best and most versatile agricultural land”.  

 

2.6 The emerging Mid Sussex District Local Plan 2021 – 2039 (regulation 19) refers to the 

use of BMV agricultural land in Policies DPN1: Biodiversity, Geodiversity and Nature 

Recovery and DPC1: Protection and Enhancement of the Countryside. Policy DPN1 

states “soils will be protected and enhanced by development avoiding the best and 

most versatile agricultural land”. Policy DPC1 states that “The best and most 

versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) and Grade 3b in the High Weald 

AONB will be protected”, however this proposal is not located within the High Weald 

National Landscape and so is not applicable. 
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Guidance  

2.7 Natural England’s “Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land” 

(February 2021) (Appendix KCC1) describes the ALC process and sets out guidance on 

managing soils. It advises on the consultation process where more than 20ha of BMV 

land is involved. 

 

2.8 The Institute of Sustainability and Environmental Professionals (ISEP), formerly known as 

IEMA, produced a Guide “A New Perspective on Land and Soil in Environment Impact 

Assessment” in February 2022. Whilst this refers to EA development, it identifies in table 

3 (page 49) the magnitude of the impacts on soil resources. Losses of under 5ha are 

defined as minor magnitude losses. Losses of between 5 – 20 ha are classified as 

moderate losses. Losses of over 20ha are considered to be major losses. 
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3 AGRICULTURAL LAND QUALITY OF THE SITE  

 

 The ALC System 

3.1 The Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) system provides a framework for classifying 

land according to the extent to which its physical or chemical characteristics impose long 

term limitations on the agricultural use of the Site. The ALC system divides agricultural 

land into five grades. Grade 1 of the ALC is described as being of excellent quality and 

Grade 5, at the other end of the scale, is described as being of very poor quality.  Revised 

guidelines and criteria for the ALC were published by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food (MAFF) in 1988.  Subsequent to the field survey, the ALC guidelines were 

updated1, but the updates have not altered the grading and the ALC is therefore 

completed under the 2025 methodology. 

 

3.2 The ALC system is further described in Natural England’s Technical Information Note 

TIN049 which can be found reproduced in Appendix KCC2. 

 

Detailed ALC Survey Results 

3.3  A detailed ALC survey was carried out on the 10th February 2026 across the Site.  Nine 

auger point inspection sites were examined on a regular 100m grid, using a spade and 

soil auger to a maximum depth of 120cm where possible. 

 

3.4 One soil Pit was dug to measure the stoniness and to better describe the soil profiles. 

 

3.5 A detailed ALC report is set out in Appendix KCC3. 

 

3.6 The results of the survey can be seen in the table below.  

 Table 1. ALC Results  

ALC Grade Area (Ha) 
Area  

(% of Total Site) 

Grade 1 (Excellent) 0 0 

Grade 2 (Very Good) 0 0 

Subgrade 3a (Good) 3.4 37 

Subgrade 3b (Moderate) 4.0 43 

Grade 4 (Poor) 0 0 

Grade 5 (Very Poor) 0 0 

Non-agricultural / Other land 1.6 18 

Urban 0.2 2 

Total 9.2 100 

 

 
1 Defra, Agricultural Land Classification of England and Wales:  Guidelines for grading the quality of agricultural land, updated 
2025 
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3.7 The distribution of grading can be seen on the extract of the ALC plan below.  The full 

ALC Plan can be found at Plan KCC4164/01 

Insert 2. Extract of the ALC Plan  

 

KEY  

 Grade 1 

 Grade 2 

 Grade 3a 

 Grade 3b 

 Grade 4 

 Grade 5 

 Non-agricultural 

 Urban 

 Not surveyed 
 

 

3.8 As can be seen from the above, the Site has been graded as Subgrades 3a and 3b, non-

agricultural land and urban land.  Therefore, the site contains some BMV quality land.  

However this is less than 40% of the Site. 
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4 POLICY ASSESSMENT  

 

4.1  The NPPF (2024) identifies that the economic and other benefits of BMV land be 

recognised. In plan making terms the NPPF requires that, where significant development 

of agricultural land is involved, poorer quality land should be used in preference. 

Therefore, whilst not required by local policy, we consider the economic and other 

benefits then go on to consider the plan making considerations.   

 

Economic and Other Benefits 

4.2  The NPPF (2024) does not prevent development of BMV land. It requires only that the 

economic and other benefits of BMV land be recognised. 

 

4.3  There is no research available that we are aware of that seeks to analyse the productive 

economic advantages of BMV to non-BMV land. 

