From: Andrew Clarke

Sent: 10 April 2026 13:11:45 UTC+01:00

To: "'Dan'" <dan@studiohere.com>

Subject: RE: 0332 Little Reed - DM/25/0590 Mid Sussex

Attachments: 20251031 NH HR NH-25-10773 DM-25-0590 - Little Reeds Farm London Rd

Hickstead W Sussex.pdf, Mid Sussex DC - Online Register - Consultee Comments for Planning Application
DM/25/0590

Dear Dan,

Apologies for the further delays with the determination of this application. There does
appear to have been an issue with the re-consultation with Place Services both in
November and more recently in March. I'm afraid | cannot provide a full explanation for
this at the current time but have asked our Service Support Team to look into it further.
Suffice to say | am now content that they have all the documentation, esp in relation the
BNG and are seeking to provide a full response asap.

On the wider matters relating to the application, we have received comments from our
Tree Officer and Archaeologist (also at Place Services so they seem to have received
the consultation) who have not raised objections to the application. | am still awaiting
comments from the EA (as advised by our Drainage Officers and will forward them on
when received).

On the ‘live’ consultations, please see below:

Highways - we still have a holding objection from National Highways. There was
ongoing dialogue between NH and GTA on your side up until October last year, but no
subsequent response in relation to NH latest set of queries (attached). As it stands
therefore the holding recommendation remains and could be a reason to refuse the
application. I'd be grateful if you could request GTA re-engage with the NH and copy me
into any correspondence.

Drainage — | have received the following comments from our Drainage Officers:

The application is supported by a Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy dated
30/08/2024. Surface water modelling has been undertaken as part of the application.

Since the 2024 report was produced the Environment Agency released updated flood
risk mapping following the new National Flood Risk Assessment (NaFRAZ2) in early
2025.

The updated mapping uses new and improved methods to assess flood risk. Given the
sites proximity to the River Adur we would expect the Environment Agency’s fluvial flood
data to be included within the report to demonstrate no land raising is to occur below the
1:100+CC flood level.



The submitted surface water modelling is not acceptable, as it fails to demonstrate that
the proposed development will not increase flood risk both on-site and off-site, in

particular:

The LIiDAR used from 2014 is outdated. The applicant should use the EA LIDAR
1m DTM from 2022.

The climate change allowance used for the modelling has not been specified (we
would expect increasing rainfall amounts by the proportion associated with the
Upper End allowance for the Adur and Ouse Management Catchment for the
2070s epoch (development with a lifetime between 2061 and 2125): 3.3% AEP -
rainfall increased by 40% and 1% AEP - rainfall increased by 45%.)

The catchment area used for the TuUFLOW model has not been sufficiently
justified. The catchment extent should be defined based on the LiDAR, and be
sufficient to demonstrate that surface water flows both upstream and
downstream of the site are not affected by the development.

The surface water modelling results have only been presented at discrete points.
The modelled flood depths should be presented for both the whole site and the
wider area, for the existing scenario (baseline), the proposed scenario, and a
comparison / difference of flood depths pre-post development to demonstrate the
impact of both the land raising and the proposed swale.

The boundary conditions of the model are not discussed, we would expect a
water level versus flow boundary (HQ) to be applied at the downstream extent of
the model domain at the River Adur, with a gradient derived from the EA LiDAR
DTM. HQ boundaries with general slope values should be applied to the rest of
2D domain to prevent glass-walling.

Results of sensitivity testing have not been presented (for example Sensitivity
testing of Manning’s ‘n’ roughness values, critical storm duration, 1D
representations)

Modelled flood hazard mapping has not been provided for the 1:100 year +CC
event to demonstrate that safe escape routes for the residents will not be
affected by the proposed works.

It has not been demonstrated that there will be no land raising within the surface water
1:100 year plus climate change extent.

The applicant needs to provide evidence that the proposed development will not
increase flood risk on site or elsewhere.

At this time, we will require the following further information:

. Revised surface water modelling for the 1:100 year + climate
change event to demonstrate that the development design
ensures;

= Site users are safe in the event of a flood
= There is no loss of floodplain storage

= There is no impedance of overland flows
= There is no increase in flood risk



Surface Water Drainage

We would advise the applicant that at this stage of planning the following additional
information in relation to the provided surface water drainage strategy will be needed to
be provided.

e Pre- and post-development discharge rates

e Cross-section drawings do not show the existing ditch, National Highways (NH)
boundary and site boundary.

o Evidence that the western boundary ditch exists.

o Evidence that the receiving ditch has capacity, a wider connection to the
drainage / watercourse network in the area and it’s inverts support the proposed
drainage system.

o Evidence that WSCC Highways would accept the principle of surface water
drainage connecting to their system.

