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About this Document

This is the Summary of Representations to the East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton &
Hove Waste and Minerals Local Plan Review Draft Revised Policies Document Consultation
2020. The consultation ran for 12 weeks between 11 May 2020 and 3 August 2020. The con-
sultation was an informal consultation which was run in accordance with Regulation 18 of
the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. Due to circumstances
outside the control of the Authorities’, paper documents were not placed at the primary
deposit points. Appendix A contains links to the original representations. To protect privacy,
email addresses and telephone numbers have been redacted. Further information about the
consultation can be found in the Consultation Statement. The Authorities response is also
detailed in the Schedule.
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Network Rail

Network Rail (Duplicate)
Ibstock Brick Ltd

Brett Aggregates

Mineral Products Association
Roger Smith

Crowborough Town Council
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Deborah Kalinke

Rother District Council
National Grid
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Polegate Town Council
Historic England
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Ibstock Brick Ltd (Duplicate)
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R3-047 Ibstock Brick Ltd (Duplicate)

R3-026 Jane Foot
R3-023 Jo ODell
R3-029 Julian Owen
R3-056 Kay Woolner
R3-025 Keith Payne
R3-028 Kent County Council
R3-010 Kier
R3-019 Lesley Healey
R3-046 Lewes District Council & Eastbourne Borough Council
R3-015 Lewes District Green Party
R3-039 Linda Grange
R3-007 Marine Management Organisation
R3-052 Marion Thomas
R3-055 Martin Meadows
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R3-012 Wienerberger
R3-020 William Ackroyd
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Summary of Responses

Biosphere
Rep ID Comment Authorities’' Response
In respect of minerals provision, the RPD
R3-023 Concern regarding plan effect on Bio- relies on the use of existing permitted fa-
sphere. cilities. No significant effects on the
UNESCO Biosphere were identified.

Climate Change

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’' Response

R3-015

The Plan should reflect the Climate Emer-
gency Declarations made by the three Au-
thorities.

Climate change is currently addressed
through Policy WMP 24a Climate Change; a
review of this policy is not within the
scope of this partial review. As set out in
the Context section of the plan, it will be
the subject of the next full review of the
Plan.

R3-015

The revised policies should refer specifi-
cally to the goals of the Paris Agreement
and ensure that all policies and actions are
fully consistent with those goals.

Climate change is currently addressed
through Policy WMP 24a Climate Change; a
review of this policy is not within the
scope of this partial review. As set out in
the Context section of the plan, it will be
the subject of the next full review of the
Plan.

Consultation

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-039

Consultation should have been longer.

The consultation was conducted over 12
weeks to allow for the unusual circum-
stances at that time. For this consultation,
submissions submitted after the close of
the consultation are considered on their
merits.

279




Environment

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

Marine environment should be protected

The marine environment is subject to both
Marine Plans and a number of designations
protecting areas of specific environmental

R3-020 . interest. Dredging is also subject to a li-
equally to land environment. . . . .
cencing regime which places obligations on
the operators in respect of their environ-
mental effects.
Two thirds of the Plan Area is subject to
environmental protection, whether as part
of the SDNP or High Weald AONB plus other
areas designated as SPAs, SACs, SSSls, an-
cient woodlands etc. The Plan fails to ad-
: . _] Policy RW1 is intended to direct waste
dress the secondary impact of mineral and
management development away from sen-
waste development on these areas and ru- | .. .
ral villages as per the Environment Act sitive areas. RM1 sets out how minerals
R3-039 s P will be provided. The WMP contains a com-

1995. This would have to encompass not
only the immediate environment of waste
and aggregate infrastructure but also the
cumulative impact of construction and ex-
traction traffic on rural roads in the Plan
Area. No mention is made of Air Quality
Management (AQM) and the effect on the
health of residents due to this.

prehensive set of development manage-
ment policies which address topics such as
traffic (WMP25) and air quality (WM26).

Excluded development list

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-063

Applications for removal, variation or ap-
proval of conditions should not be on this
list e.g. often noise conditions are in-
cluded on residential developments to en-
sure they can co-exist with nearby miner-
als infrastructure. This should be done in
consultation with the MPA to ensure infra-
structure facilities are not undermined.
Similarly, reserved matters application can
often lead to changes in layout etc. Exam-
ple of where this has occurred in at Craw-
ley site and Greenwich Wharf is provided.

Agree. 'Applications for approval, variation
or removal of conditions' and ‘Reserved
Matters' have been removed from the ex-
cluded development list.
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General

Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
R3-003 No objections to the revisions. Noted.
R3-010, R3-030 No comments. Noted.
R3-059 No comments. Noted.
Local Impact
Rep ID Comment Authorities’' Response
. . . In respect of minerals provision, the RPD
Concern regarding local impact of existing . b, . .
L . . relies on the use of existing permitted fa-
R3-016 facilities in relation to pollution. (Newha- | . .
cilities. The local effects were a considera-
ven) . .
tion when selecting the approach selected.
In respect of minerals provision, the RPD
R3-023 Concern regarding effect on reputation of [relies on the use of existing permitted fa-

town of Plan. (Newhaven)

cilities. The local effects were a considera-
tion when selecting the approach selected.

029, R3-040

R3-023, R3-025, R3-

Concern regarding local impact. (Newha-
ven)

In respect of minerals provision, the RPD
relies on the use of existing permitted fa-
cilities. The local effects were a considera-
tion when selecting the approach selected.

Lydd Quarry

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-049

Not allocating the extension to Lydd quarry
would lead to minerals being transported
greater distances, and to increased im-
pacts on CO2 emissions.

Lydd quarry is situated on the border be-
tween East Sussex and Kent, and therefore
the supply area currently extends west-
wards into Kent and eastwards into the
Plan area. In terms of continuing supply to
the existing market areas, the Fishers
Wharf development at Newhaven could
provide for the western side of the Plan
Area, and any market variations to the
east could be compensated for by, for ex-
ample, further imports using existing ca-
pacity at Rye Harbour as well as from
Kent. The exact effect on haulage dis-
tances as a result of such changes is un-
known. However, the new Fishers Wharf
facility at Newhaven will be using a low
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emissions HGV fleet. In addition, the Plan
strategy prioritises the use of recycled ag-
gregates which has the potential to further
offset CO2 emissions.

Day Aggregates operate bagging plant on
Kent side of Lydd quarry. High proportion
of quarry products are bagged on site and
distributed on flat bed lorries in 5kg or
900kg bags for construction and DIY sec-
tors. There is a 50/50 sales split between

R3-063 Noted
Kent and East Sussex. The emphasis on
consumers requiring materials to be deliv-
ered in this way has increased significantly
over the last 20 years. BAL have identified
viable and proven resources on the bound-
ary of the quarry of approx. 1.96 mt.
Insufficient alternative materials and re- . . . 4 .
. . . Disagree that insufficient alternative ma-
sources have been identified. Practicable . . .
. . terial has been identified. However more
or equivalent sources from other counties o .
. . . detail is now set out in the Plan and Aggre-
R3-049 also not identified. Sourcing from further . .
. . . |gates Data Technical paper on the import
afield rather than from Lydd will result in . . .
. . . ._|sources and infrastructure which will pro-
negative environmental and socioeconomic]| . . .
. vide the alternative material.
impacts
In terms of sterilisation the area promoted
as an extension to the quarry is similar to
other resources in the area covered by
designations. In this case the environmen-
R3-049 Without an extension resources would be |tal constraints are considered overriding in
sterilised. terms of future extraction and in therefore
sterilisation effectively occurred when the
designations were applied. Any sterilisa-
tion of the resource is not therefore as a
result of non-allocation.
Disagree. While Lydd quarry is a cost-ef-
Sand and gravel from Lydd quarry, which is|fective source of material for the Environ-
currently purchased by the Environment  |ment Agency, it is not the only source
R3-049 Agency to provide flood defences, is the [available. The Environment Agency have
only source of material that has been iden-|also confirmed that marine dredged aggre-
tified for local flood defence projects. gate can be used in place of land-won for
flood defence works.
Disagree -The Plan area has a long-stand-
ing unique and particular land - won aggre-
) ) ) gate situation which has been recognised
R3-049 Disagree with the apportionment calcula- as a "special case”. Lydd quarry is the only

tion which doesn't accord with NPPF.

active sharp sand and gravel site in the
Plan Area, and the operator's established
arrangement here is that 50% of material
produced is exported to Kent. The LAA

10
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rate is therefore adjusted to reflect local
circumstances.

Ibstock use sand from Lydd quarry as pre-
dominantly as a facing material in brick
manufacture. In 2019 Lydd sand was used
on 57 million bricks. Concern therefore

While it is not disputed that the Lydd sand
may have qualities that differentiate it
from other sands in terms of appearance,
it is considered that alternative sands can

R3-034
that supply will not continue. Supports fur-|perform the exact same technical tasks as
ther land won extension to provide secu- |Lydd sands, and can produce the same
rity of supply, and not MDA which would |standard of bricks and other construction
not be suitable. aggregate.
Brick manufacturer Wienerberger use ma-
. 8 . While it is not disputed that the Lydd sand
terial from Lydd quarry at 3 of their .. . . .
. . |[may have qualities that differentiate it
plants. WMLP does not consider the contri- .
. . . from other sands in terms of appearance,
bution of material from the site is recog- |.. . . .
) . . . it is considered that alternative sands can
R3-012 nised for brick manufacture in the region .
. . . |perform the exact same technical tasks as
and sufficient resources should be identi-
. Lydd sands, and can produce the same
fied for short and long term demand. Sup- . .
. standard of bricks and other construction
port an extension to Quarry to meet fur- ccaate
ther demand. e
Disagree. The Crown Estate has advised
the Authorities that marine aggregate is
wholly interchangeable with land based
sand and gravel, and can perform the same
Marine dredged aggregate and Land-won [technical tasks. It is routinely used in the
material are not fully interchangeable. Ib- |production of ready mixed concrete and
stock and Weinerberger have stated that |mortar in markets where it is imported.
many of their products cannot be produced|The presence of chloride and shell is effec-
R3-049 by using an alternative sand or marine tively managed by producers and neither
dredged sand due to the chloride impact, |presents any technical issues. While it is
and that the sand from Lydd quarry is not disputed that the Lydd sand may have
unique and a critical component in their |qualities that differentiate it from other
brick-making. sands in terms of appearance, it is consid-
ered that alternative sands can perform
the exact same technical tasks as Lydd
sands, and can produce the same standard
of bricks and other construction aggregate.
Disagree. The sand has not been identified
in any previous planning applications for
Lydd quarry where permission was granted
for aggregate as a construction material.
. . . While it is not disputed that the Lydd sand
Lydd sand has unique properties vital to . . . .
. . . may have qualities that differentiate it
R3-049 certain brick manufacturing processes that

cannot be substituted by recycled or MDA

from other sands in terms of appearance,
it is considered that alternative sands can
perform the exact same technical tasks as
Lydd sands, and can produce the same
standard of bricks and other construction
aggregate.

11
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R3-049

Lydd quarry is important to the local econ-
omy and allocating an extension at Lydd
quarry will safeguard jobs and provide sta-
bility at a time of economic uncertainty in
the local area. 50 jobs could be affected
without an extension.

While there may be some impact on em-
ployment within the local area of Lydd,
given that minerals infrastructure activity
will continue in the Plan Area, minerals-re-
lated jobs will still be required in the
wider area and in the Plan Area as a
whole. In addition, information submitted
as part of planning permission
LW/799/CM(EIA) for the new Fishers wharf
facility in Newhaven indicated that circa
100 new jobs would be created at the site,
as well as 74 new full time equivalent jobs
in East Sussex after accounting for scheme
additionality and wider multiplier effects.

R3-049

An extension would provide an opportunity
for nature restoration plans, biodiversity
net gain and offsetting.

The quarry and wider vicinity lies with of
an area of significant environmental im-
portance. There may well be opportunities
to enhance the habitat and biodiversity;
indeed this is the objective of the existing
approved restoration plans for the quarry.
However, further working of adjoining ar-
eas is not a requirement to increase biodi-
versity.

R3-049

Lydd material requires rounded pebbles
which are required for roof dressing

The pebbles have not been identified in
any previous planning applications for Lydd
quarry where permission was granted for
aggregate as a construction material. The
regional uniqueness of these flint pebbles
to the Dungeness deposits is unknown, but
as Lydd is a storm beach mineral deposit it
is likely that much of the material shares
similarities with deposits along the south
coast of England. It is considered therefore
that other sources of pebbles for roof
dressing will be available from sources
elsewhere.

R3-049

Disagree that SSSI designation rules the ex-
tension site out.

Disagree - the Authorities have taken the
advice of Natural England regarding the
potential impact of extracting aggregates
from the extension site (promoted by the
operators), and considered the proposal in
the context of the NPPF. The Authorities
consider that mineral working at this site
could not be supported due to the signifi-
cant harm it would cause to the interests
of the designated areas. As alternative
sources of material exist which can supply
the Plan Area, and as these have lesser en-
vironmental effects, the Authorities are
satisfied that there are no overriding

12
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reasons why an allocation for aggregate
working at this site should be included in
the Plan.

ESCC are grossly underestimating the de-
mand forecast for aggregates requirement
over the Plan period. Predicted housing
numbers will require all of this, leaving no

Disagree. Details on how the Authorities
have calculated provision is set out in the
Aggregates Data Technical paper. This

R3-049 support for commercial, industrial, infra- |demonstrates that an assessment of poten-
structure and repair & maintenance and |tial demand has been undertaken and pro-
the County struggling to find materials to |vision calculated accordingly.
support development.

There is no requirement for the Authorities
to produce a specific document on this
matter. The Plan review and associated
documents set out information and evi-
R3-049 ESCC have not produced a needs and alter- |dence supporting the proposed aggregates

natives document.

strategy. This includes an assessment of
the potential demand (need) for aggre-
gates over the plan period, and an exami-
nation of the alternative materials availa-
ble and how they can supply the Plan Area.

MSA/DIT (SAND); MSA/DIT [STA].

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-004

Nuisance at Novington Sandpit

The Authorities note the comments in rela-
tion to disturbance at Novington Sandpit.
Enforcement action is taken where it is ex-
pedient and related to the planning per-
missions at the site.

R3-004

Concern that safeguarding of soft sand re-
source is preventing a solution to lack of
development on the site

Safeguarding resources is required by na-
tional policy. Safeguarding does not mean
that the resource will be or should be
worked out. There is a scheme for restora-
tion of the site at Novington Sandpit that
must be complied with once extraction has
taken place, in accordance with the cur-
rent planning permission.

R3-004

Concern over viability of extraction at
Novington Sandpit

A revised timescale for the consent at
Novington Sandpit was recently permitted
which indicates that the operator believes
extraction will take place. There is a
shortage of soft sand across the South
East.