 

4.4  In the absence of any empirical data, an economic assessment is inevitably crude. Taking 

standard budging textbooks, such as the Nix Farm Management Pocketbook (extracts 

which have been reproduced in Appendix KCC4), it is possible to show the difference 

between moderate and high yields as an illustration between crops 

 

4.5  Taking that crude measure and applying it to Winter Wheat and Oilseed Rape, the 

differences are shown below. 

 Table 2. Assessment of Economic Farmed Land  

Item Winter Feed Wheat Winter Oilseed Rape  

Average  High Average High 

Yield (t/ha) 8.2 9.4 3.5 4.0 

Output (£) £1,667 £1,889 £1,435 £1,640 

Gross margin (£) £988 £1,210 £825 £1,030 

Uplift (£) - £222 - £205 

 Nix Farm Management Pocketbook 2026 (September 2025) 

 

4.6 Based on the economic benefits of the 3.4 ha of BMV land to non-BMV land would be 

around £750 per annum (£700 - £750 based on 2026 budgets).  Hence the economic 

benefits of a land parcel of this size are very limited. The other benefits of the 3.4 ha of 

BMV land would be food production.  When comparing the site with non BMV land there 

would be a production boost of about 4.1 tonnes per annum for wheat.  In terms of oilseed 

rape there would be an increase in yield of 1.7 tonnes per annum. Hence the food 

production benefits of a land parcel of this size are very limited. 



 

 8 KCC4164 ALC&C March 26  

4.7 The possible food production benefits should be seen in the context of the total food 

production of the UK. In 2025 the UK produced an estimated 20 million tonnes of cereals 

and oilseeds (Cereal and Oilseed production in the United Kingdom 2025, DEFRA (20 

January 2026)). 

 

4.8 Therefore, for development management purposes, the economic and other benefits of 

BMV land have been recognised and quantified, and these will need to be considered in 

the overall planning balance.  

 

Whether this is “Significant” Development 

4.9 This proposal falls below the threshold for consultation with Natural England and is 

therefore arguably not “significant” development of agricultural land in the context of the 

NPPF.    

 

4.10 Footnote 65 to paragraph 188 of the NPPF considers whether poorer quality land is 

available.  This footnote is to paragraph 188, which is a plan making policy paragraph.  

Setting that aside, the trigger for an assessment of poorer quality land is that the proposal 

involves “significant development of agricultural land”.  “Significant Development” is 

not defined in the NPPF. One threshold for determination of what is significant is the 

threshold for consultation with Natural England, which is set at the loss of 20ha or more of 

BMV land (as can be seen in the TIN049 in Appendix KCC2). This has been the 

threshold for consultation with MAFF since 1987.  

 

4.11 At 3.4 ha the quantum of BMV within the Site is only 17% of the threshold for consultation 

with Natural England. Therefore, this quantum is not “significant development”.  

 

4.12 The “Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land” (Natural England, 

February 2021) (Appendix KCC1) does not define a threshold but does provide some 

guidance. This adds to our view that 20ha is a reasonable threshold for defining what is 

significant development:  

• paragraph 6 states “you should take account of smaller losses (under 20ha) if 

they are significant when making your decision”, which suggests that losses of 

under 20ha would not be significant unless there are particular local circumstances. 

What those particular local circumstances are, is not defined but it would be 

reasonable to consider that the loss of 20 ha may be significant in an area where 

BMV land is rare, for example; and  

• Paragraph 7.1 states that you can use Natural England’s chargeable discretionary 

advice system “if your proposal is large, for example 20 ha or more, and 
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requires more detailed advice”.  The definition of large as being more than 20 ha 

suggests that a site under 20 ha is considered small, and hence, not significant. 

 

4.13 This is not significant development of BMV land.  Therefore, the requirement to consider if 

poorer quality land is available, under footnote 65, is not triggered.  For completeness, 

however, we now turn to assess that. 

 

Land Quality in the Area Generally and Whether Poorer Quality Land is Available 

4.14 The significance of development involving agricultural land needs to be considered in 

context.  Across England it is estimated that 42% of farmland is of Grade 1, 2 and 3a 

quality (see TIN049, Appendix KCC2).  

 

4.15 The Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) of England, which is less than the total amount of 

agricultural land, was 8.8 million hectares in June 2025 (Agricultural Land Use in England 

on 1 June 2025, DEFRA, 25 September 2025).  This suggests that about 3.7 million 

hectares of BMV land is in active agricultural use.  

 

4.16 Statistically about 40% of Grade 3 land falls within Subgrade 3a.  However, in parts of the 

country the proportion of Subgrade 3a is expected to be much higher, as there are large 

areas of the country where land is poor (e.g. Lake District, Pennines, Dartmoor etc).  

