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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 This document is prepared by Enplan on behalf of Benfield Valley Investments Ltd. It 

provides a response to the MIQs (INSP03) under Matter 7 ‘Housing site allocations in the 
urban fringe (H2)’ in relation to Benfield Valley. 

1.2 Enplan has made previous representations (October 2020) on behalf of Benfield Valley 
Investments Ltd in relation to the proposed Benfield Valley site allocation in the 
Regulation 19 version of the City Plan Part 2. This submission is made in further support 
of those representations. 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS 
Matter 7 - Housing site allocations in the urban fringe (H2) 

1. How did the Urban Fringe Assessment (2014, 2015 and 2021) take account of 
environmental constraints, such as the South Downs National Park, Registered 
Parks and Gardens, local designations such as LWS and Local Nature Reserves 
(LNR), ecology, biodiversity (including biodiversity net gain) more generally, 
climate change, and infrastructure, including local transport infrastructure 
requirements? Would the development plan’s policy framework along with 
proposed site specific measures, together, appropriately avoid, minimise and 
mitigate adverse development impacts? 

2.1 The methodology for the Urban Fringe Assessments is set out within each document (for 
example page 21, para 4.9 onwards of the 2021 update - document ED24) and this is in 
accordance with best practice guidance documents produced by the Chartered Institute 
of Ecological and Environmental Management and the British Standards Institute. The 
2015 (ED22) and 2021 (ED24) UFAs focussed on landscape and ecology assessments 
in view of the generally edge of city location of the sites. The 2014 UFA (ED21a) 
included an assessment of ecological designations, historic designations, open space, 
environmental issues and landscape character (table 1 – Data sets, p9 of the 2014 UFA, 
document ED21a).  

2.2 The development plan’s policy framework coupled with site specific measures would, 
taken together, secure appropriate minimisation/mitigation of adverse development 
impacts. 

2. Would those site allocations impacting LWS and LNR accord with the NPPF 
paragraph 174, which seeks to protect and enhance valued landscapes, sites of 
biodiversity or geological value and provide net gains for biodiversity?  

2.3 In relation to Benfield Valley (an LWS), we have previously submitted information which 
sets out how the housing allocation would both protect the ecological interest and help to 
provide funding for improvements and long-term management of the wider site in order 
to provide biodiversity net gains. Careful design of the development layout and built form, 
including taking account of landscape impacts, would protect the visual amenity of the 
site and immediate locality.  

2.4 Overall, the proposals can achieve the following: 

• Restoration of approximately 7ha of lowland calcareous grassland, a Habitat of 
Principal Importance. In doing so, this will create habitat for Species of Principal 
Importance, such as the Small Heath Coenonympha pamphilus and other species 
that are of local priority, such as Glow-worm. 
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• Improvement of approximately 2,000 m2 of scrub. This will provide habitat for 
invertebrates, birds, and mammals, including Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus and 
dormice. 

• Creation of new bat roosting opportunities by installing integrated bat boxes in the 
new dwellings. The improvements to grassland, hedgerow, scrub and woodland 
habitats, as well as the provision of new ponds, will improve the quality of bat 
foraging habitat. 

• Installation of Swift bricks to contribute towards ‘Action for Swifts.’ 

• The retrofitting of a bridge for small mammals, such as the Hazel Dormouse, to the 
existing footbridge to link currently isolated populations on either side of the A27. 

• Creation of new hibernacula for reptiles. 

• Secure funding for habitat management and monitoring in the long-term. 

2.5 The overarching vision for the Benfield Valley development is to retain and enhance all 
habitats of ecological importance on site. The ecologically friendly design would focus on 
maintaining ecological permeability to avoid isolating any existing features and to 
increase connectivity to habitats north of the Shoreham Bypass (A27). The ecological 
and biodiversity assessment which informed the above list has been undertaken by 
consultants (EPR) engaged by Benfield Valley Investments Ltd. 

2.6 Educational interpretation boards would provide opportunities for residents to learn about 
the wildlife on their doorstep. By engaging residents and providing opportunities to 
wander freely and to look and learn about nature, they would be more likely to care about 
‘their space’, and in turn it would encourage people to look after their green spaces. 