13
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MSA/DIT [STA]

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-053

Concern that RD1 is not strong enough to
deal with current issues at Novington Sand-

pit

The operator at Novington Sandpit must
comply with the current planning permis-
sion which allows further time for extrac-
tion of sand and includes an appropriate
restoration scheme. RD1 will require fur-
ther assessments to accompany any plan-
ning permission that comes forward for
further extraction within the Plan Area.

Minerals

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’' Response

R3-011, R3-019, R3-
022, R3-023, R3-024,
R3-025, R3-027, R3-
029, R3-039, R3-048,
R3-052, R3-054, R3-
055, R3-056, R3-057,
R3-058, R3-060, R3-068

Plan should prioritise recycled aggregate
over virgin production.

This is achieve in the WMLP by Policy
WMP4 .

R3-015

Disagree with Plan's focus on new virgin
aggregates. Recycled aggregates should re-
place MDA which are environmentally dam-
aging. Policy should remove import of MDA
& promote recycled aggregate along with
revised targets

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. Whilst there
are limitations to the contribution that re-
cycled materials can make to overall sup-
ply due to specifications and volumes of
CDEW needed as feedstock a new policy
now clarifies that the use of recycled and
secondary aggregate will be prioritised
over virgin materials. Plan text has also
been amended to emphasise the contribu-
tion that recycled and secondary materials
can make to provision. The environmental
impact of dredging for aggregates is con-
sidered at the application stage of the Ma-
rine Licencing system which is determined
by the Marine Management Organisation
(MMO). The adopted South Marine Plan
prepared by the MMO, sets out environ-
mental policies and criteria and is used in
the decision making process. Under the
regulatory consent process, an Environ-
mental Impact Assessment (EIA) is re-

quired, which includes a Coastal Impact

14
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Study. The MMO consult and engage with
bodies including Natural England, Centre
for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science, the Joint Nature Conservation
Committe and Historic England to ensure
any concerns are identified. Conditions are
applied to marine licenses such as, for ex-
ample, seasonal restrictions for dredging.
The Authorities consider that MDA makes
an important contribution to the Plan's
provision strategy.

R3-011, R3-019, R3-
022, R3-023, R3-025,
R3-027, R3-029, R3-
048, R3-052, R3-054,
R3-055, R3-056, R3-
057, R3-058, R3-060,
R3-068

Plan should not seek to promote minerals
processing capacity at existing minerals
sites.

In order to ensure that the best use and
most sustainable use of land is made, in-
tensification of existing uses is often pref-
erable to alternative provision. Options as-
sessed are set out in the Sustainability Ap-
praisal.

Plan should prioritise recycled aggregate

The broad strategy in relation to minerals

R3-064
over virgin production. does this, as set out in WMP4
. . . Noted. There is currently additional per-
Note that reliance is to be placed on im-
. . p. mitted capacity at Rye Port which could be
ported materials including via Rye Port. utilised using permitted development
Not aware of any significant barriers to rights and which therefore would not be
this approach for Rye wharves, but both . .
. PP . y . Ny subject to traffic controls. In the event
Highway authorities are involved in discus- . .
. . . that further capacity were proposed traffic
R3-041 sions about potential impact of additional | .
traffic on Harbour Road and junction with impacts would be considered at the plan-
. J ning application stage and other Plan poli-
A259. If improvements needed (from more | . . .
. . cies would apply including WMP 26. Cost
wharf traffic) might be necessary to pro- L .
vide for the cost contribution of this in contributions are not considered to be a
olicies major issue in this case and no reference is
P ) required in the policy.
Recycled aggregates are promoted and tar-
gets are in WMP. The Plan strategy for ag-
gregates provision is to provide alterna-
tives to land-won aggregates such as recy-
] cled and secondary aggregates as well as
N(-?-ed targets on reducmg waste an.d recy- imports. There are limitations to the con-
€IS, Recycle cons.truct1on V\{as'Fe into a?,- tribution that recycled materials can make
gregates and substitute for virgin materi- to overall supply due to specifications and
R3-060 als. MDA are highly damaging to the envi-

ronment. Against more processing capacity
at Newhaven which is damaging to the
area and marine environment.

volumes of CDEW needed as feedstock.
However a new policy now clarifies that
the use of recycled and secondary aggre-
gate will be prioritised over virgin materi-
als. Plan text has also been amended to
emphasise the contribution that recycled
and secondary materials can make to pro-
vision. The environmental impact of dredg-
ing for aggregates is considered at the

15
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application stage of the Marine Licencing
system which is determined by the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO). The
adopted South Marine Plan prepared by the
MMO, sets out environmental policies and
criteria and is used in the decision making
process. Under the regulatory consent pro-
cess, an Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) is required, which includes a Coastal
Impact Study. The MMO consult and engage
with bodies including Natural England,
Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Ag-
uaculture Science, the Joint Nature Con-
servation Committee and Historic England
to ensure any concerns are identified. Con-
ditions are applied to marine licenses such
as, for example, seasonal restrictions for
dredging. The Authorities consider that
MDA makes an important contribution to
the Plan's provision strategy. Any proposals
for additional processing capacity would be
considered under WMLP policies which in-
clude environmental safeguards.

R3-052

Concerned that storage marine dredged
aggregates could have a detrimental effect
on the adjacent river.

PR Comment??

R3-064

Wish the opportunity for minerals to be re-
used/recycled as a priority over new min-
eral extraction

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. There are
limitations to the contribution that recy-
cled materials can make to overall supply
due to specifications and volumes of CDEW
needed as feedstock. However a new pol-
icy now clarifies that the use of recycled
and secondary aggregate will be prioritised
over virgin materials. Plan text has also
been amended to emphasise the contribu-
tion that recycled and secondary materials
can make to provision.

R3-018

Queries the responsibility of extracting
building materials from seabed, and why
builders waste can't be reused rather than
landfilled.

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. Whilst there
are limitations to the contribution that re-
cycled materials can make to overall sup-
ply, due to specifications and volumes of
CDEW needed as feedstock, a new policy
now clarifies that the use of recycled and
secondary aggregate will be prioritised

16
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over virgin materials. Plan text has also
been amended to emphasise the contribu-
tion that recycled and secondary materials
can make to provision. The environmental
impact of dredging for aggregates is con-
sidered at the application stage of the Ma-
rine Licencing system which is determined
by the Marine Management Organisation
(MMO). The adopted South Marine Plan
prepared by the MMO, sets out environ-
mental policies and criteria and is used in
the decision making process. Under the
regulatory consent process, an Environ-
mental Impact Assessment is required,
which includes a Coastal Impact Study. The
MMO consult and engage with bodies in-
cluding Natural England, Centre for Envi-
ronment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Sci-
ence, the Joint Nature Conservation Com-
mittee and Historic England to ensure any
concerns are identified. Conditions are ap-
plied to marine licenses such as, for exam-
ple, seasonal restrictions for dredging. The
Authorities consider that MDA makes an
important contribution to the Plan's provi-
sion strategy.

R3-011, R3-019, R3-
022, R3-023, R3-024,
R3-025, R3-027, R3-
029, R3-048, R3-052,
R3-054, R3-055, R3-
056, R3-057, R3-058,
R3-060, R3-068

The importation of marine dredged aggre-
gates is damaging to the environment.

The marine environment is subject to both
Marine Plans and a number of designations
protecting areas of specific environmental
interest. Dredging is also subject to a li-
cencing regime which places obligations on
the operators in respect of their environ-
mental effects.

R3-020

It is suggested that a substantial part of re-
quirements for construction can be met by
recycling and this is the approach that
needs to be taken. (Promoting recycled ag-
gregates).

The amount of recycled aggregate that
could be produced and used was a factor
when calculating the amount of aggregate
required. See WMP4 for broad approach.

R3-046

Amount of CDEW needs to be reduced in
order to increase sustainability and ad-
dress the climate emergency. Need an in-
creased emphasis on circular economy and
reuse/recycling of construction waste ma-
terials.

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. There are
limitations to the contribution that recy-
cled materials can make to overall supply
due to specifications and volumes of CDEW
needed as feedstock. However a new pol-
icy now clarifies that the use of recycled
and secondary aggregate will be prioritised
over virgin materials. Plan text has also
been amended to emphasise the
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contribution that recycled and secondary
materials can make to provision.

R3-032

Network Rail would welcome engagement
to explore further opportunities for rail-
head developments

Noted

R3-052

Advocates reducing CDEW waste to pro-
duce more recycled aggregates. Waste and
minerals parts of the Plan are not joined
up. Importing MDA is damaging to the envi-
ronment. Could storage of MDA damage
the Ouse?

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. There are
limitations to the contribution that recy-
cled materials can make to overall supply
due to specifications and volumes of CDEW
needed as feedstock. However a new pol-
icy now clarifies that the use of recycled
and secondary aggregate will be prioritised
over virgin materials. Plan text has also
been amended to emphasise the contribu-
tion that recycled and secondary materials
can make to provision. Any application for
storage of MDA would be considered in the
context of Development Plan policies in-
cluding environmental protection policies
in the WMLP.

R3-020

Provision of Minerals and Minerals Safe-
guarding (general) policies contradict each
other.

The minerals provision and minerals safe-
guarding policies compliment each other
to ensure adequate minerals provision.

Minerals, Monitoring, Pg52

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-039

table references WMP4 which | have not
been able to find. The delivery targets
are: A proportional increase in use of sec-
ondary or recycled materials in relation to
total minerals used. Sufficient primary and
secondary aggregates provided to the Plan
Area over plan period However, these are
soft targets and there is no qualitative or
quantitative information about what these
are and how they would be achieved.

The Revised Policies Document amends the
WMP and WMSP. WMP4 can be found in the
WMP. The estimated amount of aggregates
required is set out in the text supporting
policy RM1.

Minerals, Para 3.31

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-039

Is there any information on the ratio of
DSG used versus gypsum? As the supply of
DSG as a by-product of coal fired power

The last information provided by British
Gypsum indicates that very little is being
extracted from the gypsum mine at this
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stations is likely to decrease, will this im-
pact the demand on Robertsbridge re-
sources?

time, using DSG in its place. Should there
be a reduction in the available DSG, there
is a large reserve of gypsum in the permit-
ted mine.

Minerals, Para 3.99

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-039

The SEEAWP guidance on the production of
LAAs has not yet been published, would it
not make more sense to wait until this is
available? Would there be later changes as
a result of this guidance?

The Local Aggregate Assessment is pre-
pared annually be every Minerals Planning
Authority. The updated guidance is un-
likely to have a significant effect on the
content of the Revised Policies Document.

Minerals, Recycled Aggregate

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-015

Support promotion of recycled aggregates.

Noted.

New policy requested

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-008

Plan should include new policy in relation
to safeguarding aerodromes, (suggested
policy wording provided).

Given the likely quantum, location and na-
ture of minerals and waste development
within the WMLP, aerodrome safeguarding
is unlikely to be a relevant consideration in
a large proportion, if any, of the antici-
pated future planning applications. For the
limited cases where aerodrome safeguard-
ing is a consideration, it would be a mate-
rial consideration and considered in line
with the NPPF Para 204 & 205 and NPPW
Appendix B. NPPF states Plans should un-
necessarily not repeat the content of the
NPPF / NPPW. The Authorities, therefore,
do not propose to include a specific policy
in relation to aerodrome safeguarding, but
will include the extents of the safeguarded
area with references to the relevant NPPF
paragraphs on the policy map.
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Newhaven

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-039

Newhaven seems to be particularly badly
hit by increased demand and there is un-
derstandably a lot of local concern.

Noted.

Pollution, Newhaven

Rep ID Comment Authorities’' Response
Noted - The Plan as proposed does not pro-
Concerned about pollution levels (Newha- . prop P
R3-037 ven) pose additional development beyond that
which is already permitted.
Other
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
The Port of Newhaven was excluded from
Plan conflict with Newhaven Town Plan the Newhaven Town Plan (Neighbourhood
R3-024 (Neighbourhood Plan) objective to promote|Plan) due to its strategic nature, as a port
town for green tourism. and location of minerals and waste man-
agement operations.
R3-056 YOLf need to pay attention to Newhaven Noted.
residents.
R3-020 Supports comments made in R3-011. Noted.
The comment 'build something no one
wants and put it in Newhaven' pretty well
R3-057 sums up y(?ur at.titude to what is a.lso a his- Noted.
torical residential coastal Town with unac-
ceptable levels of air pollution and respira-
tory illness, it is not an industrial estate.
Lewes District Council's Streets Team are
responsible for the provision of those bins.
They have informed the Authorities that
) due to the prevalence of commercial
R3-058 Can Newhaven Town centre have its recy- waste, contamination, and especially fly-

cling bins back?

tips, LDC were forced to decommission the
Bring Banks. Fly-tips have decreased dras-
tically in the areas where we removed the
fly-tips, and since every residence in the
District now has access to Kerbside
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Household Recycling Collection, LDC do
not plan to reopen them.

The document is highly specialised and not
comprehensible in general to residents

R3-039 who do not have any specialist expertise in [Noted.
these areas. There are too many refer-
enced documents and related policies.
Policies should seek to make Newhaven a The WMLP ?S, requ1req to ensure the ade-
R3-023 small, lovely, fishing port that people quate provision of minerals and waste
’ T . |management. The WMLP seeks to do this in
would love to visit and be proud to live in. .
the most sustainable way.
R3-023 Plan should seek to improve reputation of Nofed.
Newhaven.
Concerns regarding noise from specific de-
velopments should be brought to the at-
R3-054 Issues with noise pollution at East Quay, |tention of the relevant planning and envi-
Newhaven. ronmental heath officers, to establish if
there has been a breach of any regulation
/ planning conditions.
R3-068 De'velo.p.ments .should be subject to a sus- WMP3d
tainability audit.
Policy WMP1 promotes sustainable devel-
opment in general, and Policies WMP24a
Plan should promote greener infrastruc- and WMP24b seek to address the topic of
R3-006 e, climate change adaptation. Policy RD1 now
promotes biodiversity net-gain, and refer-
ences to the Local Nature Recovery Strat-
egy.
In order to ensure that as much aggregate
Plan should not seek to promote minerals |can be recycled and used as possible, it is
R3-024 processing capacity at existing minerals important to enable the provision of such
sites in Newhaven. infrastructure at existing minerals sites
where it does not exist.
Please consider the residents living around POl]c,y WMPZ5 Genera.l Amemty 1,5 a Consid-
R3-057 . eration when determining planning appli-
the waste sites. .
cations that may affect others.
R3-068 Development should only be permitted if it{The WMLPs commitment to sustainable de-

is sustainable.

velopment is set out in WMP1.
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Overarching Strategy

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-015

Support RPD Overarching Strategy

Noted.