 

4.17 Therefore, it is not considered that BMV quality is a rare resource.  

 

4.18 On the published “provisional” ALC maps from the 1970’s the land is shown as being 

mapped as undifferentiated Grade 3 land.  This can be seen on the Insert below, with the 

Site outlined in red.  These maps are not suitable for site-specific use, as explained in 

TIN049 (Appendix KCC2).  The maps have nevertheless been digitised, enabling the 

site-specific use shown in Insert 3.  
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Insert 3. Provisional ALC Map 

 

 

 

4.19 In 2017 Natural England produced predictive best and most versatile maps.  These 

estimate the proportion of land within an area that is of BMV quality.  There are three 

categories which are low (<20% area of BMV), moderate (20-60% area BMV), and high 

(>60% area BMV).  

 

4.20 The predictive BMV likelihood maps predict that the Site and the land in the immediate 

area has a moderate likelihood (20 - 60% BMV) of BMV. This is the case for much of the 

land surrounding Haywards Heath. Whilst there are some areas of low likelihood these 

are disconnected from the settlement boundary.  

 Insert 4. Predictive BMV Map 

  

 

The Site 
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4.21 Therefore, based on the above, it can be concluded that there is no clear evidence of 

poorer land quality available adjacent to the settlement boundary based on the predictive 

and provisional mapping.  

 

4.22 The Proposed Development Site has not been previously surveyed.  Survey results for 

sites in close proximity to the Site have been searched for as published on 

www.magic.gov.uk.  Sites in close proximity to the Site have been found to contain higher 

proportions of BMV land to that of the Site.  

Insert 5. Sites Surveyed by MAFF in the Area 

 

 

 

4.23 Overall, it can be concluded that, in terms of land quality in the local area:  

(i) land is shown on the provisional mapping as undifferentiated Grade 3 land quality; 

(ii)  the predictive likelihood of BMV maps shows that the Site is located in an area of 

moderate likelihood of BMV; and  

(iii) there are survey results in close proximity to the Site showing land surrounding the 

Site to be of BMV quality.   

 

4.24 The Site itself comprises of Subgrades 3a and 3b, non-agricultural and urban land quality.  

In the event that there was a need to consider whether poorer land is available, based on 

the provisional and predictive mapping, there is no land evidently available likely to be a 

significantly less proportion of BMV. 

 

The Site 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/


 

 12 KCC4164 ALC&C March 26  

4.25 Nevertheless, this Proposed Development Site is not classified as significant 

development and therefore whether there is poorer quality land within the area does not 

need to be assessed.  

  

 Past Development in the Area 

4.26 A development to the west of the Site for 210 dwellings, DM/16/1803, was approved in 

2017. The site is situated on land provisionally graded as Grade 3 with a moderate 

likelihood of BMV. The Site was surveyed by ADAS in 1993.  This survey found that the 

site contains approximately 13 ha of BMV land.  The committee report found that the 

“loss of BMV agricultural land weighs against the proposal although the weight 

that can be attached to this matter limited”. 

 

4.27 East of the Site a development for up to 40 dwellings was approved in 2016 by way of 

appeal, DM/15/3415 / APP/D3830/W/15/3137838.  The site is located on land of Grade 2 

and Subgrades 3a and 3b quality. The committee report and the appeal decision did not 

mention the loss of agricultural land.  

 

4.28 To the East of the Site a development for 120 dwellings is approved in 2009, 

08/02903/FUL.   The site was graded by ADAS and was found to contain Grade 1 land 

quality, a separate ALC survey was carried out at a later date and found the land to be 

Grade 2 and Subgrade 3b.  There is no committee or officer’s report available.  

 

4.29 The locations of the above developments are indicated in relation to the Site on the insert 

below. 

 Insert 6. Past Development in the Area 
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4.30 These local decisions, for similar or larger sites, have not raised issue with the loss of 

agricultural land.  The same conclusion should be reached for this site. 
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

  

5.1 The proposed development Site extends to approximately 9.2 ha, which has been graded 

as Subgrades 3a and 3b and non-agricultural land.  Therefore the Site contains Best and 

Most Versatile Agricultural Land. 

 Table 3. ALC Results  

ALC Grade Area (Ha) 
Area  

(% of Total Site) 

Grade 1 (Excellent) 0 0 

Grade 2 (Very Good) 0 0 

Subgrade 3a (Good) 3.4 37 

Subgrade 3b (Moderate) 4.0 43 

Grade 4 (Poor) 0 0 

Grade 5 (Very Poor) 0 0 

Non-agricultural / Other land 1.8 20 

Total 9.2 100 

 

5.2 The land has been classified as comprising 3.4 ha (37%) Subgrade 3a, 4 ha (43%) 

Subgrade 3b and 1.8 ha (20%) non-agricultural land.  Therefore, the Site contains best 

and most versatile agricultural land.   