2.7 Improvements in habitats also deliver many ‘ecosystem goods and services’ because the 
resurgence in nature improves pollination, helps capture carbon and delivers benefits for 
air and water quality. 

3. Are the urban fringe housing allocations appropriate and justified in light of the 
potential constraints, infrastructure requirements and adverse impacts? 

2.8 In view of the limited amount of housing provided in the City Plan Part 1 (CD01), one of 
the key recommendations from the examining Inspector was to ensure that all urban 
fringe sites were comprehensively reviewed as part of the City Plan Part 2 to secure 
further housing provision in appropriate locations. The Inspector stated at paragraph 22 
of the report on the CPP1 (CD23): 

“I indicated that the Council should rigorously assess all opportunities to meet housing 
need and I drew attention to three potential sources: windfall sites; urban fringe sites; and 
land allocated for employment use”. 
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2.9 As set out above, there are significant potential benefits in ecological and biodiversity 
terms which can be secured by an appropriately designed development. In addition, 
there are heritage benefits which development can fund including securing the future of 
the listed barn and restoration and improvements to the Benfield Barn Conservation Area 
and the currently derelict buildings within the setting of the listed barn. These ecological 
and heritage benefits, in addition to the provision of much needed housing in the city, 
would demonstrably outweigh the limited loss of some presently open land. There would 
be no unacceptable landscape or visual impacts and, as also noted in the attached 
Statement provided by GTA Civils & Transport Ltd, the potential impacts of the 
development in terms of traffic and air quality are minimal. 

4. Are the site boundaries appropriate? Is there any justification for amending the 
boundaries? Are there any significant factors that indicate that any sites/parts of 
sites should not have been allocated? 

2.10 As set out in our previous representations, we consider that boundaries of the areas 
allocated for housing within Benfield Valley need amendment better to relate to the on-
site constraints such as site levels, heritage and ecological/habitat considerations. The 
boundaries should be amended and extended to ensure that the effects of the 
development are minimised and its benefits optimised.  Furthermore, such revisions 
would provide flexibility and the opportunity for the site to accommodate additional units 
of housing to help meet the identified need in the city. 

5. Are the sites viable and deliverable? Is there any risk that site conditions and 
constraints might prevent development or adversely affect viability and delivery? 

2.11 Yes, the proposed allocations at Benfield Valley are viable and deliverable. Benfield 
Valley Investments Ltd has engaged consultants (Turner Morum) to assess the ecology, 
heritage, traffic and landscape/visual impacts of a proposed development and these 
assessments have not identified any constraints to development. Benfield Valley 
Investments Ltd has also undertaken an initial overall viability assessment to include a 
package of ecological and heritage improvements which has demonstrated that 
residential development would be viable.  

6. How were the site capacities determined? What assumptions have been made? 
Are these justified? What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is 
it realistic? 

2.12 As set out above and in previous representations, the work undertaken by the owners 
has identified that the site capacity is greater than that currently stated of 100 units.  

2.13 With regard to timescales, an application can be submitted soon after the adoption of the 
plan with development forthcoming thereafter. The full allocation would be completed 
within the first 5 years of the Plan period. 
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7. What benefits would the proposed development bring? What are the potential 
adverse impacts of developing the site and how might they be mitigated? 

2.14 As set out above and in previous representations, the development provides the 
opportunity to secure significant heritage and ecological/biodiversity benefits as well as 
improvements to recreational infrastructure and facilities such as footpaths, cycle hire 
and café facilities for local residents. 

2.15 With regard to heritage benefits, Benfield Barn Conservation Area is currently in very 
poor condition with the exception of the listed barn which has been restored and is 
maintained as part of the current footgolf operation on the site. The funding from 
residential development of part of the Benfield Valley would allow for further restoration 
of the derelict buildings to the rear (east) of the barn including the potential reconstruction 
of the former terrace of cottages to the south of the barn. These improvements to the 
Conservation Area could then provide recreational and tourism uses such as cycle hire, 
café, information boards and holiday let cottages which would in turn sustain the 
maintenance of the heritage assets. Taken together these facilities would provide the 
“gateway” to the South Downs National Park which policy SA7 promotes. Without 
significant investment there is no realistic prospect of securing these benefits.  