Typographical Errors

Rep ID Comment Authorities’' Response
Typographical error - Paragraph 3.24 men-
tions the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and
R3-041 Rye Bay SPA,. SAC and SSSI, bujc it should be Noted.
noted there is also a Ramsar site, and the
designated area stretches far beyond Lydd
Quarry.
Typographical error - At paragraph 6.33
R3-039, R3-041 “conversation areas” should be “conserva- |Noted.
tion areas”.
Plan
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
R3-019 Objects to whole plan. Noted.
R3-011, R3-022, R3-
023, R3-024, R3-025,
R3-026, R3-027, R3-
029, R3-048, R3-052, |Objects to whole plan. Noted.
R3-054, R3-055, R3-
056, R3-057, R3-058,
R3-060, R3-068

Policies Map
Rep ID Comment Authorities' Response
Maps for Ninfield and Aldershaw Farm safe-[The National Grid Assets have been previ-
R3-042 guarded sites are crossed or in close prox- |ously considered in the site assessments

imity to National Grid Assets.

for the Sites Plan (2017).
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RD1

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-007

Recommend reference to Objective 8: Her-
itage assets of the South Marine Plan and
Policy to S-BIO-2, which refers to proposals
that incorporate features that enhance or
facilitate natural habitat and species adap-
tation, migration and connectivity will be
supported.

References to the South Marine Plan and
its policies have been added to the Plan.
The policies of the South Marine Plan
should be considered in the determination
of planning applications where relevant.

R3-061

We believe that Policy RD1 should also be
expanded in the light of the climate emer-
gency declared by the Local Authorities
and be made more comprehensive. So,
specifically, we have suggested additions.
These are designed to: highlight the three
elements of planning policy; ensure all
possible mitigation measures are taken
against possible adverse impacts of devel-
opment; make it clear that any proposal
has to clearly demonstrate how it will suc-
ceed in reducing any impact on climate
change; ensure there is a reference to the
conservation and enhancement of heritage
assets and landscape character, as your
text suggests but your draft policy RD1
does not; safeguard all matters relating to
water resources in the overall area af-
fected by the proposal; ensure that the
proposal sits well within the area it is
sited; strengthening the possible reasons
for refusing an application in particular for
reasons of cumulative impact; re-para-
graphing and numbering the wording to
add clarity of interpretation and removal
of confusing reference to paragraph ‘a’.

R3-036

In order to deliver clauses b) and c) of the
Policy will require permission for new
land-won reserves and associated site
management and restoration. Through al-
locating site(s) for extraction, and subse-
quent restoration, the Plan could enable
this and thus deliver this policy. In the ab-
sence of such an allocation, these clauses
of the Policy will not be implemented.

Policy RD1 is a "Development Management”
policy which to be applied to all develop-
ment as relevant.

R3-046

The proposal to require waste and minerals
development to seek to achieve net gain in
biodiversity is welcomed.

Noted.
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R3-065

It is also a clear requirement within the
current SDNP Local Plan to assess the im-
pacts of development on Ecosystem Ser-
vices (Policy SD2). We therefore suggest
that the waste and minerals plan review
makes it clear if this is also requirement
within the waste and minerals plan, espe-
cially for those proposals within the SDNP.

The WMLP forms part of the development
plan, along side the SNDP Local Plan in the
relevant part of the SDNPA. All relevant
policies in the development plan should be
considered in the determination of a plan-
ning application. Cross referencing be-
tween plans beyond at a high level is not
generally included to avoid inconsistencies
when one or more plans change.

R3-041

It is noted that the policy wording of Policy
RD1 (Environment and Environmental En-
hancement) has changed from the draft
document, and part (a) (first part of the
policy) now gives blanket protection to
designated sites, as defined in footnote 15.
It is suggested that the reference to the
“hierarchy of designations” included in the
previous (draft) version of Policy RD1
should be reintroduced, to give some fur-
ther clarity to the differing levels of pro-
tection afforded to the designated sites,
the list of which includes (but does not de-
fine) those which are internationally pro-
tected, down to local designations. It is
also suggested that for ease of use, the list
of designated sites is reproduced at foot-
note 15 rather than referring to the Local
Plan Policies Map. Consideration should
also be given to whether the second part
of the policy (part a) strictly accords with
the NPPF as it refers only to international
sites whereas the NPPF (paragraph 175)
also gives similar protection to SSSIs and ir-
replaceable habitats (including ancient
woodland).

The designated sites are now listed by
their status in Appendix 2. Policy and sup-
porting text now references tests in NPPF,
including how the term significant should
be interpreted. Policy is currently worded
so that any development having an unac-
ceptable significant impact on any designa-
tion should not be permitted.

R3-070

Propose alterations to wording of policy
and supporting text.

Noted - Policy and supporting text have
been revised to reflect the NPPF more
closely.

R3-065

SWT agrees that policy WMP27 needs to be
reviewed in light of the changes in the
NPPF and the legal advice around Habitat
Regulation Assessments. However, we do
not feel that the new policy and support-
ing text reflects the changes in the NPPF
sufficiently. In particular, the require-
ments of paragraphs 170, 171 and 175 i.e.
the need to provide net gains to biodiver-
sity, plan for the enhancement of natural
capital, safeguard components of local
wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological

Noted - Policy and supporting text have
been revised to reflect the NPPF more
closely.
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networks and promote the conservation,
restoration and enhancement of priority
habitats, ecological networks and the pro-
tection and recovery of priority species.
[Specific requested amendments to policy
are detailed in rep].

R3-028, R3-045, R3-062|Support for policy. Noted.
R3-021 Support updatt? t? po.licy./ to 1'.nclude refer- Noted.
ence to net-gain in biodiversity.
It is stated that measures for protectin
. . P . s Where soil disturbance occurs the appli-
and minimising disturbance to soils should £ . . :
R3-039 . . . cant will have to provided sufficient infor-
be included in an Environmental State- L. )
. mation in order to address Policy RD1.
ment, this should be made mandatory.
RM1
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
The strategy adopted for the provision of
sy p. . P . ! . Disagree. Supporting evidence for the
sand and gravel within the Plan is objected . .
R3-063 . .V > strategy is out in the Plan and the Aggre-
to on the basis that it is not considered to .
gates Data Technical Paper.
meet the tests of soundness
. . Disagree. Details on how the Authorities
Due to errors in calculations and assump- L. .
. have calculated provision is set out in the
tions made, aggregate demand has been Aooresates Data Technical paper. This
R3-063 underestimated and both Day Group and sgres Paper.
. ipe . demonstrates that an assessment of poten-
BAL have identified that there will be a .
. - . tial demand has been undertaken and pro-
significant shortfall over the plan period. .. .
vision calculated accordingly.
Disagree. Any market variations to the east
of the Plan Area could be compensated for
The failure of the Plan to make provision : . P .
. ... |by, for example, further imports using ex-
for land-won aggregate would have signifi- |, .
Lo . . |isting capacity at Rye Harbour, as well as
R3-036 cant economic implications and would risk .. . .
from Kent. The Authorities consider that if
supply to the eastern part of the Plan
Area necessary the market could also respond to
) demand by, for example, diverting ex-
ports.
Details on how the Authorities have calcu-
Recycled aggregates will not make a signif-|lated provision from recycled and second-
icant contribution to displacing sand and [ary (R&S) aggregates is set out in the Ag-
R3-063 gravel. Quotes a British Geological Survey |gregates Data Technical paper. This

factsheet saying that: it is likely that
"....the major proportion of future aggre-
gates demand will be supplied from pri-
mary sources because there are limitations

demonstrates that an assessment of poten-
tial capacity has been undertaken and pro-
vision calculated accordingly. Whilst the
Plan prioritises R&S aggregates over virgin
material it recognises that this source will
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to the availability of material to be recy-
cled into aggregates”.

supplement supply and not provide a com-
plete alternative to primary material.

R3-036

Plan should provide for minerals in accord-
ance with the NPPF in terms of: planning
for a steady and adequate supply of aggre-
gates by maintaining landbanks of at least
7 years for sand and gravel; use landbanks
as an indicator of the security of supply;
providing for the extraction of mineral re-
sources of local and national importance
and making provision for land-won and
other elements of their LAA in their min-
eral plans.

The Plan area has a long-standing unique
and particular land-won aggregate situa-
tion which has been recognised as a "spe-
cial case”. Lydd quarry is the only active
sharp sand and gravel site in the Plan Area
and previous extraction has taken place in
the adjoining county. The only other land-
won soft sand site has been inactive for a
number of years. It has therefore not been
possible to use past sales data and a corre-
sponding landbank as indicators, and it is
consequently not appropriate to base fu-
ture provision on the NPPF criteria in this
case. Details on how the Authorities have
calculated provision is set out in the Ag-
gregates Data Technical paper. This
demonstrates that an assessment of poten-
tial demand has been undertaken and pro-
vision calculated accordingly.

R3-062

Supports strategy for imports, MDA and re-
cycled. Pleased to see that full considera-
tion has been given to soft sand in para’s
6.12-24.

Support welcomed

R3-036

Confusing supporting text - would be bet-
ter to reproduce calculations from LAA.
Disagree with halving of LAA rate as 50%
material travels to Kent and notes that
Kent CC have not adjusted their provision
figure accordingly. Providing for "consump-
tion" should actually be providing for "sup-
ply".

Disagree -The Plan area has a long-stand-
ing unique and particular land-won aggre-
gate situation which has been recognised
as a "special case”. Lydd quarry is the only
active sharp sand and gravel site in the
Plan Area, and the operator’s established
arrangement here is that 50% of material
produced is exported to Kent. The LAA
rate is therefore adjusted to reflect local
circumstances. Details on how the Authori-
ties have calculated provision is set out in
the Aggregates Data Technical paper. This
demonstrates that an assessment of poten-
tial demand has been undertaken and pro-
vision calculated accordingly.

R3-036

The reference to East Sussex being recog-
nised as a ‘special case’ is no longer valid
or appropriate.

Disagree. During the review process for the
Secretary of State's Proposed Changes to
the Review of Policy M3 of the South East
Plan the Authorities requested to be
treated as a special case. This recognised
the particular circumstances of low pro-
duction; remote reserves; and high de-
pendence on marine landings; in an area
largely affected by environmental
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constraints/designations. These circum-
stances remain for the Plan Area and so it
is appropriate to continue considering the
Plan strategy in this context.

ESCC will not be able to meet the demand
for aggregates through the Plan period in a

The Aggregates Data Technical Paper sets
out the detail of capacity and alternative

R3-063
sustainable way without further land re-  |sources which can make provision for the
sources being allocated. Plan period.
Supports policy as an evidenced approach There is a lack of available soft sand re-
PP P . y PP source within the Plan Area. There has
to the provision of sharp sand and gravel . .
. been no extraction from the only permit-
(or alternatives) needs of the Plan area. . . .
. ted site for some time and it is understood
However considers that approach to soft .
R3-028 . . that the need has been met through im-
sand provision is not specified and lacks
. . . |ports from West Sussex and Kent. The Au-
understanding of need. Suggests using sim- .
. . . thorities have a Statement of Common
ilar metric as with sharp sand and gravel . .
. Ground with those Plan Areas, setting out
based on estimated growth . . .
a joint approach to planning for soft sand.
The reference to "aggregate material” in-
cludes both sharp sand and gravel and soft
sand land-won, marine-dredged and recy-
cled and secondary material. The soft sand
Policy should be clarified - "aggregate ma- |resource has been safeguarded in accord-
terial” should be termed as "sharp sand and|ance with national policy. There is a lack
gravel” as no account has been taken ac- |of available soft sand resource within the
R3-043 count of the demand for soft sand. Future |Plan Area. There has been no extraction
supply of soft sand should clarified with from the only permitted site for some time
reference to the proposed "safeguarding” |and it is understood that the need has
policy been met through imports from West Sus-
sex and Kent. The Authorities have a
Statement of Common Ground with those
Plan Areas, setting out a joint approach to
planning for soft sand.
Disagree - the Authorities have taken the
advice of Natural England regarding the
potential impact of extracting aggregates
from the extension site (promoted by the
The assessment of the effects of an exten- [operators), and considered the proposal in
sion to Lydd Quarry on the SSSI have not the context of the NPPF. The Authorities
R3-063 been fully or robustly assessed and no re- consider that mineral working at this site

gard has been had to the potential for mit-
igation and how this could be addressed at
planning application stage.

could not be supported due to the signifi-
cant harm it would cause to the interests
of the designated areas. As alternative
sources of material exist which can supply
the Plan Area, and as these have lesser en-
vironmental effects, the Authorities are
satisfied that there are no overriding rea-

sons why an allocation for aggregate
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working at this site should be included in
the Plan.

R3-036

Concern that no planned provision for land
-won despite high quality resources in Lydd
area.

The Authorities consider that the environ-
mental constraints in the Lydd area are
overriding and there are no options for
land won in the Plan Area. The provision
strategy is therefore based on supply from
recycled and secondary aggregates and im-
ports of marine dredged and other aggre-
gates into the Plan Area.

R3-070

Welcome the non inclusion of an extension
to Lydd quarry which will ensure that the
international and national designations for
biodiversity and geomorphology are con-
served.

Noted

R3-063

The omission of a policy that allows for a
quarry extension to Lydd is not sound.

Disagree. The Authorities consider that
mineral working at this site could not be
supported due to the significant harm it
would cause to the interests of the desig-
nated areas. As alternative sources of ma-
terial exist which can supply the Plan
Area, and as these have lesser environ-
mental effects, the Authorities are satis-
fied that there are no overriding reasons
why an allocation for aggregate working at
this site should be included in the Plan.
The Aggregates Data Technical Paper sets
out the detail of capacity and alternative
sources of material which can make provi-
sion for the Plan period.

R3-063

NPPF requirements in terms of: planning
for a steady and adequate supply of aggre-
gates by maintaining landbanks of at least
7 years for sand and gravel; providing for
the extraction of mineral resources of lo-
cal and national importance and making
provision for land-won and other elements
of their LAA in their mineral plans have not
been complied with.

Disagree. The Plan area has a long-stand-
ing unique and particular land-won aggre-
gate situation which has been recognised
as a "special case”. Lydd quarry is the only
active sharp sand and gravel site in the
Plan Area and previous extraction has
taken place in the adjoining county. The
only other land-won soft sand site has
been inactive for a number of years. It has
therefore not been possible to use past
sales data and a corresponding landbank as
indicators, and it is consequently not ap-
propriate to base future provision on the
NPPF criteria in this case. Details on how
the Authorities have calculated provision is
set out in the Aggregates Data Technical
paper. This demonstrates that an assess-
ment of potential demand has been
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undertaken and provision calculated ac-
cordingly.