 

5.3 The NPPF requires economic benefits of BMV to be considered. The economic benefits 

of BMV within this Site are very limited at around £750 per annum over the BMV land. 

 

5.4  The NPPF requires other benefits to be considered. The food production benefits of the 

BMV quality of this Site are limited to about 4.1 tonnes per annum of wheat. 

 

5.5 In terms of the NPPF, this is not considered significant development of agricultural land. 

Accordingly, poorer quality land does not need to be considered in preference.  

 

5.6 Development of agricultural land has been allowed historically to accommodate the 

housing and employment growth required. 

 

5.7 There is limited evidence that land surrounding the settlement and the Site would be of a 

poorer grade to that of the Site. 

 

5.8 Based on the above, it is concluded that limited weight should be given to this loss of 

agricultural land. 
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AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION 

 

1 This section of the report provides the findings of a detailed Agricultural Land 

Classification (ALC).  It is based on a desktop study of relevant published information on 

climate, topography, geology, and soil, in conjunction with a soil survey. The 

approximately 9.2-hectare (ha) Study Area is shown in Plan KCC4164/01. 

 

Methodology 

2 The work has been carried out by a Chartered Scientist (CSci), who is a Fellow (F. I. Soil 

Sci) of the British Society of Soil Science (BSSS). This ALC survey has been carried out 

by a soil scientist who meets the BSSS Professional Competency Standard (PSC) 

scheme requirements for ALC (see BSSS PCS Document 2 ‘Agricultural Land 

Classification of England and Wales’2).  The BSSS PSC scheme is endorsed, amongst 

others, by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), Natural 

England, the Science Council, and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and 

Management (IEMA), now the Institute of Sustainability Professionals (ISEP)3. 

 

3 This assessment of agricultural land quality and soil follows the approach of the 

‘Agricultural Land Classification: Guidelines for grading the quality of agricultural land’ 

published by the Department for Environment and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and the Welsh 

Government (Joint Publication – 069) on the 12th of December 2025 (henceforth referred 

to as the ‘ALC Guidelines’)4. 

 

4 The ALC system of England and Wales, which was first published in October 1988 and 

updated in December 2025, provides a framework for classifying land according to the 

extent to which its physical or chemical characteristics impose long-term limitations on 

agricultural use.  The ALC system divides agricultural land into five grades (Grade 1 

‘Excellent’ to Grade 5 ‘Very Poor’), with Grade 3 subdivided into Subgrade 3a ‘Good’ and 

Subgrade 3b ‘Moderate’.  Agricultural land classified as Grade 1, 2 and Subgrade 3a falls 

in the ‘best and most versatile’ category in Paragraphs 187 and 188 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), revised on the 12th of December 2024.  Further 

 
2 British Society of Soil Science.  Professional Competency Scheme Document 2 ‘Agricultural Land Classification of England 
and Wales’. Available online @ https://www.soils.org.uk/sites/default/files/events/flyers/ipss-competency-doc2.pdf  Last 
accessed February 2026 
3 The Institute of Sustainability and Environmental Professionals (ISEP) replaced the Institute of Environmental Assessment and 
Management (IEMA) in July 2025. 
4 Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and the Welsh Government (December 2025) ‘Agricultural Land 
Classification: Guidelines for grading the quality of agricultural land’ published by the Department for Environment and Rural 
Affairs and the Welsh Government (Joint Publication – 069).  Available online at 
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6257050620264448 Last accessed December 2025 

https://www.soils.org.uk/sites/default/files/events/flyers/ipss-competency-doc2.pdf
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6257050620264448
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details of the ALC system and national planning policy implications are set out in Natural 

England’s ‘Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land’ online5. 

 

5 A detailed ALC survey of the Study Area was carried out on the 10th February 2026.  The 

ALC survey involved examination of the soil’s physical properties at nine auger-bores 

within the Study Area at a density of one auger bore per hectare (ha).  One soil pit, i.e., 

Pit 1 located near auger bore location 5, was excavated with a spade to examine certain 

soil physical properties, such as stone content and subsoil structure, in more detail.  See 

Plan KCC4164/01 for the location of auger bores and soil pits. 

 

6 The sample locations were located using a hand-held Garmin E-Trec Geographic 

Information System (GIS) to enable the sample locations to be relocated for verification, if 

necessary. 

 

7 The soil profile at each sample location was examined to a maximum depth of 

approximately 1.2 m by hand using a 5 cm diameter Dutch (Edleman) soil auger. The soil 

profile at each sample location was described using the ‘Soil Survey Field Handbook: 

Describing and Sampling Soil Profiles’ (Ed. J.M. Hodgson, Cranfield University, 1997).  

