Steven King

From:

Sent: 20 I\/Iarch 2026 09:25

To:

Cc:

Subject: Re: Your comments on Planning Application DM/25/3129 - Outline Planning

Permission for the Erection of 125 dwellings on land At Borde Hill Lane, Haywards
Heath, West Sussex

Issues Relating to Mid Sussex District Council Planning Application
DM/25/3129 — Land At Borde Hill Lane — Haywards Heath, West Sussex.

| refer to my emails of 26th and 27 February 2026 and your acknowledgement of 28th February 2026.

May | take this opportunity to respectively remind you that | still await your promised substantive response? The
consultation period for this planning application is fast closing (period ends 23rd March 2026}, and | now fear any
response will now be too late to be of any use to me, in trying to fully understand the wider implications of your
original comments (Reference HA/2026/127478/01-LO1 dated 26th February 2026) in order for me to challenge
certain assumptions that already seem to be being made by others directly relying on your Departments inputs.
People far more important than me, actually working within the actual planning process itself - either as officials,
elected representatives as Counsellors, or Members of Parliament need this input far more urgently than | do.

| urge you to please respond to all the points | raised, so that all may fully understand the true Environmental
impacts of this development, especially in regards to, general drainage, potential flooding risk (including that well
beyond the actual site itself — please see my earlier comments), waste water and sewage treatment, Clean water
supply (already an issue with our water company’s current failing

infrastructure) as well as wider Environmental damage including; but not limited to noise, pollution, loss of wild life
habitat, and general pollution levels.

So far it seems that undue weight is being placed on the vague promises of “mitigation” measures based solely on
reports focusing purely on the impacts of the site itself, commissioned and paid for by the developer themselves,
with apparently little to no independent assessments beyond this. | hope you can prove me wrong in this respect.
The dictionary definition of “mitigation” provides little comfort to me in its common usage, however in this context -
on this site — it simply means to me making things a little less worse than they might otherwise be, when it should be
plain for all to see, that any significant development on this site (already flagged as having concerns for future
development precisely because of wider drainage issues) should be subject to the intense scrutiny. The fact your
original comments suggested forbidding actual occupation of any houses built until mitigation measures had been
sufficiently proven at least in part acknowledges this broader concern.

However, to my mind to use a common phrase, this rather seems to be putting the cart before the horse!

The net gains of building 125 new homes only to flood and cause on-going jeopardy to another 125 or more
elsewhere is lost on me.



From what | have read Southern Water are saying that it will be at least another 2 years before they can even begin
to bring on-line further capacity to deal with sewage treatment facilities already failing under current loads.
Meanwhile, South East Water - our clean water supplier - has recently been heavily fined for failures in supply dating

back over
2 years or more ago, and will still have to answer for this year's and lasts far more serious regional supply issues.

With what seems to be the five year cycle of Water Company corporate collapse, resulting in re-sale and
reacquisition (from what almost invariably always seems to be off-shore investors) it remains to be seen if any of the
forward commitments made by any of their current owners will actually be upheld or enforceable on whomsoever
might take them over in the future. Even under current ownership the promised priority replacement of our current
water main due in 2014 has still not taken place in 2026 and seems now to have been quietly forgotten about

altogether.

It is therefore ever more vital that vital infrastructure precedes approvals, forced through on whatever new Central
government building targets are being forced onto local authorities - who will ultimately be held responsible for and

have to deal with the problems created by poor planning.

It is therefore ever more vital than ever that appropriate Departments of State, Agencies or whatever perverse
organisational structures are created for them to operate under, take full responsibility for the professional advice

they are obligated to provide.
| do hope that we will all be hearing from you shortly.

Yours sincerely,

Danesbury,
Borde Hill Lane,
Haywards Heath,
West Sussex
RH16 1XP

On 2026-02-27 13:18, John Fanning wrote:

>
> Thankyou for the email below, | can confirm receipt.

>

> | will look to respond in more detail once I'd had a chance to review.
>

> Regardes,

>




> - Original Message-----

> Sent: 27 February 2026 09:04

> Subject: Fwd: Your comments on Planning Application DM/25/3129 -
> Qutline Planning Permission for the Erection of 125 dwellings on land

> At Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath, West Sussex
>

> Dear Mr Fanning,

>

> | am sending this email again as overnight | received an unable to

> deliver message. All of my other recipients are shown as having

> received my message.

>

> | have copied in again Steven King in Mid Sussex Planning as he might
> have another way of forwarding this to you via the internal UK.Gov.uk

> hetwork.
>

> Grateful if you could at least acknowledge receipt in the first

> instance, as | have not re-used email request for delivery and read
> receipts on this transmission just in case your servers might have
> been blocking them and that might have been the reason for the
> reported delivery failure.

>

> Yours sincerely,

S — riginal Message --------
> Subject: Your comments on Planning Application DM/25/3129 - Outline
> Planning Permission for the Erection of 125 dwellings on land At Borde

> Hill Lane, Haywards Heath, West Sussex
> Date: 2026-02-26 19:34

> Dear Mr Fanning,

>

> Reference: Your letter: HA/2026/127478/01-LO1 dated 26 February 2026

>

> Your letter at reference, sets out your departments initial (I don't

> know possibly only) comments on Planning Application DM/25/3129. .
>

> Within your comments you seem to place great reliance on the report
> produced by "Aqua Terra Consulting.” Can | ask who commissioned and
> paid for this report, and if | suspect the developer - then how

> credible do you consider its independence to be?



