
FRIENDS OF LEWES COMMENTS ON REGULATION 14 DRAFT OF LEWES 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

 

The broad concept of the draft plan is supported. The Society has various points set out below.   

 

A glossary should be provided of abbreviations and explanations given for local terms which may 

not be familiar to everyone.  Paragraph numbering would also be helpful. 

 

In many cases the draft plan is aspirational and in some cases unrealistic. Whilst there is nothing 

wrong in including aspirations it needs to be made clear that they are just that but are mentioned in 

case circumstances change in the Plan period. If they become possible to implement it should be 

conditional on evidence of need being provided.   
 

The references to the Joint Core Strategy between the South Downs National Park Authority (NPA) 

and Lewes District Council (LDC) need tightening up to avoid implying that the NPA's draft Local 

Plan has already been adopted or that the previous LDC Local Plan is still extant, apart from a few 

saved provisions.  Similarly references to the Conservation Areas need tightening up as there are 

two of them in Lewes and yet the singular is often used in referring to them.  In addition there is a 

separate Appraisal for the Lewes Conservation Area, produced by LDC in late 2007, and a 

Management Plan which was adopted by the NPA in July 2013, whilst for the Malling Deanery 

Conservation Area there is a combined Appraisal and Management Plan which was adopted by the 

NPA in March 2016.  The areas covered by the Conservation Areas need to be shown on a map. 

 

Many of the policies need much more reasoned justification if they are to withstand challenge 

through the remaining stages of the Plan process or subsequently in any planning appeals. 

 

Detailed points 

 

Page 3 - The summary should refer to historic features as well as green spaces.  

 

Page 7 – A reasoned explanation should be provided as to why a Neighbourhood Plan is considered 

necessary for Lewes and how it will be taken into account by the planning authorities in 

determining planning applications.  A clear and succinct statement of what the Neighbourhood Plan 

seeks to achieve in this introductory section would help focus it more tightly on the key issues. 

 

Page 8 - The Conservation Areas and their associated appraisals/management plans should be 

mentioned in the section on general conformity with national planning policy as they are planning 

policy documents that relate to Lewes.  It would also be better if their delineation was set out in the 

plan on page 18/19 or as a separate plan rather than including them on page 102. 

 

Page 9 - The third general conformity paragraph should be redrafted to “Neither the objectives nor 

the vision statement are yet fixed”. 

 

Page 10 - Refer to Lewes having been a significant administrative centre since the Norman 

Conquest rather than a market town as that is mentioned later. Reference should be made to the 

Council for British Archaeology's classification of Lewes in 1965 as one of 51 historic towns in the 

British Isles which “are so splendid and precious that ultimate responsibility for them should be a 

national concern.”  Reference should also be made to the serious flooding which has occurred in the 

town and that some alleviation measures have been put in place since the 2000 flood. 

 

Page 11- Make it clear that Lewes is now a residual manufacturing town and that it used to be a 

river port. It would be better to describe the railway routes from Lewes as going to London, 

Brighton, Ashford and Seaford rather than mentioning specific journeys. 



 

Page 12 – Modern high-tech businesses in the town, which may well be linked to the universities 

and are neither small scale craft nor artisan in nature, have been ignored and deserve recognition, 

rather than giving emphasis to past industries. 

 

Page 13 – The fact that there are well over 550 listed buildings in the town should be mentioned. 

‘Mathematical tiles’ needs quotation marks rather than a final apostrophe. 

 

Page 15 – The junction illustrated – at the foot of Station Street - is probably the worst in Lewes for 

clashes between different classes of road user, which undermines the point being made.  A better 

example to illustrate the successful mix of pedestrians, cyclists and cars would be a photograph of 

Cliffe High Street/Harvey's entrance junction, taken from Cliffe Bridge. 

 

Pages 18 & 19 – The map should show other community facilities such as the Victoria Hospital, 

schools and bus station. The Conservation Area boundaries should be used to define the historic 

core rather than the map first published in 1799, shown in Appendix 4, not 3, which is not needed 

 

Pages 23 to 25 – Is it not possible to merge these two vision statements? 

 

Page 25 - The access policy should cover pedestrian routes within the town as well. 

 

Pages 26 to 29 – The Neighbourhood Plan objectives suffer from a lack of precision, some 

overlapping and confusion between “objectives” and “means”. They need to be made more precise 

and succinct.  They should be linked to Appendix 1. 

 

Page 26 – Include a new objective relating to heritage which needs to be given more emphasis in 

the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Page 27 – Objective 1 -  If the term “sustainable” is to be used it should be clearly and 

unambiguously linked back to its use in the Bruntland Commission's report (Our Common Future -

1987) which says “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. 

 

Pages 27 & 29 – Objectives 2 & 12 – These should be merged under a single heading “Meeting 

Local Housing Needs”.  The objective should then be “to meet the housing needs of people of all 

ages and incomes, and particularly households and individuals with incomes at or below the median 

local income”. The remaining text is all about possible means of achieving this. 

 

Page 27 – Objective 3 – Lines 5 & 6 should be amended to read “economy, small creative 

businesses, high technology start-ups linked to the universities and other local start-ups”. 

 

Page 28 – Objective 5 – Change the title to “Conserving our urban inheritance” so that it covers 

heritage.   Move the second paragraph to Objective 7.  