Each soil profile was ascribed a grade following the ALC Guidelines. A log of the soil 

profiles examined and described on-site is given in Attachment 1, and a description of 

the soil pit is given in Attachment 2.  

 

8 A topsoil sample was collected at auger bore locations 5 (Pit 1), and 6, as shown in Plan 

KCC4164/01 . The samples were sent to an accredited laboratory for particle size 

analysis, i.e., sand, silt, and clay proportions.  This is to determine the definitive texture 

class of the topsoil, especially regarding distinguishing between medium clay loams (i.e., 

<27% clay) and heavy clay loams (27% to 35% clay). The results of the laboratory particle 

size (texture) analysis are given in Section 3.0, and a laboratory report is given in 

Attachment 3. 

 

9 As described in the ALC Guidelines, the main physical factors influencing agricultural land 

quality are: 

• climate;  

• site;  

• soil; and 

• interactive limitations.  

 
5 Natural England (2022) ‘Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land’. Available online at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-
development-proposals-on-agricultural-land Last accessed February 2026 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
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10 These factors are considered in turn below. 

 

Climate 

11 Interpolated climate data relevant to determining the ALC grade of land at the Site is 

given in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: ALC Climate Data 

Climate Parameter Grid Ref: TQ326258 

Average Altitude (m) 60 

Average Annual Rainfall (mm) 829 

Accumulated Temperature above 0˚C (January – June) 1461 

Field Capacity Days (FCD) 176 

Moisture Deficit (mm) Wheat 104 

Moisture Deficit (mm) Potatoes 96 

Grade according to climate 1 

 

12 Parameters used for assessing overall climate are accumulated temperature, a measure 

of relative warmth, and average annual rainfall, a measure of overall wetness. Regarding 

Figure 1 ‘Grade according to climate’ on page 6 of the ALC Guidelines, there is no overall 

climatic limitation to the quality of agricultural land at the Site.  This means that 

agricultural land at the Site could be graded as ALC Grade 1 in overall climatic terms 

without any other limiting factor, i.e., site, soil, and/or interactive limitations. 

 

13 The soil profiles across the Study Area are predicted to be at field capacity (i.e., the 

amount of soil moisture or water content held in the soil after excess water has drained 

away) for approximately 176 Field Capacity Days (FCD) per year, mainly over the late 

autumn, winter and early spring.  The climate interacts with soil physical properties, i.e., 

soil texture and wetness class, and can limit agricultural land quality due to soil wetness 

as per Table 6 of the ALC Guideline ‘Grade according to soil wetness’.  It should be noted 

that the number of FCD at this Site falls in the FCD category 176-225 for determining the 

grade according to wetness.  

 

Site 

14 As shown in Plan KCC4164/01, the Study Area is located on the north-western edge of 

Haywards Heath. The approximate centre of the Site is located at British National Grid 

(BNG) reference TQ326258. The Study Area is bordered by the B2036 to the west, by 

residential development to the south and east, and by permanent grassland and 

woodland to the north.   
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15 With regard to the ALC Guidelines, agricultural land quality can be limited by one or more 

of three main site factors as follows: 

• gradient; 

• micro-relief (i.e., complex change in slope angle over short distances); and 

• risk of flooding. 

 

Gradient and Micro-Relief 

16 The Study Area is located on a gentle, northeast-facing slope at approximately 75 metres 

(m) Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) at the highest point in the southwest and 

approximately 56m AOD at the lowest elevation in the northeast.   

 

17 The quality of agricultural land within the Study Area is not limited by gradient, which does 

not exceed 7° (refer to Table 1 of ALC Guidelines).  Likewise, the quality of agricultural 

land in the Study Area is not limited by micro-relief, i.e., where complex changes in slope 

angle and direction over short distances, or the presence of boulders or rock outcrops, 

even on level ground or gentle slopes, can severely limit the use of agricultural 

machinery. 

 

 Risk of Flooding 

18 According to the Government Flood Map for Planning website6, the land in the Study Area 

is in Flood Zone 1 at a low risk of flooding.  The MAFF ALC Guidelines (1988) take 

account of the frequency, duration, and timing of flooding in the summer and winter (re 

Table 2 ‘Grade according to flood risk in summer’ and/or Table 3 ‘Grade according to 

flood risk in winter’). There is no evidence the grade of agricultural land in the Study Area 

is limited by flood risk during the summer or winter following the ALC Guidelines. 

 

Soil 

19 Geology/Soil Parent Material.  British Geological Survey (BGS) online7 information has 

been utilised to identify the Bedrock underlying the Study Area and any Superficial (Drift) 

Deposits over the Bedrock.  This information helps to determine the parent material8 from 

and within which a soil has formed. 