The team do not consider the 2024 Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy sufficient to
address the flood risk and drainage requirements at this stage of planning.

Receipt of the requested additional information does not mean further information will
not be requested, nor does it guarantee that the Flood Risk and Drainage Team will not
object to the development. Neither does it prevent the team from recommending a flood
risk or drainage condition.

Can the above queries be addressed in a revised drainage submission please.

MSDC EHO — The comments of our EHO are attached. As you will note whilst they are
not raising an objection a number of queries have been raised regarding the purpose of
the bund and that it doesn’t really achieve its stated objectives. They also note the
baseline for the noise recordings may not be robust. Your comments in respect of this
would be welcomed.

MSDC Landscapes — | await further comments on the revised LVIA but note the revision
to the harm from none to medium (low with mitigation). This confirms the potential for
harm to the character and appearance of the rural area even with potential mitigation
and planting. | too also retain concerns regarding the length of the bund to the north
which is not necessary for the given reasons for the application (to mitigate the road
noise) and potentially adds to the visual impact, drainage issues and highways
concerns. A full re-consideration of this element would be requested.

With respect to the wider principle of the development, as your planning statement
concerns, the development is not necessary for the purposes of agricultural and whilst
the content of policy DP29 are noted this does not provide support for additional
mitigation (the mitigation is internal sound insulation as secured through Building
Regulations.) and the site has historically had a residential dwelling upon it. It therefore
falls to determine the application primarily against the policy DP12 of the District Plan
and in the absence of any other policy support, and noting the current concerns



regarding the impact upon the character and appearance of the area and the excessive
length of the bund then, and notwithstanding the addressing of issues around BNG,
highway safety and drainage, that the development is unacceptable in principle in
respect to its scale and impact upon the character and appearance of the rural area.

I’'m happy to accept further comments, representation and evidence but would now be
seeking to bring the matter to a conclusion within the next 6 weeks.

In respect of the procedural issues with this application, for this | apologise in relation to
the delay undertaking consultation following the submission of additional information in
late 2025. | acknowledge this has delay the determination of the application, albeit is
unlikely to have had an impact upon the determination of the planning merits of the
application. With respect to escalating any complaint details of our complaints
procedure can be found at the following link: https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/about-
us/your-feedback/

| hope the above addresses all aspects of the current application and your concerns
regarding the determination of the application.

Kind regards

Andy Clarke BSc (Econ), PGDip

Senior Planning Officer

Planning Investigation and Enforcement

Mid Sussex District Council, Oaklands Road

Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH16 1SS

Tel: +44 (0)1444 477332

Andrew.Clarke@midsussex.gov.uk  http://www.midsussex.gov.uk

Working together for a better Mid Sussex

From: Dan <dan@studiohere.com>

Sent: 09 April 2026 08:01

To: Andrew Clarke <andrew.clarke@midsussex.gov.uk>

Cc: planningvalidation <planningvalidation@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: 0332 Little Reed - DM/25/0590 Mid Sussex

Hello Andy,

Why did you not come back to us?

Dan McEwan

07827 012317
studiohere.com
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On 8 Apr 2026, at 09:28, Andrew Clarke
<Andrew.Clarke@midsussex.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Dan,

Thanks for the email. Apologies | have only just picked it up. I'll have a full
response to you by the end of the day.

Kind regards

Andy Clarke BSc (Econ), PGDip

Senior Planning Officer

Planning Investigation and Enforcement

Mid Sussex District Council, Oaklands Road

Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH16 1SS

Tel: +44 (0)1444 477332

Andrew.Clarke@midsussex.gov.uk http://www.midsussex.gov.uk

Working together for a better Mid Sussex
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national
highways

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 25-01)
Formal Recommendation to an Application for Planning Permission

From: Head of Planning & Development
Operations Directorate
South East Region
National Highways
PlanningSE@nationalhighways.co.uk

To: Mid Sussex District Council
(FAO Andrew Clarke)
andrew.clarke@midsussex.gov.uk
CC: transportplanning@dft.gov.uk

spatialplanning@nationalhighways.co.uk

Council's Reference: DM/25/0590
Location: Little Reeds Farm London Road Hickstead Haywards Heath

Proposal: Engineering works: 5m high earth noise bund with associated
landscaping

National Highways’ Ref: NH/25/10773

Referring to the consultation on a planning application dated 11 April 2025
referenced above, in the vicinity of the A23 near Hickstead West Sussex that forms
part of the Strategic Road Network, notice is hereby given that National Highways’
formal recommendation is that we:

c) recommend that planning permission not be granted for a
specified period (see reasons at Annex A);

d)recommend that the application be refused (see reasons at Annex A)

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024
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Highways Act 1980 Section 175B is not relevant to this application."