Failed to take account of the proven mar-
ket for land won aggregates out of Lydd

Disagree. The production figures for Lydd
quarry have been taken account of in the

R3-034 quarry averaging 315 000 tonnes in 18/19 o
] ] . L Authorities' Local Aggregate Assessment
with evidence of higher production in pre- .
. and the Aggregates Data Technical Paper.
vious years.
Disagree. The Crown Estate has advised
the Authorities that marine aggregate is
wholly interchangeable with land based
sand and gravel, and can perform the same
. . . technical tasks. It is routinely used in the
The assertion that “marine aggregate is . .
. . production of ready mixed concrete and
wholly interchangeable with land based . L
e mortar in markets where it is imported.
sand and gravel” is incorrect. There are . .
many examples of unique broperties of The presence of chloride and shell is effec-
R3-063 Y P . que prop . tively managed by producers and neither
land based mineral that cannot be repli- A - g e
. . . presents any technical issues. While it is
cated, including Lydd gravels and fine .
. . . not disputed that the Lydd sand may have
washed sands which are irreplaceable in .. . . .
. .. qualities that differentiate it from other
certain applications. . . .
sands in terms of appearance, it is consid-
ered that alternative sands can perform
the exact same technical tasks as Lydd
sands, and can produce the same standard
of bricks and other construction aggregate.
Disagree. In terms of continuing supply to
the existing market areas, the Fishers
Wharf development at Newhaven could
provide for the western side of the Plan
Newhaven imports would not be an effec- |Area, and any market variations to the
R3-036 tive substitute for Lydd material and Rye |east could be compensated for by, for ex-
Harbour imports would not compensate for [ample, further imports using existing ca-
variations in the east. pacity at Rye Harbour, as well as from
Kent. The Authorities consider that if nec-
essary the market could also respond to
demand by, for example, diverting ex-
ports.
Many of the assumptions made in the Plan
(capacity of wharves and potential for in-
creased landings of marine dredged aggre-
gate, viability and likelihood materials Disagree. Details of capacity and infra-
would be transported to serve the market |structure and how alternatives to land-won
R3-036 area, suitability of alternative sources) are |can provide for supply over the plan period

unproven. The apparent total reliance on a
large increase in marine dredged aggre-
gates and imports and failing to provide for
the land-won element of the LAA the Plan
is not sound.

is set out in the Aggregates Data Technical
Paper.
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R3-036

The Explanation that an extension to Lydd
is considered unacceptable due to harm to
the interests of designated sites (SSSI) re-
quires further consideration and re-evalua-
tion. The area of extension promoted by
the operator at Lydd only covers a small
percentage of SSSI and is geomorphological
not biological interest.

Disagree - the Authorities have taken the
advice of Natural England regarding the
potential impact of extracting aggregates
from the extension site (promoted by the
operators), and considered the proposal in
the context of the NPPF. The Authorities
consider that mineral working at this site
could not be supported due to the signifi-
cant harm it would cause to the interests
of the designated areas. Natural England
have advised that any proposed loss of
SSSI, regardless of the size of the area,
would be unacceptable and would have to
be subject to an examination of alterna-
tive sources. As alternative sources of ma-
terial exist which can supply the Plan
Area, and as these have lesser environ-
mental effects, the Authorities are satis-
fied that there are no overriding reasons
why an allocation for aggregate working at
this site should be included in the Plan.
Natural England have also advised that in
addition to the direct impacts to the geo-
morphological interest of the SSSI, the pro-
posal would be likely to have direct and in-
direct impacts on the biological features of
the SSSI. The Dungeness Romney Marsh and
Rye Bay SSSI has a number of features in-
cluding a number of ecological interest
features. The potential impact of the pro-
posal could damage more than one feature
in the SSSI irrespective of what the feature
is, be it geomorphological or biological.
These are features of national importance.

R3-036

Closure of Lydd quarry would have an
in/direct impact on the economy via job
losses.

While there may be some impact on em-
ployment within the local area of Lydd,
given that minerals infrastructure activity
will continue in the Plan Area, minerals-re-
lated jobs will still be required in the
wider area and in the Plan Area as a
whole. In addition, information submitted
as part of planning permission
LW/799/CM(EIA) for the new Fishers wharf
facility in Newhaven indicated that circa
100 new jobs would be created at the site,
as well as 74 new full time equivalent jobs
in East Sussex after accounting for scheme
additionality and wider multiplier effects.

R3-069

Not clear how much of the 1.4mtpa im-
ports would be reliant on importation in-

frastructure. Some imports including soft

Noted - Plan text has been amended and
details of how provision has been
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sand and material from Shoreham wharves
will be by HGV. A breakdown of how the
1.4mtpa figure has been calculated would
be beneficial.

calculated are set out in the Aggregates
Data Technical Paper.

Not objecting but concern that support for
additional capacity could lead to loss to bi-
odiversity in adjoining port areas. Recom-

Any proposals for additional processing ca-
pacity would be considered under WMLP
policies which include environmental safe-

R3-065 mends more careful wording of policy to |guards. Supporting text now clarifies that
ensure that proposals are supported only [proposals will also be subject to the envi-
where they comply with the other policies [ronmental protection requirements set out
set out in the WMLP. in other plan policies.

In terms of continuing supply to the exist-
. . ing market areas, the Fishers Wharf devel-
Brett Aggregate assessment has identified .
. opment at Newhaven could provide for the
that the only alternative capable of mak- .
. . western side of the Plan Area, and any
R3-063 ing supplies of sand and gravel to the Lydd .
market variations to the east could be
market are the remote Thames wharves
compensated for by, for example, further
and Newhaven. . . _ .
imports using existing capacity at Rye Har-
bour as well as from Kent.
Disagree. Alternative sources of material
exist which can supply the Plan Area with
RM1 should be amended for provision of . PPl
. lesser environmental effects, and the Au-
aggregates by a combined approach of . .
. . . thorities are satisfied that there are no
seeking to protect, maintain and enhance N .
. . L overriding reasons why an allocation for
R3-063 existing aggregate importation infrastruc- . . .
. aggregate working at this site should be in-
ture and capacity and recycled and sec- .
L cluded in the Plan. The Aggregates Data
ondary aggregate and critically by an allo- . .
. . Technical Paper sets out the detail of ca-
cation for an extension of Lydd Quarry. . . .
pacity and alternative sources which can
make provision for the Plan period.
The Authorities consider that mineral
working at this site could not be supported
due to the significant harm it would cause
An extension at Lydd Quarry would assist infto the interests of the designated areas. As
meeting the identified demand for aggre- |alternative sources of material exist which
gate to be met over the plan period, would|can supply the Plan Area, and as these

R3-063 enable continuity of service to an existing |have lesser environmental effects, the Au-
market and would make use of the existing|thorities are satisfied that there are no
plant facilities (processing and bagging) overriding reasons why an allocation for
and infrastructure to meet the identified [aggregate working at this site should be in-
need. cluded in the Plan. The Aggregates Data

Technical Paper sets out the detail of ca-
pacity and alternative sources which can
make provision for the Plan period.
Extraction and restoration of this area The quarry and wider vicinity lies with of
R3-036 would deliver large scale biodiversity ben- [an area of significant environmental im-

efits/gain delivering for the NPPF and
forthcoming Environment Act.

portance. There may well be opportunities
to enhance the habitat and biodiversity;
indeed this is the objective of the existing
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approved restoration plans for the quarry.
However, further working of adjoining ar-
eas is not a requirement to increase biodi-
versity.

R3-063

Further extensions to Lydd Quarry would
provide for an opportunity to deliver biodi-
versity net gain and other benefits in
terms of wildlife and ecology as a whole.

The quarry and wider vicinity lies with of
an area of significant environmental im-
portance. There may well be opportunities
to enhance the habitat and biodiversity;
indeed this is the objective of the existing
approved restoration plans for the quarry.
However, further working of adjoining ar-
eas is not a requirement to increase biodi-
versity.

R3-036

Over reliance on MDA, and if local reserves
are not allowed, alternative supply would
result in longer distance lorry movements.

Disagree - the proposed Plan strategy also
involves supply by recycled and secondary
aggregates and other imports including
crushed rock not just MDA. Lydd quarry is
situated on the border between East Sus-
sex and Kent, and therefore the supply
area currently extends westwards into
Kent and eastwards into the Plan area. In
terms of continuing supply to the existing
market areas, the Fishers Wharf develop-
ment at Newhaven could provide for the
western side of the Plan Area, and any
market variations to the east could be
compensated for by, for example, further
imports using existing capacity at Rye Har-
bour as well as from Kent. The exact ef-
fect on haulage distances as a result of
such changes is unknown. However, the
new Fishers Wharf facility at Newhaven
will be using a low emissions HGV fleet. In
addition, the Plan's prioritisation of recy-
cled aggregates has the potential to fur-
ther offset CO2 emissions arising from any
longer distances transportation.

R3-007

Under policy RM1 recommend reference to
Policies S-AGG-3 and S-AGG-4 from the
South Marine Plan, which refer to pro-
posals in areas where high potential aggre-
gate resource occurs and local sourcing of
aggregates respectively.

Agree - Reference now included in the
Plan.

R3-063

The increased delivery distances involved
in supplying from the Thames wharves and
Newhaven would result in significant in-
crease in HGV road miles and in emissions

Lydd quarry is situated on the border be-
tween East Sussex and Kent, and therefore
the supply area currently extends west-
wards into Kent and eastwards into the
Plan area. In terms of continuing supply to
the existing market areas, the Fishers
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of CO2 in comparison to the working of the
proven mineral bearing land.

Wharf development at Newhaven could
provide for the western side of the Plan
Area, and any market variations to the
east could be compensated for by, for ex-
ample, further imports using existing ca-
pacity at Rye Harbour as well as from
Kent. The exact effect on haulage dis-
tances as a result of such changes is un-
known. However, the new Fishers Wharf
facility at Newhaven will be using a low
emissions HGV fleet. In addition, the Plan
strategy prioritises the use of recycled ag-
gregates which has the potential to further
offset CO2 emissions.

On the basis that there is a clear need to
identify land won resources for allocation

Alternative sources of material exist which
can supply the Plan Area with lesser envi-
ronmental effects, and the Authorities are
satisfied that there are no overriding rea-
sons why an allocation for aggregate work-

R3-063 there does not appear to be an estion
. . PP .y quesh ing at this site should be included in the
that if that is the case that this should .
. . Plan. The Aggregates Data Technical Paper
comprise an extension at Lydd Quarry. . .
sets out the detail of capacity and alterna-
tive sources which can make provision for
the Plan period.
RM2
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
Supports the Policy as it accords with na-
R3-028 PR y Noted.
tional policy.
There is a water main with easements that
runs within approximately 50-100m of the . L .
Th t t L b llo-
R3-031 proposed Aldershaw site extension. There- cateezx ension site 15 no fonger being atlo
fore, the Policy should include this as a de- )
velopment consideration.
Extension will result in a direct loss of an-
cient woodland. In line with paragraph 175
rent W ine with p . s .p The previously submitted extension site is
of the NPPF development resulting in the . . ]
. . . . |no longer being allocated. Sites outside of
loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habi- ]
. . the 15 metres buffer area of ancient wood-
R3-070 tats (such as ancient woodland and ancient ) )
land may be available and are being ex-
or veteran trees) should be refused, unless .
. plored by the operator. A criteria based
there are wholly exceptional reasons anda| . .
. . . policy is included.
suitable compensation strategy exists.
Compliance with NPPF 175 required.
R3-065 Allocation will result in the destruction of [The previously submitted extension site is

ancient woodland within a Local Wildlife

no longer being allocated. Sites outside of
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Site and the High Weald AONB. SWT does
not believe that the Authorities have
demonstrated a clear public benefit that
would outweigh the loss. Compensation
should not be included in any assessment
to determine whether exceptional benefits
outweigh the loss of ancient woodland. Ev-
idence should be prepared to justify ex-
ceptional need. Does not comply with para
175 of NPPF.

the 15 metres buffer area of ancient wood-
land may be available and are being ex-
plored by the operator. A criteria based
policy is now included.

Welcomes the policy as it supports the
continued production of specialist hand-

Noted. This extension is no longer being al-

R3-045 located however a criteria based policy is
made tiles that are used in historic build- |, poticy
. . . included.
ing repairs and restorations.
Unclear whether an extension to the
north-west or a site else where on the
farm would be appropriate to avoid desig-
nated sites i.e. are these areas within the
same seam - this should be explained in
the Plan to demonstrate that extending The previously submitted extension site is
the extraction area into the ancient wood- [no longer being allocated. Sites outside of
R3-041 land and LWS is the only option and that  [the 15 metres buffer area of ancient wood-
there is an imperative overriding public in- [land may be available and are being ex-
terest for the development. More detail  |plored by the operator. A criteria based
required on the likely effect on the an- policy is now included.
cient woodland and the required compen-
sation and mitigation. Any compensatory
strategy should be commenced at the time
permission is granted and not at restora-
tion phase. Map 11.1 incorrectly labelled.
Supports the requirements for an appropri-
PP . - q . Pprop Noted. Policy no longer allocates a specific
ate mitigation and environmental enhance-| . .
. site however the requirement for an miti-
R3-021 ment scheme for the operation and resto- . .
. . . . . gation and environmental enhancement
ration of the entire extraction site being a . )
. . scheme remains part of the policy.
requirement for any permission.
The allocation at Aldershaw Farm should
not impact on the operation of the strate- . . .
. The extension site is no longer being allo-
gic road network. A Transport Assessment .. . . .
. . . cated. Any additional extraction site which
and Site Management Plan including dust .
R3-067 . . comes forward would be assessed against
reduction measures and wheel washing fa- L.
. ) . the existing Development Management pol-
cilities are likely to be required and re- . o
. icies within the WMP.
quest to be consulted as the site is pro-
gressed.
Allocation within ancient woodland. There . . . L
. . . The previously submitted extension site is
is no appropriate mitigation for the loss of . . .
R3-066 no longer being allocated. Sites outside of

irreplaceable habitats. Where ancient
woodland is to be replaced by new wood-
land, this should aim to create 30 hectares

the 15 metres buffer area of ancient wood-
land may be available and are being
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of new woodland for every hectare lost.
future site allocations should apply the fol-
lowing principles to guide both site selec-
tion and the subsequent design of develop-
ment: avoid harm; provide unequivocal ev-
idence of need and benefits; deliver biodi-
versity net gain.

explored by the operator. A criteria based
policy is included.

Recommends reference to Policy S-AGG-4

Policy RM2 relates to clay and does not
correlate with S-AGG-4. However, refer-

R3-007 from the South Marine Plan, which refers |ences to the South Marine Plan policies

to local sourcing of aggregates. have been added to the relevant sections
of the Plan.
RM3
Rep ID Comment Authorities' Response

Sites that are already being worked have
been removed in explanation box which  [The area around Lydd Quarry is con-
means they would no longer be safe- strained by both National and European
guarded from non-minerals development [environmental designations including SSSI,
which could impact the continued working [Special Protection Area and Ramsar site.
of the sites. Sites often become recycled [The continued safeguarding of these sites

R3-069 and secondary aggregate producing sites |is not considered feasible due to the envi-
during restoration and therefore sites ronmental constraints which are consid-
which have not yet been restored should |ered overriding. This has been clarified
continue to be on the safeguarded sites within the supporting text. Aggregate pro-
list. Supports the continued safeguarding |ducing sites during restoration would be
of soft sand resource. Questions how list of |considered temporary. List of sites would
safeguarded sites would be periodically re- [be updated as part of the AMR process.
view without a Plan Review.
References para 204c of NPPF. Safeguard- |Unexploited areas of sharp sand and gravel
ing resources rather than specific sites is |are either physically or environmentally

R3-036 essential. The Policy does not provide constrained and therefore safeguarding
safeguarding or identify comprehensive cannot be supported. See Aggregates Re-
MSAs for sharp sand and gravel. source Paper for further details.