>

> Am | correct in assuming that the calculations put forward in this

> study only relate to the development site itself, with minimal

> consideration of the impacts on other areas on the Scrase Steam,

> related water ways and drainage systems further afield - and which are

> already the subject of regular Department of Environment flood

> warnings? There is also another website monitoring and reporting on

> these issues, | suspect you are already aware of it, but in case you

> are not | include a link to it below;

>

> https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.

> floodmapper.co.uk%2Fstations%2Flewes-road-lindfield-wps-walstead&data=

> 05%7C02%7Csteven.king%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C630ec3ttb4f34c0d597608de866

> 28ace%/C248dedt9d13548ccadc8babd7e9e8703%/7C0%7C0%/C639095954951474631%
> 7CUnknown%/7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eylFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOilwLjAuMDAwWMCIsl|
> AiOiIJXaW4zMilslkFOljoiTWFpbClslldUljoytQ%3D%3D% 7C0%/7C% /C%7C&sdata=g50h

> r3flOnR51bUYy%2FahjTscDLMpx1AVMO2mIsy0U6s%3D&reserved=0
>

>

> Has it not been Environment Agency policy to try and encourage the use
> of up-stream agricultural land to provide catchment areas and

> soakaways to help ease flooding? Assuming you have visited the site

> itself | wonder if you saw the adjacent large lakes within Borde Hill

> Gardens Estate land directly opposite the proposed development site?
> |f not then a google search on the post code RH16 1XP will show them.
>

> Can | ask what if any additional modelling, or studies will be

> independently undertaken by the Environment Agency to verify the

> proposed viability of this site for development in the way proposed

> and how will your studies be coordinated with other interested parties
> such as Southern Water particularly concerning waste water management
> both off-site and into other hard pressed sewer systems already

> failing under existing loads? Themselves already the subject of

> Environment Agency monitoring and concerns not mentioned in your

> comments.

>

> | see you propose placing a hold on allowing occupancy of any of the

> newly built dwellings, until the drainage arrangements for the site

> can be validated / proved as effective. | note that this restriction

> only seems to consider flood impacts on the new build properties, but
> apparently gives little or no consideration of the impacts on existing

> settlements. Can | ask you to comment further on this? Can | ask what
> period you have in mind for this validation period? Anything less

> than a year would surely not allow for a proper assessment to be made,
> considering the likelihood of heavier rains during winter months, and

> likely faster run of from sun baked clay soils during the summer and

> any heavy summer thundery storms. Even a year might not give a true
> representation given altering weather patterns of late and the growing
> impacts on global warming. Remember from the very outset when this
> site was being considered for 60 houses, drainage and flooding

> concerns were highlighted. The developer now proposes 125 new homes.
>

> Can | ask have you actually visited the site yourself, and if so at

> which time of year were your observations based or was this purely a

> desk-top study based on drawings and documentation so far submitted?
>



> | recently watched an ITV documentary called "Floods: New-build

> Nightmares." See link below;

>

> https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.

> itv.com%2Fnews%2Ftyne-tees%2F2026-02-12%2Fflooding-prompts-discovery-o

> f-planning-breaches-on-ten-new-build-estates&data=05%7C02%7Csteven.kin

> 8%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C630ec3ffb4f34c0d597608de86628ace%/C248dedf9d135
> 48ccadc8babd/7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639095954951503873%7CUnknown%/7CTWFpbGZs
> b3d8eyJFbXB0eU1lhcGkiOnRydWUsIYiOilwLjAuMDAwMCIsIAIOiJXaW4zMilslkFOlj
> 0i TWFpbClslldUljoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%/7C%7C%/C&sdata=KDOi11Aw37E4YIMP75w4KLV7/
> XkaTtPdaCQMouK6D%2B0O0%3D&reserved=0

>

> This programme highlighted an alarming number of new developments

> across the country that were suffering major flooding both during and

> shortly after completion. Part of the programmes message seemed to be

> that actual responsibility for flooding did not fall to the

> Environment Agency but the local authorities or higher level

> Government bodies approving such plans on appeal. As most of these

> other approving bodies seem to be relying so heavily on inputs from

> the Environment Agency would you like to comment on how such problems

> could be avoided should this site actually obtain approval? So far

> both Ansty and Staplefield and Haywards Heath Town Councils have both

> rejected the proposal with drainage and flooding concerns being cited

> high up on their list of wider concerns.

>

> | remain highly concerned that to date your departments comments only

> seems to focus on protection of the new build dwellings with apparent

> scant regards to wider issues. | appreciate that you no doubt have to

> work within a highly regulated set of procedures when advising on such

> issues, but | would nonetheless be grateful for your further thoughts,

> as may | suspect, other copy addresses.
>

>

> Yours sincerely,
>

>

> (Tel 01444 443483)

> |Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally

> privileged. If you have received this message by mistake, please

> notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone
> else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But
> you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have
> to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the

> Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation.

> Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency
> address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or

> recipient, for business purposes.