This represents National Highways’ formal recommendation and is copied to the
Department for Transport as per the terms of our Licence.

Should the Local Planning Authority propose not to determine the application in accordance
with this recommendation they are required to consult the Secretary of State for Transport, as
set out in the Town and Country Planning (Development Affecting Trunk Roads) Direction
2018, via transportplanning@dft.gov.uk and may not determine the application until the
consultation process is complete.

The Local Planning Authority must also copy any consultation under the 2018 Direction to
PlanningSE@nationalhighways.co.uk.

This response and all comments outlined herein are made in respect of planning matters only in
National Highways’ position as a statutory planning consultee, and does not confer any
proprietary rights nor amount to the giving or refusal of consent, assent, approval, or awareness
of or by National Highways in or of any other aspects or matters (including, but not limited to, the
use of property belonging to National Highways). If anyone wishes for National Highways to
consider any aspects which do not relate to planning submissions, they should call our contact
centre on 0300 123 5000.

Date: 31 October 2025
Signature:

Name: Kevin Bown Position: Spatial Planner

National Highways: Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, GU1 4LZ

National Highways has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as a
strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is
the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road
Network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such we work to ensure
that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current
activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term
operation and integrity.

We will therefore be concerned with proposals and policies that have the potential to
impact the safe and efficient operation of the SRN, in the case of this proposal,
particularly the A23.

" Where relevant, further information will be provided within Annex A.

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024
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Annex A National Highways’ assessment of the proposed development

It is recommended that the application should not be granted permission for a period
expiring on 30 January 2026; unless in the meantime all concerns and requirements
raised by National Highways are fully resolved and this Holding Recommendation is
replaced. This does not fetter the Council’'s ability, if they so wish, to refuse the
application or agree an extension of time.

Reasons

Background

We note the following form the submissions available online

1. The application is for the construction of a maximum 5m high acoustic bund with
additional planting

2. The site is located immediately adjacent to and is accessed via the A23, that forms
part of the SRN

Therefore, we will have an interest in the application from two perspectives

a) The traffic attracted to, generated by or rerouted as a result of proposals
and/or

b) the construction, operation or maintenance of a site adjacent to or in close
proximity to the SRN.

3. With regards (a) we note the contents of the Transport Assessment

4. With regards (b) we note the contents of various of the documents, including the
planning statement, flood risk assessment & surface water drainage strategy and
various illustrative drawings of the profile, cross sections and landscaping of the
bund

Overall, we have no objection to the principle of the bund. However, as explained
below, we require further details in order to assess the practical implications of the
proposals for the SRN and how they can be implemented without causing
unacceptable safety, reliability and/or operational impacts on the SRN.

Subject to those details, we believe we will be able to provide a future recommendation
of no objection subject to the imposition of required conditions.

Set out below are our original and 1 August 2025 updates.

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024





Detailed Assessment and Requirements

Intended Duration/ Retention of the Proposed Access Works

Pre-application engagement between the applicant and NH resulted in NH being
amenable, in principle, to proposed works to the site access to facilitate the proposed
bund but only for a temporary period.

We note the Planning Statement at para 1.8 confirms that there is no intention to
permanently change the use of the land nor intensify the use of the vehicular access.

1.8 At the conclusion of the engineering works, the land will be restored and used solely
as residential gardens and horse paddocks. There is no intention to permanently
change the use of the land nor intensify the usage of the vehicular access beyond the
duration of the works permitted.

However, it appears that there is now an intention to seek the permanent retention of
more sizeable access.

The location of the site access close to the layby to the north and slip road to the south
impact on the longer-term safety, reliability and operation of the A23. Hence our
position of being amenable only to a temporarily improved access to facilitate only the
short-term construction of the bund.