In line with the NPPF, paragraph 210c,

Does not raise an objection to the safe- safeguarded areas do not create a pre-
guarding of Folkstone Be.ds reserve as it is sumption that resources defined will be
not proposed for extraction at present. worked. Impacts upon amenity, traffic etc.
However, raises concerns that it could be would be addressed at the application

R3-062 extracted in the future which would be un-

acceptable as the area is an important set-
ting for the chalk downs. Concerns are also
raised about the potential impacts on set-
tlements and traffic.

stage should a proposal come forward. Any
application would be subject to the poli-
cies in the Waste and Minerals Plan, the
South Downs Local Plan (where appropri-
ate). Any application would need to con-
sider major development, i.e. whether
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exceptional circumstances exist and
whether development is in the public in-
terest.

Supports Lydd Quarry no longer being safe-

R3-070 guarded. Noted.
Policy should set out what is required in
MRA inclu. Type of mineral, extent of ster-
R3-043 ilisation, economic value/viability, site Separate guidance produced and to be
specific considerations and possibility for |published.
prior extraction. Information should be
proportionate to site.
R3-043 Policy is supported. Noted.
Identification of resources for safeguarding
does not infer they will be given planning
permission. Any application would be sub-
Ditchling / Plumpton - Soft Sand Reserve |ject to the policies in the Waste and Min-
within 3 areas of ancient woodland. Little [erals Plan, the South Downs Local Plan
R3-066 Standard Hill, Stanton's Farm & Novington |(where appropriate). Any application
safeguarded areas adjacent to areas of an- [would need to consider major develop-
cient woodland. ment, i.e. whether exceptional circum-
stances exist and whether development is
in the public interest in line with National
Policy.
Supports the removal of the non-permitted
R3-065 sand and gravel resources at Lydd Quarry [Noted.
from the safeguarded sites list.
Unclear whether the requirement for an
MRA would be needed for all developments
(other than those in the excluded develop- [Separate guidance has been produced de-
ment list). Queries whether size thresholds |tailing when and what type of assessment
would be applied such as those in POS would be required to be submitted. Refer-
R3-041 guidance. Excluded development list ence to the excluded development list has
should be included in RM3 text. Require- |been made in the supporting text for RM3.
ment of MRA should be proportionate to  |It is the MPAs statutory duty to respond to
development and included in Policy text. |consultations within MSAs and MCAs.
Requirements for MRA and MIA would have
resource implications for County Council.
Ibstock; Ashdown, Chailey & Horam sites |Page 6 of the RPD Draft Policies Map states
have been omitted from the Policies Map. [that: “The following locations are proposed
Response includes a revised map for Horam|to be safeguarded in addition to those al-
R3.034 with an area not to be included as the op- |ready safeguarded as depicted in the

erator does not consider the area feasible
for extraction. Revised maps for Ashdown

& Chailey submitted showing full extent of
resource outside of permitted areas.

Waste and Minerals Sites Plan" No sites
have been omitted from the Policies Map.
Clay resources are abundant and there are
no overriding reasons to extend the safe-
guarded resource. The existing
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safeguarded areas are based on permitted
reserves. Regarding the removal of part of
the safeguarded area at Horam brickworks,
there are no clear overriding reasons for
this.

Supports the safeguarding of economically
viable resources and considers the policy's
wording appropriate to prevent sterilisa-
tion of the minerals at these locations or
prejudice their extraction. MSA maps
should include all known economically im-

The NPPF states that LPAs should adopt
appropriate policies so that known loca-
tions of specific minerals resources of local
and national importance are not sterilised
by non-mineral development where this
should be avoided. The Aggregates Re-

R3-028 source Topic paper sets out reasons for
portant resource (even in AONB, SDNP etc) picpap .
why all known resources are not being
as changes can only be assessed through
. L. . safeguarded - many of the seams are nar-
planning application process. Existing 2017 ; ) .
. s row or would require extraction from river
MSAs doesn’t include all known resource S ) .
R . . beds. For clarification, the word 'potential-
therefore there is risk of potentially viable |, . . .
. - ly' has been inserted before viable in the
resources becoming sterilised. .
policy text.
There is no clear link between Policy S-
Recommends reference to Policy S-AGG-3 . . y
. . AGG-3 and the safeguarding of minerals re-
South Marine Plan, which refers to pro-
R3-007 osals in areas where high potential agare source. However, references to the South
P shp g8 Marine Plan policies have been added to
gate resource occurs. .
the relevant sections of the Plan.
RM4
Rep ID Comment Authorities' Response
The requirement for a minerals resource . .
o Requirement for the MRA is included
assessment (MRA) to assess the feasibility L . .
. . . within supporting text and separate guid-
of prior extraction should be included
N . . ance has been produced. The need for a
within the Policy text. Criteria of the Pol- .
. . MRA may not always be applicable. Part b)
icy should be further developed to include .
) of RM4 addresses the comment regarding
cases where it can be demonstrated there | . . .
) . . viability and the criteria is based on NPPF
R3-028 is an overriding need for sterilising non- . , .
. . . requirements. The 'excluded development
mineral development and prior extraction |. . . . .
... |list included in the RPD states it applies to
would have an adverse effect on the viabil-| . . .
. . this policy. However, wording has been
ity of the development. Considers further . .
. . .. added to supporting text stating it should
exemptions relating to specific develop- . . A .
. be read in conjunction with the excluded
ments e.g. non-material amendments ex- .
. . development list.
emption should apply to the Policy.
R3-036 Supports the Policy. Noted.
Notes that this policy has stronger wordin
than SPS. Re ’Fr)emeynt for MRAgsho d beg Guidance produced which has been refer-
. ui u
R3-041 q enced within the supporting text of the

included in Policy text and details of when
MRAs would be required is needed.

Policy.
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In response to the prior extraction policy:
Part b) - Operators plan many years ahead
for permitted reserves. Conflicting form of
development could sterilise minerals which
would not ordinarily be extracted for many

Mineral Resource Assessments would be a
mechanism to ascertain whether it is via-

R3-034 . . ble to extract the resource at that point in
years, meaning the relevant mineral oper- | . . . .
. . time. Policy wording reflects the require-
ator cannot ‘practically or feasibly extract’ ments of the NPPF para 210(d).
said mineral. Minerals should be retained
as a long term resource. Modify or prefera-
bly remove b).
RM5
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
R3-036 Supports the Policy. Noted.
Mitigation in line with the agent of change
principle would be dependent on the loca-
tion i.e. rural/urban, type and use of the
proposed non-minerals development. It is
Supports the direction of the Policy. The [difficult to define vicinity as a non-miner-
terms 'vicinity' and 'disturbance’ i.e. noise, |als development located 250m from an in-
R3-028 . . . . o
light, dust should be defined in policy text |frastructure site in an urban area would be
to assist LPAs when applying the policy. affected differently to a non-minerals de-
velopment 250m from an infrastructure
site in a more rural area e.g. the railhead
at Mountfield. The term ‘disturbance’ has
been defined within the supporting text.
It is considered that the Policy could be  |Proposals within close proximity of infra-
more strongly worded in terms of the re- |structure sites (except excluded develop-
R3-063 quirements of proposals coming forward  [ment) would be subject to a minerals in-
which could prejudice the operation of the |frastructure assessment. A separate guid-
safeguarded infrastructure - similar to ance document details the requirements of
RM6. this.
Wording of RM5 should be consistent with
RMé i.e. infrastructure facilities are safe-
guarded against development which would |Agreed. To ensure consistency between
R3-063 unnecessarily sterilise or prejudice its use. |policies, the wording in RM5 has been
RM5 should use same wording ‘should not |amended.
be permitted' as opposed to 'will not be
supported'.
A consistent approach to M10 of the JMLP The authoritie.s’ .approact? of safeguarding
should be taken i.e. listing specific wharf all wharves within the Fir1ghton & H(?VG
R3-069 part of Shoreham Port is long-established

sites to show that authorities are working
together to ensure that sufficient wharf
capacity is being safeguarded. Questions

and was found sound by the appointed in-
spector during the examination of the
Waste and Minerals Plan in 2013. A
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how list of safeguarded sites would be pe-
riodically review without a Plan Review.

Statement of Common Ground has been
agreed with West Sussex County Council
which sets out an agreed future policy ap-
proach with regard to Shoreham. The list
of sites would be updated as part of the
AMR process.

Minerals Infrastructure Assessment (MIA)
requirement should be in policy text. A re-

quirement for a MIA to accompany all plan-

ning applications within it (other than the

The separate guidance document on MIA's
would includes details for when one is re-
quired and these would be proportionate

R3-041
excluded development listed at paragraph [to the scale of the proposed development.
6.50) could be unduly onerous. Details of [This has been clarified within the support-
when an MIA is required and excluded de- [ing text.
velopment list should be referenced.
D t object to th t of ch
O_es .no ° Jec. ,O € agent o C anse The Agent of Change Principle is set out
principle text if it does not restrict the de-| . . . . .
within National Policy therefore decision-
R3-041 velopment of Land at Stoneworks Cot- makers already have a dutv to apply this
tages, Rye Harbour, which is allocated for rinciole y y PRy
residential development in the DASA. P pie.
Recommends reference to Policy S-AGG-3 [There is no specific link between this pol-
R3-007 South Marine Plan, which refers to pro- icy and RM5. However, references to the
posals in areas where high potential aggre- |South Marine Plan policies have been
gate resource occurs. added to the relevant sections of the Plan.
RM6
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
Concreting batching plant in Jarvis Brook
Crowborough can only be accessed by road |Traffic impacts would have been consid-
R3-038 and the routes are already congested due |ered at the decision making stage by the
to surrounding developments - these con- [LPA. Policy WMP26 would capture issues
straints are not addressed within the Pol- [relating to traffic impact.
icy.
R3-041 No comments. Noted.
Th i lear link bet Policy S-
Recommends reference to Policy S-AGG-3 ere 1s no ciear fink be Yveen ey
. . AGG-3 and the safeguarding of concrete
South Marine Plan, which refers to pro- . o
R3-007 osals in areas where hich potential agere batching facilities. However, references to
pate resoUrce oCeurs ghp 88 the South Marine Plan policies have been
s ) added to the relevant sections of the Plan.
R3-036 Supports the Policy. Noted.
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Questions how list of safeguarded sites

Policy wording takes precedence over
maps or other illustration; a facility is con-
sidered safeguarded if it meets the criteria

R3-069 would be periodically review without a of the policy. List of sites would be up-
Plan Review. dated as part of the AMR process - wording
has been added to the supporting text to
explain this.
The policy text could be strengthened if
‘The MPA will’ was to be replaced with
‘Planning permission will only be granted
for devel t that is i tible with
or deve opmt?n @ ]S, 1.n.compa iewl Agreed. The wording within the policy has
R3-028 the safeguarding of facilities for concrete
. . been amended.
batching, coated stone materials manufac-
ture and other concrete products within
the urban area where it is demonstrated
that ...... ’
R3-063 Should include reference to agent of Reference to the principle has been added
change principle. to supporting text.
RM7
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
The supporting text states that BHCC and
The Plan is part of the Development Plan LPPOTTINg X . .
. ] b . SDNPA would consider this in their own de-
for the entire area and is specific to the .. . .
. . cision taking. Relevant LPAs in these areas
mineral and waste development policy . .
. would apply this policy as part of the De-
R3-028 coverage of the entire area and should |\ o blan. The excluded develo
therefore include SDNP. RM7 should be the men‘t) B a:d
MCA policy for all Plan Area Authorities. PP P .
. ... |has therefore been moved earlier in the
Excluded development list could be within . .
) document and text added to explain which
Policy Text. . .
policies it applies to.
The need to enlarge MCA for wharves at
Rye Harbour is unclear, but notes it corre-
lates with Harbour Road employment area [The wider MCA at Rye Harbour is to ensure
and residential allocation boundary. There the MWPA are consulted on development
are concerns that MCA would conflict with |proposals which could compromise opera-
the development of new employment tions and capacity at the wharf even if
R3-041 buildings. Questions the need to protect a |they are not actually on the wharf site it-

greater area than Rastrums wharf, exten-
sion northwest and access. Notes that
planning applications within the Harbour
Road Employment Area will be determined
by the District Council in accordance with
Policy RHA2 of the DaSA Local Plan (2019)
which includes criteria to protect wharves.

self. For example, residential development
adjacent to a wharf may not be compati-
ble with the noise and dust potentially re-
sulting from the wharf operation.
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RPD should state that RM3 and RM5 should
be read in conjunction with RM7.

R3-041 Excluded development list is welcomed.  |Noted.
. . It forms part of the County Council's statu-
Policy requirements should not cause a de- . .
R3-041 ) . . tory duty to respond to consultations in a
lay in determining applications. .
timely manner.
ting text fusi it
Supporting text may cause confusion as i Reference to MSAs has been removed from
R3-041 refers to MSAs and recommends removal of )
. the supporting text.
this reference.
The level of inf ti ired in Infra-
© level of Information requirec in intra Separate guidance has been produced to
structure Assessment needs to be made . ]
. . .. assist both LPAs and developers/appli-
clear in the policy. It is important that any . .
. . . . cants. Information requirements would be
additional requirements which arise as a .
R3-041 . proportionate to the scale and nature of
result of extending the MCA do not com-
. . . the development and each proposal would
promise the delivery of development in .
. be assessed on a case by case basis in ac-
this key employment area or the allocated . .
. . cordance with the guidance.
housing site.
R3-036, R3-063 Supports the Policy. Noted.
RV1
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
KCC support the approach taken in relation
R3-028 to development in the National Park and [Noted.
AONB as it accords with national policy.
HE wel th tecti f designated
R3-045 we comes. ? protection of designate Noted.
landscapes within RV1
The NPPF is clear that circumstances may
exist that could allow development to
Town Council has concerns that the inclu- X » ) ,W Veiop
. , . . L. come forward within protected land-
sion of ‘exceptional circumstances' in pol- . ,
R3-044 . . scapes. Those circumstances would be 'ex-
icy RV1 will allow development to come . ) .
. ceptional’ and need to be considered at
forward in protected landscape. ) . .
the time that an application is submitted.
RV1 reflects national policy.
Th ld not b tional ci -
ereé WO not be exceptiona c1rc'um The wording within RV1 aligns with the
R3-064 stances for large scale waste and minerals NPPF
development within Hastings. )
The inclusion of a new policy - RV1 - which
R3-041 relates to the South Downs National Park |Noted.

and the High Weald Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty - is welcomed. We have no
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other comments on Policy RV1 subject to
consideration of what specific comments
are made on this Policy by the High Weald
AONB Unit and Natural England.