2.16 It is noted that Historic England and Natural England have raised no objection in principle 
to the proposed new housing development on the site. Consultants engaged on behalf of 
Benfield Valley Investments Ltd (Heritage Collective) consider that the above heritage 
benefits would be significant. They also consider that acceptable development can take 
place in the areas proposed under policy SA7 as well as extended areas identified in our 
October 2020 representations. 

2.17 The ecological enhancements listed above would secure an overall biodiversity net gain. 

8. Are the detailed policy requirements for each site, effective, justified and 
consistent with national policy? Do they adequately address all issues in relation 
to each site, including heritage, landscape, infrastructure, ecology and any other 
concerns? Should the ’potential number of dwelling units’ required on each site 
be stated as a minimum to ensure soundness? 

2.18 As set out in previous representations, it is considered that the policy does not seek to 
make the most effective use of land on the Benfield Valley site by restricting 
development to the small areas shown. This is not consistent with national policy which 
seeks to make the most effective use of land. The housing areas on the Benfield Valley 
site should be extended to maximise the use of the land. This can be achieved without 
resulting in any further material impact on heritage, landscape, infrastructure, ecology or 
highway capacity and safety. It would also be appropriate for the potential number of 
dwellings required on each site to be stated as a minimum to maximise effective use in 
line with national policy and, therefore, ensure the soundness of the Plan. 
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9. Would any Modifications proposed by the Council address any shortcomings? 

2.19 The proposed Modifications to the Plan (SD02) do not include any substantive changes 
to the Benfield Valley allocation and, therefore, do not adequately address the 
shortcomings of the Plan. Our previous submissions of October 2020 set out the reasons 
and justifications for amending the policies. Proposed alternative wording for policy SA7 
is included in the conclusions along with minor amendments to policy H2 and the 
proposals map of Benfield Valley. 

10. Given that one site is proposed to be deleted from Table 8, would it be 
necessary, for the purposes of soundness, to include a replacement site? If so 
which one and why? Please address 1-8 above in relation to any additional sites 
proposed by the Council. 

2.20 In addition to the removal of one site, the Modifications (SD02) also propose a reduction 
in the potential number of dwellings on the land at former nursery, Saltdean site. The 
total reduction in number of dwellings is, therefore, 31. This shortfall could readily be 
addressed by additional development on the Benfield Valley site without the need to 
identify a new replacement site. 

11. Would the wording of policy H2 (i), when read alongside para 3.69, provide a 
requirement for serviced plots for self and custom build housing? If not, should 
it? 

2.21 It is considered that the wording of the policy when read alongside para 3.69 strongly 
supports and encourages the provision of serviced plots for self and custom build 
housing but does not constitute a requirement. It is considered that this is an appropriate 
policy approach and there is no necessity to introduce a requirement for such plots within 
urban fringe sites. 

12. Should the wording of para 3.73, in relation to supporting studies, be amended 
to reflect best practice in relation to Environmental Impact Assessment and 
heritage assessment? 

2.22 It is considered that such an amendment would help to ensure the soundness of the 
plan. 

13. Is amendment to para 3.76 required to reflect the methodology adopted to 
assess the ecological impacts of potential site allocations? 

2.23 It is considered that such an amendment would help to ensure the soundness of the 
plan. 
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Benfield Valley site specific question – How have the impacts on air quality and 
traffic been assessed and any adverse impacts mitigated? 

2.24 The response to this question has been prepared by GTA Civils & Transport Ltd. 

2.25 Part of the Benfield Valley site is allocated for housing in the draft City Plan Part 2 under 
Policy H2.  The allocated site comprises two parcels bordering Hangleton Lane to its 
north and south.  Total site capacity is estimated by the Council as 100 dwellings. 

2.26 The Council’s assessment in TP05 Benfield Valley Topic Paper concludes at para 4.36 
that: 

“The housing development proposed at Benfield Valley through the Policy H2 allocation 
is relatively small in scale and is therefore expected to have only limited impacts in terms 
of highways and transport.  Benfield Valley is a sustainable location close to a range of 
facilities and services which would be readily accessible by walking / cycling or by public 
transport.  Proposals for housing development will be subject to the usual detailed 
assessment at the planning application stage, including consideration of site success 
and highways / transport impacts associated with any development proposal”. 