 

 
6 Government/Environment Agency. ‘Get flood risk information for planning in England’. Available online at https://flood-map-for-
planning.service.gov.uk/ Last accessed February 2026 
7 British Geological Survey ‘Geology of Britain Viewer’.  Available online @ 
http://www.bgs.ac.uk/discoveringGeology/geologyOfBritain/viewer.html  Last accessed February 2026 
8 British Geological Survey. A ‘parent material’ is a soil-science name for a weathered rock or deposit from and within which a 
soil has formed. In the UK, parent materials provide the basic foundations and building blocks of the soil, influencing their 
texture, structure, drainage and chemistry. Available online @ Soil Parent Material Model - British Geological Survey (bgs.ac.uk) 
Last accessed February 2026 

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://www.bgs.ac.uk/datasets/soil-parent-material-model/#:~:text=A%20%E2%80%98parent%20material%E2%80%99%20is%20a%20soil-science%20name%20for,structure%2C%20drainage%20and%20chemistry.%20Soil%20parent%20material%20sample.
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20 From the BGS information, the Study Area is predominantly underlain by Mudstone in the 

Wadhurst Clay Formation, throughout the north and northeastern proportion of the site. 

Additionally, in the southwest, Calcareous Sandstone, in the Cuckfield Stone Bed has 

been identified. Minor areas of Sandstone, Siltstone and Mudstone in the Lower 

Tunbridge Wells Sand exist in the northwestern and southeastern corners of the site, with 

Sandstone and Siltstone, interbedded, in the Upper Tunbridge Wells Sand bordering the 

site to the southeast. The BGS Superficial Deposit map (1:50,000) indicates that the 

bedrock is predominantly not covered by any Superficial Deposits, however, Head, 

consisting of Clay, silt, sand and gravel has been found bordering the northern site 

boundary.  

 

21 Published Information on Soil.  Soil information on the National Soil Map9 indicates that 

land at the Site is covered by soils grouped in the Curtisden Association. As described by 

the Soil Survey of England and Wales (SSEW)10, the Curtisden Association occurs 

principally on soft Cretaceous siltstones and sandstones in the High Weald of Kent, 

Sussex and Surrey and on similar Jurassic rocks in the South West and the Vale of 

Evesham. In the High Weald the land is hilly and deeply dissected between 45 and 200 m 

O.D. in a wide belt from Horsham in the west to Hastings in the east. In South West 

England on the south to north trending outcrop of the Middle and Upper Lias, much of the 

land is gently rolling but there are steep west-facing scarps. Lithological variation of the 

bedrock gives a range of soils, in places in complex patterns. The Wealden rocks consist 

mostly of thinly-bedded fine-grained sandstones and siltstones with some shales, 

mudstones and occasional thick beds of harder sandstone in a cyclical succession. Lias 

rocks are similar but there are fewer sandstones and they lack the regular interbedding. 

The dominant Curtisden soils are silty stagnogleyic argillic brown earths with associated 

Cranbrook and Stanway series, typical stagnogley soils, on less permeable strata. The 

well drained fine silty Atrim and coarse loamy Bearsted soils found on permeable strata or 

on slopes, are typical brown earths. Inextensive inclusions of Waterstock, Hook, Ludford 

or Bishampton soils occur in footslope drift in most districts. Brief descriptions of the 

principal soils are given below. Curtisden and Stanway soils have slowly permeable 

compact subsoils which cause seasonal waterlogging (Wetness Class III and IV 

respectively) in undrained land. The soils generally respond to underdrainage by a 

decrease in the duration of waterlogging (to Wetness Class II and III respectively), 

although in high rainfall districts the response is smaller. Atrim soils are naturally 

permeable and well drained (Wetness Class I). In winter, most level or gently sloping land 

is able to absorb only moderate amounts of rain. 

 
9 Citation from top of page 2 of the  Landis Soil Site Report.  
10 Soil Survey of England and Wales, National Soil Resource Institute, Cranfield University (2023).   The Soils Guide. Available 
online at https://www.landis.org.uk/soilsguide/mapunit_list.cfm Last accessed February 2026 
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22 Soil Survey.  The soil profiles recorded at each auger-bore location are given in 

Attachment 1.  A detailed description of Soil Pit 1 is given in Attachment 2.   

 

23 The soil survey determined predominantly greyish brown (Munsell colour 10YR5/2) 

medium clay loam topsoil over slowly permeable and seasonally waterlogged light 

yellowish brown (2.5YR6/3) heavy silty clay loam upper subsoil, over light (10YR7/1 clay 

lower subsoil. The subsoil is gleyed and has common to many, ochreous mottles 

(7.5YR5/8). The top of a Slow Permeable Layer (SPL), in ALC Terms, occurs at a depth 

within 75cm from ground level and this is sufficient to place the soil profiles in Wetness 

Classes III to IV. These soil profiles are similar to those described by the SSEW as 

belonging to the Curtisden Association. 