Minerals development can have positive as
well as adverse impacts and this should be
reflected within the wording of RV1. Word-

RV1 aligns with national policy. There may
be instances where, on balance, major de-
velopment can take place within desig-

R3-043 . . nated landscapes and this includes where
ing of RV1 should not paraphrase national . .
policy and suggestions are made to im- beneﬁFs of restoration Fan b.e s.ecured.
) There is a separate policy within the WMP
prove the wording to that effect. .
that relates to restoration.
Support the replacement of policy WLP2
with new policy RV1. We recommend that
R3-065 the Authorities take the advice of the High [Noted
Weald AONB until as to the suitability and
robustness of the policy wording.
Support for the wording in RV1 in relation
R3-062 to the purposes and duty of the na'tiona$ Noted.
park as well as support for the policy crite-
ria relating to the backfilling of quarries.
Note support for the policy wording. The
Support for the text in RV1. Request an ad-[Authorities do not feel that additional
R3-070 ditional criteria to require an mitigation  [wording is required as planning permission
package to be implemented would only be granted on the basis that
the mitigation would happen.
Concern that RV1 allows for exceptional
R3-061 circumstances and suggests more restric- [The wording within RV1 aligns with the

tive wording to protect the designated
landscapes in the Plan Area

NPPF.

RV1 (Purpose)

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-041

Typographical error - Under the “Purpose
of Policy RV1” on page 14 there is an extra
“the” which needs deleting: ...and the
purposes and objectives of the High Weald
Area of the Outstanding Natural Beauty
Management Plan.

Noted.
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RW1

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

Under policy RW1, RM1 and RM2 we recom-
mend reference to Policy S-AGG-4 from

References to the South Marine Plan and
its policies have been added to the Plan.

R3-007 . . The policies of the South Marine Plan
the South Marine Plan, which refers to lo- . . .
. should be considered in the determination
cal sourcing of aggregates. . .
of planning applications where relevant.
R3-028 Support for policy. Noted.
SWT supports the consolidation of policies
R3-065 Noted.
WMP7a and WMP7b into policy RW1
The change in policy and wording weakens
the protection for areas outside of those
P ] L B Policy RW1 and WMP7a contain the same
R3-039 currently preferred and allows a “get out Clause
clause” to permit development outside of )
these areas.
The WMLP must ensure that there is ade-
t ision for th t of all
Policy should be altered so that it only ap- Hate provision for e. management of a
. . . types of waste. Recycling, recovery and
R3-015 plies to land uses involved in the preven- . . .
. . disposal are all important elements in the
tion, reduction and reuse of waste. . . .
waste hierarchy alongside prevention and
reuse.
This enables, subject to the appropriate
. . permission, for the continued use of waste
Concerned about criteria B3 as it is not . .
. R , . management and minerals processing at lo-
clear what ‘overriding reasons’ means in . o .
R3-065 cations after the landfilling or quarrying

this context. Further detail should be pro-
vided as to the need for this caveat.

has ceased. This enables making the most
sustainable use of these facilities, where it
is appropriate.

Recycled aggregates, advocating for more

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-005

Advocates reducing CDEW waste to pro-
duce more recycled aggregates to substi-
tute for virgin materials. Not in line with
Councils climate emergency commitment.

The Plan strategy for aggregates provision
is to provide alternatives to land-won ag-
gregates such as recycled and secondary
aggregates as well as imports. There are
limitations to the contribution that recy-
cled materials can make to overall supply
due to specifications and volumes of CDEW
needed as feedstock. However a new pol-
icy now clarifies that the use of recycled
and secondary aggregate will be prioritised

over virgin materials. Plan text has also
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been amended to emphasise the contribu-
tion that recycled and secondary materials
can make to provision.

Sustainability Appraisal

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-065

Topic D: Loss of irreplaceable habitat can-
not be mitigated or fully compensated for.
Annex D Objective 9 (climate change) is
flawed: ancient woodland and its soils are
a carbon sink and destruction would re-
lease greenhouse gases and a loss of habi-
tats would stop the isolation of carbon.
Objective 14: disagrees that loss of ancient
woodland can be mitigated or fully com-
pensated for as it is irreplaceable and
therefore net gain biodiversity can never
be achieved where it is destroyed. Does
not comply with Para 174 of NPPF.

The previously submitted extension site is
no longer being allocated. Sites outside of
the 15 metres buffer area of ancient wood-
land may be available and are being ex-
plored by the operator. A criteria based
policy is included. The Sustainability Ap-
praisal has been amended accordingly.

Sustainability Appraisal. Lydd quarry

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-063

the Sustainability Appraisal is clear that
the options being considered whilst the re-
vised policies were being prepared in rela-
tion to the strategy for the provision of
sand and gravel were either a) to provide
the required sand and gravel by maintain-
ing the existing mix of recycling, imports
and quarrying. This option would involve
the allocation of the extension at Lydd
Quarry; or b) was to not allocate the ex-
tension at Lydd Quarry and rely on recy-
cled and imported sand and gravel.

These points have been noted by the Au-
thorities as part of the Sustainability Ap-
praisal.

R3-063

The Sustainability Appraisal does raise the
prospect of project level mitigation

These points have been noted by the Au-
thorities as part of the Sustainability Ap-
praisal.

R3-063

Sustainability Appraisal Report (March
2020) Technical Annex D, Appraisal of Sites
- reflects the above conclusions confirming
that ‘it is highly unlikely that secondary
aggregates would be able to meet the de-
mand for aggregates within the Plan’ and
that ‘non-allocation [of a Lydd Quarry

These points have been noted by the Au-
thorities as part of the Sustainability Ap-
praisal.
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Extension] is likely to result in aggregate
being transported over a longer distance’.

Traffic
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
It is very difficult to restrict the roads
hich truction traffi . For L
Construction traffic should be required to which cons ruc_: {1 trattic uses. ror farge
R3-039 . . schemes, routing agreements are some-
avoid minor and rural roads. . )
times possible through S106 agreements,
but not always.
The proposed Revised Policies rely on the
use of existing permitted facilities. This
i traffic level d existi
Plan would result in additional traffic in ma‘,’ '1r?crease ra . " eX]s. 1'ng
R3-019 facilities. Most minerals and waste facili-
Newhaven. . - .
ties have limits on vehicle movements
which restrict the number of movements
at any given site.
Traffic is a consideration in the determina-
R3-023 Plan should sort A259. tion of planning applications under Policy
WMP26
Noted - The Plan as proposed does not pro-
R3-037 Concerned about traffic levels (Newhaven) |pose additional development beyond that
which is already permitted.
WMP17
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
SWT believes that in line with the changes
required to policy WMP27, the authorities
should also consider updating policy
WMP17 to better reflect the requirements
of paragraph 170 and 171 of the NPPF. In
particular, Biodiversity Action Plans are  [The Authorities consider that WMP17 re-
R3.065 not the only relevant evidence base and  |mains sound at this time. It will be subject

are often out of date. We feel it is restric-
tive to only reference these, when docu-
ments such as the SXLNP Natural Capital
Investment Strategy could be equally as
relevant. We therefore recommend the
following changes to policy WMP17: 1. In
criteria b. remove the word 'can’ and de-
lete from the word 'assist’ to the end of

to review as part of a full review of the
Plan.
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the sentence. 2. Replace reference of
WMP27 with reference to RD1.

WMP18

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-067

We [Highways England] consider that the
transport of minerals and waste has the
potential to generate a significant number
of Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) movements
using the SRN. We note that Policies
WMP18 (Transport - Road, Rail and Water)
and WMP 26 (Traffic Impacts) remain un-
changed, which reference managing and
mitigating adverse traffic impacts from the
proposed developments. We also note Par-
agraph 3.36 of the Revised Policies docu-
ment which states the current limitations
of the road network as a consideration in
planning for new development.

Noted.

WMP24

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-061

Climate Change Policy WMP24 is no longer
fit for purpose. In order to remain sound,
it requires up-dating to reflect your Au-
thority’s obligations to contribute to
achieving national and your own local net
zero emissions targets. This also affects
Policy RD1.

Climate change is currently addressed
through Policy WMP 24a Climate Change; a
review of this policy is not within the
scope of this partial review. As set out in
the Context section of the plan, it will be
the subject of the next full review of the
Plan.

WMP28a

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-021

We [Environment Agency] have reviewed
other Development Management policies in
the adopted Local Plan relevant to our re-
mit. The existing policy WMP28a Flood risk
is still fit for purpose and coupled with the
requirements in the NPPF can ensure that

flood risk management and resilience is

Noted.
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fully considered through the determination
of a planning application.

WMP28b
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
WMP28a Water Resources and Water Qual-
ity provides certain comfort that the im-
pact of development proposals on water
resources and water quality will be consid-
ered as we highlighted in our original sub-
mission to the Waste and Minerals Plan The word "unacceptable” is required in the
prior to its adoption in 2013 we have some |policy because the term 'risk' requires
R3-021 concerns with the use of the term “unac- [quantifying. Without quantifying almost all
ceptable” adverse impacts and that by development poses some, even if
very nature suggests that some adverse im-|miniscule, level of risk.
pacts are appropriate. If there are any op-
portunities to strengthen this policy fur-
ther as part of the review of the Waste and
Minerals Local Plan we would welcome
this.
WMP3b
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
The WMLP ensures that there is adequate
land ision f t t facil-
Seeks the establishment of a composting .a.n prov1510|.1 or waste managemen. act
R3-017 . L. ities. Collection of household waste is the
collection service in the Plan Area. s L
responsibility of the borough, district and
city councils.
WMP3c
Rep ID Comment Authorities’ Response
Seeks the incorporation of policies that
! porati , P ],] The WMP promotes the general reduction
R3-017 seek to change people’s behaviour so that |, .
. . . in the production of all waste.
they don't use single use plastics.
R3-017 Suggests the disposal of non-recyclable Noted.

plastics at the CTEC Plant, Newhaven.
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WMSP-A/B

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-002

Residential dwellings have been permitted
under prior-notification, suitability of site
of waste management uses should be con-
sidered.

Noted; this will be a consideration when
the topic of waste management is re-
viewed in a future review.

R3-002

Site owner wishes to promote site for
housing; site has not been developed for
waste uses to date; site should be de-allo-
cated for waste uses.

At this time, the Authorities are focusing
on minerals provision within the WMLP. It
is anticipated that the topic of waste man-
agement will be undertaken in a subse-
quent review. Allocated sites for waste
management are safeguarded for that use
under policy WMP6. However, that policy
does state that where "it is demonstrated
that alternative capacity is permitted and
delivered elsewhere within the Plan Area,
or unless it is demonstrated that the waste
management provision is no longer needed
to meet either local or strategic needs"
that a site will no longer considered to be
safeguarded. Proposals for non-minerals
and waste uses, submitted in the form of
submissions to the relevant district or bor-
ough local plan or as a planning applica-
tion, that demonstrated that the criteria
was met, could be allocated or permitted
to be used for other uses. From the infor-
mation available in the WMP and AMR in
the context that that the WMLP make
waste management provision until
2026/27, meeting the criteria above does
not appear to be insurmountable at this
time.

WMSP-A/C

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-050

Site owner wishes to de-allocate site; site
has not been developed for waste uses to
date; site surroundings have changed since
allocation; site should be de-allocated for
waste uses.

At this time, the Authorities are focusing
on minerals provision within the WMLP. It
is anticipated that the topic of waste man-
agement will be undertaken in a subse-
quent review. Allocated sites for waste
management are safeguarded for that use
under policy WMP6. However, that policy
does state that where "it is demonstrated
that alternative capacity is permitted and
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delivered elsewhere within the Plan Area,
or unless it is demonstrated that the waste
management provision is no longer needed
to meet either local or strategic needs”
that a site will no longer considered to be
safeguarded. Proposals for non-minerals
and waste uses, submitted in the form of
submissions to the relevant district or bor-
ough local plan or as a planning applica-
tion, that demonstrated that the criteria
was met, could be allocated or permitted
to be used for other uses. From the infor-
mation available in the WMP and AMR in
the context that that the WMLP make
waste management provision until
2026/27, meeting the criteria above does
not appear to be insurmountable at this
time.

Concerned by potential effects of any fu-
ture waste facility on site in relation to

These matters would be subject to the de-
velopment management policies contained

R3-014
traffic; hours of operation; noise; air qual- [within the WMP to ensure that any pro-
ity, and drainage. posed development is acceptable.
Residential dwellings have been permitted

] ] . ,] g' . p ] ) Noted; this will be a consideration when

under prior-notification, suitability of site . .

R3-014 the topic of waste management is re-
of waste management uses should be con- | . . .

. viewed in a future review.

sidered.

Waste

Rep ID Comment Authorities' Response

R3-019, R3-022, R3-
023, R3-024, R3-025,
R3-027, R3-029, R3-
048, R3-052, R3-054,
R3-055, R3-056, R3-
057, R3-058, R3-068

Plan should focus on preventing and reduc-
ing waste in order to tackle climate
change.

Adopted Policy WMP3a, supported policies
WMP3b-e in the WMP seek to achieve this.
Policies WMP24a and WMP24b directly re-
lates to climate change.

Plan is not consistent with the waste hier-

The overall approach to minerals provision
is set out in WMP4 which prioritises sec-
ondary aggregate over virgin material. The

Agreement on climate change

R3-055 .
archy. approach to waste management it set out
in policy WMP3a, which embeds the waste
hierarchy into the WMLP.
Plan does not properly address the UK gov-
R3-055 ernment'’s legal commitment to the Paris [The Revised Policies Document is a tar-

geted amendment to the WMLP. The waste
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management policies will be updated in a
future review.