2.27 The supporting text to Policy H2 requires that developers submit detailed information / 
assessments at the planning application stage (para 3.73) including a Traffic 
Assessment and (at para 3.74) that other assessments may be required, including a 
Transport Statement and Air Quality Assessment.   

2.28 In support of this submission, an initial assessment has been carried out of the likely 
impacts of the proposed allocation on highways and air quality.  We would concur with 
the Council’s assessment of the site location as intrinsically sustainable in transport 
terms.  The likely option for highway site access would be via a roundabout on Hangleton 
Lane serving both parcels which would provide a suitable and safe access for all road 
users.  

2.29 The Department for Transport (DfT) traffic count database gives reliable (pre-2020) 2-
way flows as follows: 

• 1,700-1,800 vehicles / hour in the peak hours on the southernmost part of A293 
Hangleton Link (south of Sainsburys roundabout); 

• 2,100-2,600 vehicles / hour in peak hours on the section of A270 between its 
junctions with A293 Hangleton Link and A293 Trafalgar Road; and  

• 1,500-1,600 vehicles / hour in the peaks on A293 to the north of Hangleton Lane. 

2.30 Based on an initial assessment using the TRICS database (full outputs in document 
REPRESENT05), a development of this type and size in such a location could be 
expected to generate only about 40-45 2-way vehicle trips in the AM and PM peak hours, 
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and 360 AADT (Annual Average Daily Traffic), i.e. 360 total over the course of the 
average day. 

2.31 Distributed across likely destinations and allocated to the highway network, the additional 
development traffic on any part of the network would therefore be extremely small, with a 
most likely maximum of 33% of total generations on any one major highway link in the 
site vicinity, with dispersion over the network beyond.  Such increases in traffic flows in 
the peak hours would amount to only a 1% increase on the A293 Hangleton Link north 
and south of its junction with Hangleton Lane and about 0.6% on the A270 between the 
two A293 junctions, which would be immaterial in terms of impacts on highway capacity 
or safety.   

2.32 The Council’s assessment of the cumulative highways impact of all CPP2 housing 
allocations on the junctions on A27 Brighton Bypass (TP03 Transport Topic Paper), 
including the junction with A293 Hangleton Link, takes account of detailed junction 
modelling and agreements with National Highways and their traffic consultants (Atkins) 
and concludes at para 5.2 that “feasible junction amendment schemes exist for all 
junctions which represent satisfactory mitigation of the traffic impacts of the site 
allocation proposals within CPP2 upon the Strategic Road Network”. 

2.33 Amongst many factors, air quality is influenced by the volume of traffic (measured in 
terms of AADT – Annual Average Daily Traffic) and the proportion of heavy vehicles.  
The DfT traffic count data shows reliable (pre-2020) AADTs of 20-23,000 vehicles / day 
AADT on the A293 Hangleton Link, and 28-29,000 AADT on the section of A270 
between its junctions with A293 Hangleton Link and A293 Trafalgar Road.  Total site 
traffic generations would be only 360 vehicles / day AADT, with insignificant amounts 
being heavier vehicles.  Distributed as for peak hour flows, the increase in traffic flows on 
all those links would be 0.5% or less which would be immaterial in terms of impacts on 
air quality. There are no Air Quality Management Areas in the site vicinity.  The nearest 
is the South Portslade AQMA, covering the A293 Trafalgar Road south of the A270 and 
the A259 Wellington Road (approximately 1.2km to the southwest, see map below).  
Traffic associated with the Benfield Valley site would have dispersed to negligible 
amounts on both roads. 
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Map showing AQMAs (highlighted in blue) and the Benfield Valley housing allocation 
sites (red stars) – map courtesy of uk-air.defra.gov.uk 

2.34 The Council has concluded that there would be no unacceptable highways or air quality 
impacts associated with the Policy H2 allocation for Benfield Valley.  Our initial impact 
assessment of the proposed allocation for 100 dwellings shows that any increase in 
traffic flows arising as a result of the development would not have a material impact on 
highways operation or air quality on any part of the highway network.  There are no traffic 
related highways impacts or air quality reasons why the CPP2 Policy H2 allocation for 
Benfield Valley should not be taken forward. 
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