 

24 Topsoil Particle Size Analysis.  To substantiate topsoil texture determined during the 

ALC survey by hand-texturing, two topsoil samples were collected over the Study Area, 

i.e., from auger bore locations 5 (Pit 1) and 6, see Plan KCC4164/01. The topsoil 

samples were sent to an accredited laboratory for analysis of particle size distribution 

(PSD), based on the British Standard Institution particle size grades. The certificate of 

analysis is provided as Attachment 3. The findings of the PSD analysis are shown in 

Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Topsoil Particle Size Analysis 

Topsoil Sample 
Location 

% sand 
0.063-2.0 mm 

% silt 0.002-
0.063 mm 

% clay 
<0.002 mm 

ALC Soil 
Texture Class 

5 (Pit 1) 26 56 18 
Medium Clay 

Loam 

6 37 41 22 
Medium Clay 

Loam 

 

Interactive Limitations  

25 From the information above, together with the findings of the detailed soil survey (see Soil 

Profile Log given in Attachment 1), it has been determined that the quality of agricultural 

land at the Site is limited by soil wetness, as described below.   

 

26 Soil Wetness.  From the ALC Guidelines, a soil wetness limitation exists where ‘the soil 

water regime adversely affects plant growth or imposes restrictions on cultivations or 

grazing by livestock’. Agricultural land quality at the Site is limited by soil wetness as per 

Table 3 below (based on Table 6 ‘Grade According to Soil Wetness – Mineral Soils’ in the 

ALC Guidelines). 
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Table 3: ALC Grade According to Soil Wetness  

Wetness 

Class 

Texture of the Top 25 cm 176-225 

Field 

Capacity 

Days 

I Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam, Sandy Silt Loam 

Sandy Clay Loam/Medium Silty Clay Loam /Medium Clay Loam* 

Heavy Clay Loam** 

Sandy Clay/Silty Clay/Clay 

1 

2 

3a 

3b 

II Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam, Sandy Silt Loam 

Sandy Clay Loam/Medium Silty Clay Loam /Medium Clay Loam* 

Heavy Clay Loam** 

Sandy Clay/Silty Clay/Clay 

2 

3a 

3a 

3b 

III Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam, Sandy Silt Loam 

Sandy Clay Loam/Medium Silty Clay Loam /Medium Clay Loam* 

Heavy Clay Loam** 

Sandy Clay/Silty Clay/Clay 

3a 

3a 

3b 

4 

IV Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam, Sandy Silt Loam 

Sandy Clay Loam/Medium Silty Clay Loam /Medium Clay Loam* 

Heavy Clay Loam** 

Sandy Clay/Silty Clay/Clay 

3b 

3b 

4 

4 

Key * <27% clay; and ** >27% clay   

 

27 In a climate area with 176 FCD, profiles that are seasonally waterlogged (i.e., Wetness 

Class III) are limited by soil wetness to Subgrade 3a where the topsoil texture is medium 

clay loam. Soil profiles that are waterlogged for long periods in winter (Wetness Class IV) 

are limited by soil wetness to Subgrade 3b where the topsoil texture is a medium clay 

loam. 

 

ALC Grading at the Site 

28 By detailed ALC survey, it has been determined that the quality of agricultural land at the 

Site is limited by soil wetness to Subgrade 3a and Subgrade 3b. 

(i) Soil wetness to Subgrade 3a and Subgrade 3b over the Study Area; 

(ii) The woodland and roads have been graded as Non-Agricultural/Other. 

 

29 The area and proportion of agricultural land in each ALC grade have been measured from 

an ALC map given in Plan KCC4164/02.  The findings are reported in Table 4 below. 
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Table 4: Agricultural Land Classification 

ALC Grade Area (Ha) 
Area 

(% of Total Site) 

Grade 1 (Excellent) 0 0 

Grade 2 (Very Good) 0 0 

Subgrade 3a (Good) 3.4 37 

Subgrade 3b (Moderate) 4.0 43 

Grade 4 (Poor) 0 0 

Grade 5 (Very Poor) 0 0 

Non-agricultural / Other land 1.6 18 

Urban 0.2 2 

Total 9.2 100 
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Attachment 1 

Soil Pit Log 
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Matrix 

NGR X Y Top Bttm Thick Munsell colour Form Munsell colour Form Munsell colour % > 2cm > 6cm Type % > 2cm > 6cm Type Strength Size Shape MBw MBp Gd WC Gw Limitation 1 Limitation 2 Limitation 3 Grade