The Resources and Waste Strategy focuses
on becoming a 'Circular Economy" highlight-
ing key targets and milestones such as a
75% recycling rate for packaging by 2030,
65% recycling rate for municipal solid
waste by 2035 and for 10% (or less) waste
to landfill by 2035. These targets run in
line with the Governments 25 year plan in

The WMP was written prior to the intro-
duction of the term Circular Economy.
However, although it was written prior to
that, it contains high targets (95% and
greater) for diversion to landfill for the
three major waste streams. The waste
management policies contained within that
plan make provision until 2026/27. The
plan makes provision for adequate recy-
cling and recovery capacity to meet the
recycling targets within the plan. The WMP
also permits the provision of recycling ca-
pacity in lieu of recovery capacity. The
achievement of 75% recycling rate for

R3-009 order to move away from a ‘Linear’ eco- . .
. . packaging in part relies on the producers
nomic model and to leave our environmen- ; . .
. of packaging changing their products and
tal in a better place for future genera- . . .
. A ensuring that it is made of materials that
tions. These documents are all highlighted
. .- can be recycled. The WMP does not pre-
in the draft plan under section ‘National . . .
.. ., clude this happening. The 65% recycling
Policies and Strategies’ Para 3.6 & 3.8, .
. rate for MSW is more complex, and would
however it is unclear as to where these .
. . . need to be addressed though either a fu-
have been reviewed and implemented into
. ture waste management contract or other
the published documents. .
arrangements made by the City and County
Councils, which should be prepared at the
same time as the waste land use policy.
The Authorities have focused this review in
the view that waste management would be
better addressed in a subsequent review.
| applaud the reduction in waste going to
landfill and the work which has been done
R3-039 to achieve this. | hope that the trend con- |Noted.
tinues downward, as there are further im-
provements to be made.
R3-006 Contaminated sites should be managed Contaminated sites are regulated by the
properly. Environment Agency.
. Adopted Policy WMP3a, supported policies
Plan should f t d reduc-
or e e WP the Wi sk crieve i
s Policies WMP24a and WMP24b directly re-
change. .
lates to climate change.
The amount of recycled aggregate that
Why do we still consider It responsible to ! y ssres
o . could be produced and used was a factor
extract building materials from the sea- when calculating the amount of ageregate
R3-018 bed. Why is it impossible to recycle most s ssres

building waste and repurpose it rather
than consign it to land fill?

required; the amount that can be pro-
duced is insufficient to meet the amount
required. See WMP4 for broad approach.

50

322




R3-011, R3-019, R3-
022, R3-023, R3-024,
R3-025, R3-027, R3-
029, R3-048, R3-052,
R3-054, R3-055, R3-
056, R3-057, R3-058,
R3-068

Objects to additional waste management
development in areas where waste man-
agement facilities are concentrated.

This is addressed by WMP25 and WMP19.

R3-011, R3-019, R3-
022, R3-023, R3-024,
R3-025, R3-027, R3-
029, R3-039, R3-048,
R3-052, R3-054, R3-
055, R3-056, R3-057,
R3-058, R3-060, R3-068

Plan should include high targets on waste
reduction, reuse and recycling.

Targets for MSW (LACW), C&l and CDEW
waste are included in the WMP - tables 3,
4, and 5. These seek to achieve the follow-
ing recycling & recovery rates by 2025/26
(LACW: 55% / 98%; C&l: 70% / 98%; CDEW:
50% / 98%)

R3-011, R3-022, R3-
023, R3-024, R3-025,
R3-027, R3-029, R3-
048, R3-052, R3-054,
R3-055, R3-056, R3-
057, R3-058, R3-068

Plan should not permit large energy recov-
ery facilities.

The WMLP makes provision for the safe
management of all waste and recovery or
disposal is currently the only option for
some types of waste. The WMLP makes ad-
equate provision for waste management
until 2026/27 and this topic not the focus
of this review. It is anticipated that it will
be addressed in a future review.

R3-019

Plan should include support for waste re-
duction, reuse and recycling.

The WMP contains a number of policies
that seek to achieve this: WMP3a, WMP3b,
WMP3d in particular.

R3-046

The Plan should place an increased empha-
sis on a ‘circular economy’ approach to the
recycling and reuse of construction waste
materials

The WMP was written prior to the intro-
duction of the term Circular Economy.
However, although it was written prior to
that, WMP3a and WMP3b embeds the
waste hierarchy into the Plan. WMP3d spe-
cifically addresses the management of con-
struction waste.

R3-009

Seeking reassurance that the Authorities
have completed a full review of its waste
needs and its provision for waste to ensure
they are sufficient within the plan area.

At the outset of this review the Call for Ev-
idence and Sites set out the areas of the
WMLP that the Authorities had identified
required amending, following the submis-
sions to that the Draft Revised Policies
Document was prepared. The Authorities
consider that the general topic of waste
management is currently considered to be
adequately addressed by the existing plan
for the life of WMP i.e. until 2026/27. This
review will not extend the life of those
policies, and it will be the subject of a
subsequent review.

R3-064

The opportunities to reuse building materi-
als for construction projects should be

The Waste and Minerals Local Plan is con-
cerned with land use policies related to
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maximised, either from the site if availa-
ble, or from elsewhere. This should be a
policy consideration as it is an important
part of the waste hierarchy and supports
the principles of a circular economy. There
is a huge amount of research going on at
the moment looking at buildings as mate-
rial resource banks of the future and this
should be recognised in these policies.

waste and minerals development. The pro-
motion of the use of recycled and reused
material in other developments is best
achieved through either industry specific
intervention by government or through the
local plans that control such developments
as prepared by the district and borough
councils. See WMP3d and WMP21 for more
information in relation to waste minimisa-
tion.

The plan and policy documents need up-

The Authorities periodically review the
safeguarded sites list. At this time, the site

R3-038 dating to reflect the closure of the Forest .
. . has not yet met the criteria to be de-safe-
Row recycling site.
guarded.
This i tained within WMP Policies 3a -
Plan should include high targets on waste 15 15 con e.nne s © 1c1esf a
R3-015 . . 3e. The topic of waste management is not
reduction, reuse and recycling. ; .
the focus of the current partial review.
Proposal at para 2.1 to retain the existing
R3-046 policy WMI.33d: Minimisir.1g and Man.a'ging Noted
Waste During Construction, Demolition and
Excavation is welcomed.
The WMLP f f ing that
The plan lacks a clear strategy for shifting © . > preterence for ensuring ?
. .. waste is manged as far up the waste hier-
R3-038 the balance of waste disposal from incin- . . .
eration to recycling, re-use, or reduction archy as practicable is set out in WMP3a,
yching, ’ " |38 and 3d.
Plan should seek to reduce the amount of
R3-015 ! . . This is addressed by WMP3a & WMP3d
CD&E waste.
R3-006 Plan should promote waste minimisation. |[This is addressed by WMP3a
The WMLP makes provision for the safe
management of all waste and recovery or
disposal is currently the only option for
R3-019 Plan should not permit large energy recov- |some types of waste. The WMLP makes ad-
ery facilities. equate provision for waste management
until 2026/27 and this topic not the focus
of this review. It is indicated that it will be
addressed in a future review.
. . The broad strategy in relation to minerals
Plan should increase use of waste in con- . . .
R3-005 . . . does this, as set out in WMP4, in respect of
struction (including recycled aggregates).
recycled aggregates.
Plan should include targets for the reduc-
R3-005 tion of waste produced by the construction [This is addressed by WMP3a & WMP3d

industry.
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R3-046

Policy RD1 could be expanded to identify a
requirement for at least 10% biodiversity
net gain, in line with the emerging Envi-
ronment Bill.

The policy is worded to ensure that net-
gain is provided. Duplication of the exact
level and metrics used to determine it,
which will be addressed through national
legislation, is unnecessary.

R3-039

Plan should require construction industry
to use more green and recycled materials.

Policy WMP21 Opportunities for Sustaina-
ble Waste Management and Minerals Pro-
duction in Other Developments seeks to re-
duce waste, but the WMLP isn't the appro-
priate document to specify the type of ma-
terials to be used in all developments. The
requirement to use recycled and green ma-
terials is best addressed through industry
wide intervention or through district and
borough local plans for which the materials
used in development can be better ad-
dressed.

Waste Site Safeguarding.

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities’ Response

R3-013

A waste management operation was per-
mitted on the site known as "The Old Coal
Yard, Hailsham". It should be shown as a
safeguarded waste site within the Plan.

Noted. Safeguarding list updated.

Waste, Circular Economy

Rep ID

Comment

Authorities' Response

R3-015

The circular economy approach to con-
struction materials being developed as pol-
icy by BHCC should be incorporated into
the WMLP.

The WMP was written prior to the intro-
duction of the term Circular Economy.
However, although it was written prior to
that, it contains high targets (95% and
greater) for diversion to landfill for the
three major waste streams. The waste
management policies contained within that
plan make provision until 2026/27. The Au-
thorities have focused this review on min-
erals with a view to addressing waste man-
agement in a subsequent review.

R3-015

Support references to Circular Economy.

Noted.
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Appendix A — List of Representations with links

Rep Number | Submission | Links Respondent
Number
R3-001 1 | R3-001.pdf (Size: 54.61K) Test
R3-001 2 | R3-001 .pdf (Size: 67.2K) Test
R3-002 1 | R3-002.pdf (Size: 57.83K) David Collins
R3-002 2 | R3-002A [R] (Collins).pdf (Size: 247.95K) David Collins
R3-002 3 | R3-002 .pdf (Size: 104.79K) David Collins
R3-003 1 | R3-003.pdf (Size: 58.1K) Shoreham Port
R3-003 2 | R3-003 .pdf (Size: 77.51K) Shoreham Port
R3-004 1 | R3-004.pdf (Size: 57.73K) East Chiltington Par-
ish Council
R3-004 2 | R3-004 .pdf (Size: 98.86K) East Chiltington Par-
ish Council
R3-005 1 | R3-005.pdf (Size: 56.18K) Sam Jenner
R3-005 2 | R3-005 .pdf (Size: 94.37K) Sam Jenner
R3-006 1 | R3-006.pdf (Size: 55.42K) Amanda Jobson
R3-006 2 | R3-006 .pdf (Size: 85.04K) Amanda Jobson
R3-007 1 | R3-007.pdf (Size: 55.14K) Marine Manage-
ment Organisation
R3-007 2 | R3-007A [R] (MMO).pdf (Size: 174.32K) Marine Manage-
ment Organisation
R3-007 3 | R3-007B [R] (MMO).pdf (Size: 309.91K) Marine Manage-
ment Organisation
R3-008 1 | R3-008.pdf (Size: 56.69K) Gatwick Airport
R3-008 2 | R3-008A [R] (Gatwick Airport).pdf (Size: 105.32K) Gatwick Airport
R3-008 3 | R3-008B [R] (Gatwick Airport) PL Policy Response Gatwick Airport
LGW4151 18-05-20.pdf (Size: 232.4K)
R3-008 4 | R3-008C (Gatwick Airport) 15km Gatwick Safeguarding | Gatwick Airport
Zone Extents LGW4151 18-05-20.pdf (Size: 603.28K)
R3-009 1 | R3-009.pdf (Size: 57.55K) Biffa Waste Services
R3-009 2 | R3-009A [R] (Biffa Waste Services) Biffa Waste Services | Biffa Waste Services
Response 2020.pdf (Size: 199.51K)
R3-010 1 | R3-010.pdf (Size: 58.85K) Kier
R3-010 2 | R3-010A [R] (Kier).pdf (Size: 197.55K) Kier
R3-011 1 | R3-011.pdf (Size: 56.46K) Shushter et al
R3-011 2 | R3-011A (Shuster et al.) Signtory List.pdf (Size: 155.23K) | Shushter et al
R3-011 3 | R3-011B [R] (Shuster et al.) Action Network First Shushter et al
Email.pdf (Size: 131.87K)
R3-012 1 | R3-012.pdf (Size: 57.58K) Wienerberger
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892447
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892417
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892407
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892408
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892412
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892406
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892405
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892403
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892413
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892404
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892416
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892414
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892420
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892422
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892424
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892415
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892429
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892429
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892444
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892444
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892423
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892430
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892430
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892427
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892436
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892434
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892443
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892439
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892439
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892432

R3-012 2 | R3-012A [R] (Wienerburger) Brett Aggregates Letter of | Wienerberger
Support - Lydd Quarry 13.07.2020.pdf (Size: 1,756.98K)

R3-013 1 | R3-013.pdf (Size: 58.73K) Alan Potter - Be-
yond Waste

R3-013 2 | R3-013A (Potter).pdf (Size: 216.06K) Alan Potter - Be-
yond Waste

R3-014 1 | R3-014.pdf (Size: 60.16K) Zoar Chapel

R3-014 2 | R3-014A [R] (Zoar Chapel).pdf (Size: 487.31K) Zoar Chapel

R3-015 1 | R3-015.pdf (Size: 58.38K) Lewes District
Green Party

R3-015 2 | R3-015A (Green Party, Lewes District).pdf (Size: 85.09K) | Lewes District
Green Party

R3-015 3 | R3-015 .pdf (Size: 80.18K) Lewes District
Green Party

R3-016 1 | R3-016.pdf (Size: 55.25K) Peter Isted

R3-016 2 | R3-016 .pdf (Size: 82.8K) Peter Isted

R3-017 1 | R3-017.pdf (Size: 58.79K) Plastic Free East-
bourne CIC

R3-017 2 | R3-017 .pdf (Size: 111.89K) Plastic Free East-
bourne CIC

R3-018 1 | R3-018.pdf (Size: 55.73K) Hugh Woodhouse

R3-018 2 | R3-018 .pdf (Size: 81.71K) Hugh Woodhouse

R3-019 1 | R3-019.pdf (Size: 56.12K) Lesley Healey

R3-019 2 | R3-019A [R] (Healey).pdf (Size: 132.25K) Lesley Healey

R3-020 1 | R3-020.pdf (Size: 56.61K) William Ackroyd

R3-020 2 | R3-020A [R] (Ackroyd).pdf (Size: 133.75K) William Ackroyd

R3-021 1 | R3-021.pdf (Size: 57.13K) Environment
Agency

R3-021 2 | R3-021A [R] (Environment Agency).pdf (Size: 234.46K) Environment
Agency

R3-022 1 | R3-022.pdf (Size: 55.66K) Samantha Struthers

R3-022 2 | R3-022A [R] (Struthers).pdf (Size: 135.07K) Samantha Struthers

R3-023 1 | R3-023.pdf (Size: 56.59K) Jo ODell

R3-023 2 | R3-023A [R] (ODell).pdf (Size: 140.46K) Jo ODell

R3-024 1 | R3-024.pdf (Size: 55.56K) Brigitte Sutherland

R3-024 2 | R3-024A [R] (Sutherland).pdf (Size: 134.14K) Brigitte Sutherland

R3-025 1 | R3-025.pdf (Size: 56.58K) Keith Payne

R3-025 2 | R3-025A [R] (Payne).pdf (Size: 136.11K) Keith Payne

R3-026 1 | R3-026.pdf (Size: 56.41K) Jane Foot

R3-026 2 | R3-026 .pdf (Size: 93.75K) Jane Foot

R3-027 1 | R3-027.pdf (Size: 56.99K) Sarah Sawyer

R3-027 2 | R3-027A [R] (Sawyer) Consultation response Sarah Sawyer

Waste (Size: 135.56K)

R3-028 1 | R3-028.pdf (Size: 59.76K) Kent County Council

R3-028 2 | R3-028A [R] (Kent CC).pdf (Size: 135.05K) Kent County Council

R3-029 1 | R3-029.pdf (Size: 56.25K) Julian Owen
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892456
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892437
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892441
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892440
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892452
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892442
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892448
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892457
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892451
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892449
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892446
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892458
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892454
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892453
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892307
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892313
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892304
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892305
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892312
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892321
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892303
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892314
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892306
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892320
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892317
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892311
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892310
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892309
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892308
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892316
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892315
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892318
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892318
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892319
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892322
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892329