Any permanent retention of the improved access could have implications for the use of
the land/ access and would need to be either justified via evidence or conditioned to
avoid any identified risks

ACTION: the applicant should clarify their intention with regards to the retention
of the improved access. If the intention is the permanent retention then evidence
to address any risks to the SRN should be provided or a means to avoid such
risks, for example, by way of NPPF compliant conditions, suggested.

1 August 2025 NH Update

We note the intention to retain the improved access in perpetuity. We now have
no objection to the retention of the access for the purpose of providing access
to a single residential property. This will need to be conditioned.

Departures from the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges

As required by NPPF (2024) and DfT C/22, all highway works must comply with the
DMRB. Via pre-application engagement, the applicant and NH are agreed that the
works proposed to the site access would require Departures from DMRB as they would
not be automatically compliant.

The TS indicates that the necessary Departure applications would be made in parallel
with the application. However, | can find no record of recent Departure applications
having been made.

ACTION: the applicant should clarify their intentions with regards the departure
process. Any consent would require the correct drawings to be conditioned.
Therefore, it would seem sensile for the drawings to be those agreed via the

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024





Departures Process.

1 August 2025 NH Update:
A Departure has been submitted and is being processed.

WCHAR & Road Safety Audit

| note that the TS suggests a WCHAR exemption has been sought but as far as | am
aware has not been agreed. The A23 is not a special road that precludes particular
classes. Therefore the likes of cyclists could be expected to use it and could be
impacted by the proposed temporary intensification of the access.

ACTION: applicant to clarify WCHAR position.

1 August NH 2025 Update:

I note that a WCHAR exemption has been submitted alongside the Departure.
Notwithstanding this, the required Construction Traffic Management Plan (see
below) should set out how the safety of non-motorised users will be maintained
both in the vicinity of the site access and at the A23/A2300 junction that trucks
exiting the site will be using to either turn around or continue to travel
southbound (noting the presence of a shared footpath/cycleway at the junction
and hence the expectation of cyclists and pedestrians being present.

| note that an RSA was progressed at pre-applic but, as the online version indicates,
was not completed. National Highways were not able to agree to the Designer’'s
Response, for example, in terms of the closure of the well use and in demand layby.

ACTION: the applicant should re-engage with NH to progress the RSA, while also
mindful of the related Departures/ WCHAR/ Safety Risk Assessment processes.

1 August 2025 NH Update:
The RSA is being progressed.

Traffic Generation during construction
We are content with the calculations set out in the Transport Statement.

In order to ensure they are adhered to the applicant will need to submit Construction
Traffic Management Plan.

The CTMP can either be submitted now and be subject to a strict accordance
implementation condition, or to have a pre-coOmmencmeent condition requiring the
CTMP to be submitted and agreed in writing by the Council who shall consult NH.

The CTMP will need to cover, at minimum, the following additional matters, some of
which are also mentioned in the TS:

The CTMP shall include details (text, maps and drawings as appropriate) of the scale,
timing and mitigation of all construction related aspects of the development. It will

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024





include, but is not limited to: site hours of operation; numbers, frequency, routing and
type of vehicles visiting the site; travel plan and guided access/egress and parking
arrangements for site workers, visitors and deliveries; plus sheeting of loose loads and
wheel washing and other facilities to prevent dust, dirt, detritus etc from entering the
public highway (and means to remove if it occurs).

ACTION: applicant to provide draft CTMP now or agree to imposition of a pre-
commencement condition requiring a CTMP to be agreed

1 August 2025 NH Update:

Given the outstanding RSA Problem 3.3.1, and the proposal to address it via a
CTMP, we require the applicant to prepare a Construction Traffic Management
Plan that can be agreed and made subject of an implementation condition to be
attached to any consent.

Boundary Matters

We continue to review the boundary implications of the proposed bund. For example,
in terms of materials, slope profiles, Geotech, drainage and planting. We will provide
our comments and requirements on these matters shortly.

In due course it will be likely we will be able to address all matters via recommended
conditions.

1 August 2025 NH Update
NH continues to engage with the applicant to address all boundary matters.

31 October 2025 Update

All the matters set out above as of 1 August 2025 remain outstanding. We have not
received any response from the applicant, nor can we see any new submissions online
under the application.

We look to the applicant to progress the actions in a timely fashion or to provide evidence
as to why they believe the actions are either not necessary or not proportionate.