1 TQ 32471 25982 532471 125982 72 ≤7 Level CER 0 30 30 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 27 19 2 WC III 3a Wetness 3a

30 60 30 2.5Y6/3 CD - Common Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

60 120 60 10YR6/4 CD - Common Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

2 TQ 32652 25971 532652 125971 56 ≤7 Level CER 0 20 20 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 22 8 2 WC IV 3b Wetness 3b

20 32 12 2.5Y6/3 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

32 120 88 10YR7/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes C - Clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

3 TQ 32558 25897 532558 125897 60 ≤7 Level CER 0 28 28 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 19 3 2 WC IV 3b Wetness 3b

28 120 92 10YR7/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes ZC - Silty clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

4 TQ 32681 25898 532681 125898 56 ≤7 Level CER 0 28 28 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 19 3 2 WC IV 3b Wetness 3b

28 120 92 10YR7/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes ZC - Silty clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

5 TQ 32784 25902 532784 125902 57 ≤7 Level CER 0 20 20 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 22 8 2 WC IV 3b Wetness 3b

20 32 12 2.5Y6/3 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

32 120 88 10YR7/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes C - Clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

6 TQ 32520 25790 532520 125790 75 ≤7 Level CER 0 25 25 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 31 16 1 WC III 3a Wetness 3a

25 55 30 10YR6/3 CD - Common Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

55 120 65 10YR5/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes ZC - Silty clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

7 TQ 32599 25794 532599 125794 75 ≤7 Level CER 0 25 25 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 31 17 1 WC III 3a Wetness 3a

25 55 30 10YR6/3 CD - Common Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

55 120 65 10YR5/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes C - Clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

8 TQ 32701 25795 532701 125795 70 ≤7 Level CER 0 26 26 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 31 17 1 WC III 3a Wetness 3a

26 53 27 10YR6/3 CD - Common Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes MSZL - Medium sandy silt loam 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

53 120 67 10YR5/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes C - Clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

9 TQ 32839 25806 532839 125806 63 ≤7 Level CER 0 20 20 10YR5/2 No MCL - Clay loam (medium) 2 1 0 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Not Applicable NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) No No 22 8 2 WC IV 3b 3b

20 32 12 2.5Y6/3 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes HZCL - Silty clay loam (heavy) 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Moderate NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes No

32 120 88 10YR7/1 MD - Many Distinct 7.5YR5/8 Yes C - Clay 2 HR - All hard rocks or stones (i.e. those which cannot be scratched with a finger nail) Poor NON - Non-calcareous (<0.5% CaCO3) Yes Yes

END

Land use
Depth (cm) Grey Mottles Drought

Point
Grid ref.

Alt (m) Slope o Aspect
Stones - type 2Ochreous Mottles

Gley SUBS STR CaCO3 Mn C SPLTexture
Stones - type 1 Final ALCPed Wet
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Attachment 2 

Soil Pit Description 

 

 

 



 

 42 KCC4164 ALC&C March 26 

 



 

 43 KCC4164 ALC&C March 26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 3 

Laboratory Analysis 
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Appendix KCC4 

Extracts from the Nix Farm 

Management Pocketbook 
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Plan KCC4164/01 

Auger Point Plan 
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KEY    PLAN KCC4164/01 

    TITLE Auger Points Plan 

 Auger sample location   SITE Sugworth Farm, Haywards Heath 

 Topsoil sample   CLIENT Fairfax Properties 

 Soil Pit   NUMBER KCC4164/01  02/26hr 

    DATE February 2026 SCALE NTS 

     

KERNON COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANTS LTD 
GREENACRES BARN, PURTON STOKE, SWINDON,  

WILTSHIRE SN5 4LL 
Tel 01793 771 333  Email: info@kernon.co.uk 

This plan is reproduced from the Ordnance Survey  
under copyright license 100015226 
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Plan KCC4164/02 

Agricultural Land Classification 

Plan 
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KEY  Ha % PLAN KCC4164/02 

 Grade 1   TITLE Agricultural Land Classification Plan 

 Grade 2   SITE Sugworth Farm, Haywards Heath 

 Grade 3a 3.4 37 CLIENT Fairfax Properties 

 Grade 3b 4.0 43 NUMBER KCC4165/02  02/26hr 

 Grade 4   DATE February 2026 SCALE NTS 

 Grade 5    
KERNON COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANTS LTD 

GREENACRES BARN, PURTON STOKE, SWINDON,  
WILTSHIRE, SN5 4LL 

Tel 01793 771 333  Email: info@kernon.co.uk 

This plan is reproduced from the Ordnance Survey  
under copyright license 100015226 

 

 Non-agricultural 1.6 18 

 Urban 0.2 2 

 Not surveyed   

 TOTAL 9.2 100 
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