R3-029 2 | R3-029A [R] (Owen) Consultation response Julian Owen
Waste (Size: 136.6K)
R3-030 1 | R3-030.pdf (Size: 56.56K) Ashford Borough
Council
R3-030 2 | R3-030 .pdf (Size: 83.42K) Ashford Borough
Council
R3-031 1 | R3-031.pdf (Size: 57.15K) Southern Water
R3-031 2 | R3-031 .pdf (Size: 94.46K) Southern Water
R3-032 1 | R3-032.pdf (Size: 56.35K) Network Rail
R3-032 2 | R3-032 .pdf (Size: 90.07K) Network Rail
R3-033 1 | R3-033.pdf (Size: 56.35K) Network Rail (Dupli-
cate)
R3-033 2 | R3-033 .pdf (Size: 89.52K) Network Rail (Dupli-
cate)
R3-034 1 | R3-034.pdf (Size: 60.39K) Ibstock Brick Ltd
R3-034 2 | R3-034A2 [R] (lbstock).pdf (Size: 2,977.43K) Ibstock Brick Ltd
R3-035 1 | R3-035.pdf (Size: 57.98K) Brett Aggregates
R3-035 2 | R3-035A [R] (Brett).pdf (Size: 3,250.73K) Brett Aggregates
R3-036 1 | R3-036.pdf (Size: 57.11K) Mineral Products
Association
R3-036 2 | R3-036A (MPA).pdf (Size: 205.58K) Mineral Products
Association
R3-036 3 | R3-036 _.pdf (Size: 128.62K) Mineral Products
Association
R3-037 1 | R3-037.pdf (Size: 57.09K) Roger Smith
R3-037 2 | R3-037 .pdf (Size: 80.85K) Roger Smith
R3-038 1 | R3-038.pdf (Size: 58.82K) Crowborough Town
Council
R3-038 2 | R3-038 .pdf (Size: 111.14K) Crowborough Town
Council
R3-039 1 | R3-039.pdf (Size: 57.1K) Linda Grange
R3-039 2 | R3-039A (Grange).pdf (Size: 148.3K) Linda Grange
R3-040 1 | R3-040.pdf (Size: 56.29K) Deborah Kalinke
R3-040 2 | R3-040 .pdf (Size: 83.29K) Deborah Kalinke
R3-041 1 | R3-041.pdf (Size: 58.66K) Rother District
Council
R3-041 2 | R3-041A [R] (Rother DC) Covering letter with signa- Rother District
ture.pdf (Size: 85.88K) Council
R3-041 3 | R3-041B (Rother DC) Consultation response Fi- Rother District
nal.pdf (Size: 149.91K) Council
R3-042 1 | R3-042.pdf (Size: 58.93K) National Grid
R3-042 2 | R3-042A [R] (National Grid).pdf (Size: 171.18K) National Grid
R3-042 3 | R3-042B [R] (National Grid) 29.07.20 E. Sussex CC - Min- | National Grid
erals (Size: 67.45K)
R3-042 4 | R3-042C (National Grid) 29.07.20 E. Sussex CC - Miner- National Grid

als (Size: 536.79K)
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892328
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892328
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892326
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892325
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892324
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892327
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892323
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892336
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892337
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892332
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892330
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892362
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892334
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892360
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892333
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892342
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892347
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892338
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892339
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892340
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892341
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892353
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892351
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892345
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892344
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892343
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892348
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892348
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892350
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892350
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892354
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892355
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892356
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892356
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892357
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892357

R3-042 5 | R3-042D (National Grid) 29.07.20 E. Sussex CC - Miner- | National Grid
als (Size: 814.7K)
R3-043 1 | R3-043.pdf (Size: 58.35K) The Dudman Group
R3-043 2 | R3-043A [R] (Dudman Group).pdf (Size: 122.4K) The Dudman Group
R3-043 3 | R3-043B [R] (Dudman Group) Local Policies Maps MAP | The Dudman Group
DIT EAST.pdf (Size: 41.36K)
R3-043 4 | R3-043C [R] (Dudman Group) Overarching Strat- The Dudman Group
egy POLICY RV1.pdf (Size: 67.22K)
R3-043 5 | R3-043D [R] (Dudman Group) Providing for Miner- The Dudman Group
als POLICY RM1.pdf (Size: 59.86K)
R3-043 6 | R3-043E [R] (Dudman Group)Safeguarding Mineral Re- | The Dudman Group
sources POLICY RM3.pdf (Size: 67.67K)
R3-044 1 | R3-044.pdf (Size: 58.54K) Polegate Town
Council
R3-044 2 | R3-044A [R] (Polegate Town Council).pdf (Size: 148.33K) | Polegate Town
Council
R3-045 1 | R3-045.pdf (Size: 57.51K) Historic England
R3-045 2 | R3-045A [R] (Historic England).pdf (Size: 62.67K) Historic England
R3-046 1 | R3-046.pdf (Size: 57.11K) Lewes District
Council & East-
bourne Borough
Council
R3-046 2 | R3-046A [R] (Lewes DC (Size: 130.53K) Lewes District
Council & East-
bourne Borough
Council
R3-047 1 | R3-047.pdf (Size: 61.92K) Ibstock Brick Ltd
(Duplicate)
R3-047 2 | R3-047A2 [R] (Ibstock).pdf (Size: 2,977.43K) Ibstock Brick Ltd
(Duplicate)
R3-048 1 | R3-048.pdf (Size: 57.33K) Siou Hannam
R3-048 2 | R3-048A [R] (Hannam, S).pdf (Size: 136.27K) Siou Hannam
R3-049 1 | R3-049.pdf (Size: 58.06K) Brett Aggregates
R3-049 2 | R3-049A [R] (Brett) - Copy.pdf (Size: 3,250.73K) Brett Aggregates
R3-049 3 | R3-049B (Brett Aggregates) 2020 07 31 - Brett Response | Brett Aggregates
- Needs (Size: 1,918.7K)
R3-049 4 | R3-049C(Brett Aggregates) 1 Appendix 1 - Regeneris Brett Aggregates
Critigue.pdf (Size: 744.26K)
R3-049 5 | R3-049D(Brett Aggregates) 2 Appendix 2 - Sand in Brick | Brett Aggregates
Manufacture.pdf (Size: 327.22K)
R3-049 6 | R3-049E(Brett Aggregates) 3 Appendix 3 - Day Aggre- Brett Aggregates

gates Living Roofs.pdf (Size: 867.37K)
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892361
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892358
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892372
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892359
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892359
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892368
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892368
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892376
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892376
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892367
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892367
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892366
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892369
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892378
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892370
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892363
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892377
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892365
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892371
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892364
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892374
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892375
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892373
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892392
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892392
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892387
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892387
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892394
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892394
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892390
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892390

R3-049 7 | R3-049Infol (Brett Aggregates) 1. 2013 09 13 - Brett Re- | Brett Aggregates
sponse to WMSP Call for Sites July 2013.pdf (Size:
32.81K)
R3-049 8 | R3-049Info2[R] (Brett Aggregates) 2. 2014 09 05 - Brett | Brett Aggregates
Response to WMSP Consultation Draft 2014.pdf (Size:
47.09K)
R3-049 9 | R3-049Info3(Brett Aggregates) 3. 2015 12 23 - Brett Re- | Brett Aggregates
sponse to WMSP Submission Draft 2015.pdf (Size:
21.78K)
R3-049 10 | R3-049Info4(Brett Aggregates) 4. 2016 07 15 - Brett Brett Aggregates
Statement of Case to WSMP EiP.pdf (Size: 27.44K)
R3-049 11 | R3-049Info5 [R] (Brett Aggregates) 5. 2017 11 20 - Brett | Brett Aggregates
R-SF02 Response Form - A4 Edition.pdf (Size: 706.12K)
R3-050 1 | R3-050.pdf (Size: 59.43K) VAS Maddison Ltd
R3-050 2 | R3-050A [R] (Maddison).pdf (Size: 75.3K) VAS Maddison Ltd
R3-051 1 | R3-051.pdf (Size: 58.12K) Mineral Products
Association (Dupli-
cate)
R3-051 2 | R3-051A [R] (MPA) MPA Comments on East Sussex Mineral Products
MWLP Submitted July 2020.pdf (Size: 171.0K) Association (Dupli-
cate)
R3-052 1 | R3-052.pdf (Size: 57.92K) Marion Thomas
R3-052 2 | R3-052A [R] (Thomas, M).pdf (Size: 142.26K) Marion Thomas
R3-053 1 | R3-053.pdf (Size: 58.8K) Clir Rob Banks (LDC)
& Cllr Sarah Os-
borne (ESCC)
R3-053 2 | R3-053A [R] (Banks (ClIr) (Size: 178.66K) Clir Rob Banks (LDC)
& Cllr Sarah Os-
borne (ESCC)
R3-054 1 | R3-054.pdf (Size: 57.51K) Rebecca Kemsley
R3-054 2 | R3-054A [R] (Kemsley, A).pdf (Size: 135.14K) Rebecca Kemsley
R3-055 1 | R3-055.pdf (Size: 55.73K) Martin Meadows
R3-055 2 | R3-055A [R] (Meadows, M).pdf (Size: 135.9K) Martin Meadows
R3-056 1 | R3-056.pdf (Size: 57.27K) Kay Woolner
R3-056 2 | R3-056A [R] (Woolner, K).pdf (Size: 134.35K) Kay Woolner
R3-057 1 | R3-057.pdf (Size: 56.66K) Donna Lonsdale
R3-057 2 | R3-057A [R] (Lonsdale, D).pdf (Size: 130.46K) Donna Lonsdale
R3-058 1 | R3-058.pdf (Size: 57.01K) Rosie Phillips-
Leaver
R3-058 2 | R3-058A [R] (Phillips-Leaver, R).pdf (Size: 133.53K) Rosie Phillips-
Leaver
R3-059 1 | R3-059.pdf (Size: 59.6K) Wealden District
Council
R3-059 2 | R3-059A [R] (Wealden DC).pdf (Size: 306.25K) Wealden District

Council
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892389
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892389
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892389
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892383
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892383
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892383
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892381
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892381
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892391
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892391
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892379
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892384
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892380
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892388
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892388
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892393
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892382
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892386
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892398
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892397
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892395
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892399
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892396
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892299
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892289
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892294
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892298
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892288
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892292
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892295
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892293

R3-060 1 | R3-060.pdf (Size: 56.94K) David White
R3-060 2 | R3-060A [R] (White, D).pdf (Size: 139.0K) David White
R3-061 1 | R3-061.pdf (Size: 59.74K) CPRE Sussex
R3-061 2 | R3-061A [R] (CPRE Sussex).pdf (Size: 125.94K) CPRE Sussex
R3-061 3 | R3-061B [R] (CRPE Sussex) FINAL CPRE Sussex Response | CPRE Sussex
to ESCC Joint Waste Minerals 2020.pdf (Size: 379.12K)
R3-062 1 | R3-062.pdf (Size: 57.26K) South Downs Soci-
ety
R3-062 2 | R3-062A [R] (South Downs Society) SDS Com- South Downs Soci-
ments EastSussex Waste and MineralsLocalPlan 03- ety
08-20.pdf (Size: 240.1K)
R3-063 1 | R3-063.pdf (Size: 58.35K) Day Group
R3-063 2 | R3-063A [R] (Day Group) Firstplan for Day Group, Re- Day Group
ponse to East Sussex etc Waste (Size: 452.22K)
R3-063 3 | R3-063B (Day Group) Document 1 - Day Group Land at | Day Group
North Quay 2615-10b Site Location Plan.pdf (Size:
158.87K)
R3-063 4 | R3-063C (Day Group) Document 2 - Day Group Land at Day Group
North Quay Newhaven, Google Maps Extract.pdf (Size:
325.6K)
R3-064 5 | R3-064.pdf (Size: 56.97K) Hastings Borough
Council
R3-064 6 | R3-064A [R] (Hastings).pdf (Size: 208.05K) Hastings Borough
Council
R3-065 1 | R3-065.pdf (Size: 58.81K) Sussex Wildlife
Trust
R3-065 2 | R3-065A [R] (Sussex Wildlife Trust) SWT response to Sussex Wildlife
East Sussex Waste and Minerals Policy Review.pdf (Size: | Trust
176.85K)
R3-066 1 | R3-066.pdf (Size: 58.63K) Woodland Trust
R3-066 2 | R3-066A [R] (Woodland Trust).pdf (Size: 114.07K) Woodland Trust
R3-066 3 | R3-066B [R] ESCC Waste and Minerals Local Plan - Woodland Trust
Woodland Trust response August 2020.pdf (Size:
245.28K)
R3-067 1 | R3-067.pdf (Size: 59.22K) Highways England
R3-067 2 | R3-067A [R] (Highways England).pdf (Size: 161.16K) Highways England
R3-068 1 | R3-068.pdf (Size: 56.2K) Steve Guthrie
R3-068 2 | R3-068A [R] (Guthrie, S).pdf (Size: 134.78K) Steve Guthrie
R3-069 1 | R3-069.pdf (Size: 57.99K) West Sussex County
Council
R3-069 2 | R3-069A (West Sussex CC) East Sussex MWLP review - West Sussex County
WSCC response.pdf (Size: 15.31K) Council
R3-070 1 | R3-070.pdf (Size: 59.33K) Natural England
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892296
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892300
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892290
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892297
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892302
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892302
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892291
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892301
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892301
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892301
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892280
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892284
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892284
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892283
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892283
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892283
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892281
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892281
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892281
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892279
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892274
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892282
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892275
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892275
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892275
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892272
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892273
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892710
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892710
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892710
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892276
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892278
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892265
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892270
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892268
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892269
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892269
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892271

R3-070

R3-070A [R] (NE) 316656 - Natural England re-

sponse.pdf (Size: 142.36K)

Natural England

R3-070

R3-070B [R] (NE) 316656 - Natural England response

Additional Info.pdf (Size: 203.01K)

Natural England
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https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892267
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892267
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892266
https://eastsussex.objective.co.uk/file/5892266

Planning Policy & Development Management
Planning & Environment Service

Communities, Economy & Transport

East Sussex County Council

County Hall

St Anne's Crescent

Lewes

East Sussex

BN7 1UE

01273 481846

Planning Directorate

South Downs National Park Authority
South Downs Centre

North Street

Midhurst

GU29 9DH

0300 303 1053

Planning Policy

Brighton & Hove City Council
Hove Town Hall

Norton Road

Hove

BN3 2BQ

01273 292505

wasteandmineralsdf@eastsussex.gov.u
http://consult.eastsussex.gov.uk
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