We look to the Council to encourage the applicant to engage with us and to ensure that
no works are being carried out in advance of any consent.

Overall

Currently the application has not demonstrated compliance with national planning and
transport policy as set out in the MHCLG NPPF (2024) and DfT C1/22.

Consequently, National Highways recommend that the application should not be granted
permission for a period expiring 30 January 2026; unless in the meantime all queries
and requirements raised by National Highways are fully resolved and this Holding
Recommendation is replaced. This does not fetter the Council’s ability, if they so wish,
to either refuse the application or agree an extension of time.

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024





Standi ivice to the local planning authori

The Climate Change Committee’s 2022 Report to Parliament notes that for the UK to
achieve net zero carbon status by 2050, action is needed to support a modal shift
away from car travel. The NPPF supports this position, with paragraphs 74 and 109
prescribing that significant development should offer a genuine choice of transport
modes, while paragraphs 108 and 114 advise that appropriate opportunities to
promote walking, cycling and public transport should be taken up.

Moreover, the build clever and build efficiently criteria as set out in clause 6.1.4 of
PAS2080 promote the use of low carbon materials and products, innovative design
solutions and construction methods to minimise resource consumption.

These considerations should be weighed alongside any relevant Local Plan policies

to ensure that planning decisions are in line with the necessary transition to net zero
carbon.

National Highways Planning Response (NHPR 24-02) February 2024
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												Consultee comments








Dear Sir/Madam,


A consultee has commented on a Planning Application. A summary of the comments is provided below.


Comments were submitted at 16/04/2025 5:16 PM from Adam Dracott on behalf of Environmental Protection.


			Application Summary


			Reference:			DM/25/0590


			Address:			Little Reeds Farm London Road Hickstead Haywards Heath West Sussex RH17 5LY 


			Proposal:			Engineering works: 5m high earth noise bund with associated landscaping 


			Case Officer:			Andrew Clarke 


			


Click for further information








			Comments Details


			Comments:			NOISE





I make these comments with reference to the Noise Assessments that have been submitted in support of this application.





1. The noise data that have been collected, on which the noise assessments are based, were made between 6 and 14 October 2021. This was around the time of the end of Covid-19 restrictions. The traffic levels at that time were lower than they are currently and therefore the noise levels are possibly different from those back in 2021. There has been no discussion in the reports about the uncertainty of the baseline noise levels in relation to these changes in traffic levels now compared to those in 2021.


2. There are 3 noise impact assessment reports in the submitted documents all written by Anderson Acoustics:


a. Noise Impact Assessment Reeds Farm, Hickstead September 2024 (reference 5549_001R_2-0_JE)


b. Noise Assessment Reeds Farm, Hickstead November 2021 (reference 5549_001R_1-0_RNM). This was appended to the March 2025 report (see below) as an options appraisal


c. Noise Impact Assessment Reeds Farm, Hickstead March 2025 (reference 5549_001R_3-0_JN)


The position of the proposed earth bund is different in these reports. The latest report dated March 2025 is the report I will be basing my comments on.


3. In the March 2025 report, there is no explicit bund size. In section 2.3, Figure 2.2, counting the 1m contours, it appears that the height of the bund is 5m. This would be in accordance with the description of the development. It is important to note, as the inputs in the noise modelling software CadnaA are critical in providing reliable outputs on which decisions are to be made. 


4. The Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment have produced Guidelines for Environmental Noise Impact Assessment (version 1.2, November 2014). The results from the March report in Table 4.1 show that the benefit in noise terms with the earth bund and fence in place are “slight” to “none/not significant”. There is some benefit to the noise environment at the property but it is small.


5. The noise environment around the property with the earth bund and fence in place will continue to be dominated by traffic noise. The noise levels in all but the east façade will remain above the upper guideline value for external residential amenity spaces, which is 55 dBLAeq in British Standard 8233:2014 Guidance on sound insulation and noise reduction for buildings. 





CONTAMINATION





The development requires a substantial amount of imported material being brought to the site. This has the potential to bring contaminated material onto site and to degrade the quality of the land and at worst cause the site to become contaminated land in terms of Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. In order to protect the land from falling within this definition, a materials management plan will be required to ensure the imported materials are of a suitable quality.





I recommend that a condition is applied to the approval document requiring that a materials management plan is submitted to the LPA, approved by the LPA, implemented and verified to the satisfaction of the LPA.





On the basis of the above, I do not object to this application. 











Kind regards 


 


			