 

Page 28 – Objective 7 – The title should be changed to “Optimising resource use” in order to cover 

waste recycling and water use as well as energy demand. 

 

Page 29 – Para 10 - Whilst public transport integration is desirable, the site for an improved 

transport hub should be identified to support the statement   Having one close to  the railway station  

has previously been considered impractical due to the poor road access to and from the area. 

 

LE Policies – No overall objection to them, but noise and air pollution do not seem to be covered. 

 



Page 32 – Policy LE1(2) – Language used  is convoluted and needs simplifying 

 

HC Policies – Generally supported but 

 

Page 39 – Policy HC1 (1) should also provide for the possibility of new community facilities being 

needed. Policy HC(4) requiring advertising of possible changes of use seems overly bureaucratic 

and the second paragraph of it should be deleted. 

 

Page 41 - 2
nd

 para – The correct name is “Friends of the Lewes Victoria Hospital/” 

 

Page 42 - Since the Phoenix buildings will have been demolished by the time the draft plan is 

adopted there is no point in mentioning them in policy HC2(2) and it should be deleted.. 

Policy HC2(3) should be redrafted to “provided it includes necessary flood protection”. 

 

Page 44 – The example in policy HC3(2) could be taken to imply that housing will be given 

priority?  The example should be deleted to avoid this interpretation. 

 

Page 45 – Policies HC3 (5) and (6) - Reference should be made to the plan setting out the boundary 

of the two conservation areas.  Policy (5) should be extended to provide protection for the flint 

walls which are part of the network of twittens. Flint walls elsewhere in the town also need 

protection. 

 

Page 46 – Policies HC3 (8) and (9) - Reference should refer to the Conservation Area Management 

Plans.  Policy (8) should refer to the current conservation area boundaries.  

The word “pallet” should be “palette”. 

 

Page 46 -Policy HC3 (10) - This needs to be consistent with the Conservation Area Management 

Plans. 

 

Page 47 – In policy HC3 (12), name FoL and CAAG as bodies that can be consulted. 

 

Page 48 – Undergrounding overhead wires in the conservation areas should be added to the list of 

projects.  CIL funds could support this. 

 

Page 49 – Policy HC4 is very negative.  It should be redrafted to encourage new businesses and the 

employment they will provide in the town, recognising that business needs may change in the future 

In the same way many existing offices are not suitable for current working practices. 

Policies HC4 (2), (5), (6) and (7) should be deleted.  

 

Page 52 – Policy HC5 (3) Pedestrian and cycle routes in the town and to the Ouse valley should be 

protected and signposted in addition to those to the Downs. 

 

Page 53 – Any car park provided on the town periphery would need to be on a brownfield site and 

to be acceptable on landscape grounds.  If it is to be within the Plan boundary its site should be 

shown.  If outside it, then it can only be an aspiration.  

The need for a scheme of blue plaques is questionable. If it is considered that the former occupants 

of specific buildings need to be mentioned on a plaque this can be done through the existing 

LTC/FoL grey plaque scheme. Having a second system would cause confusion. 

The Brighton and Hove Biosphere is not a World Heritage project. 

 

PL Policies – Supported apart from: 

 

Page 54 – The Joint Core Strategy has already been adopted.  The word “beyond” at the end of the 



introductory text should be deleted. 

 

Page 55 – Policy PL1 – A paragraph to support the decking of existing low-lying car parks to 

provide housing should be added, subject to it being acceptable on landscape grounds. 

The reference to Malling Old Farm should be to Old Malling Farm. 

 

Page 56 – The concept of Lewes low cost housing is supported. 

 

Page 57 – The possible decking of car parks to provide additional housing sites should be 

mentioned as an action. 

The FoL Garden Rooms advice note should be mentioned in relation to bullet points 4/5. 

An additional key project should be to improve Earwig Corner as a result of the housing 

developments planned in the town which will increase traffic movements there, 

 

Page 60 – An assessment needs to be made of the effect that providing occupied houses on the 

various sites proposed will have on traffic in the town and whether any new measures are needed to 

deal with this.  In addition the cumulative effect of an increase in population on other facilities such 

as schools and health services needs to be considered and, as appropriate, implemented.  The need 

to retain some new housing in the public sector should enable preference to be given to meeting the 

need of existing local people rather than attracting incomers. 

 

Page 61 – LH side 3
rd

 para – It would be better to state the date for the costs quoted.  

      RH side 2
nd

 para - Should this be one long sentence rather than two, as the first one is 

     not complete. 

 

Pages 62 & 70 – Many of the sites listed here are garage blocks that serve local housing where on-

street parking is already difficult.  Evidence should be provided that the loss of these garage blocks 

and the cars associated with the houses to be built on these sites will not have a detrimental effect 

upon on-street parking.  

The number of dwellings proposed for the South Downs Road site, (Site 26) assuming that the latest 

plans receive permission, is 104.  It should be noted that it is a former landfill site. 

 

Page 68 – Site 13 – A riverside footpath should be included as a condition for developing this site. 

 

Pages 62 & 78 – Site 48 - The number of dwellings proposed for the former Ambulance 

Headquarters is 24, assuming that the latest plans receive permission. 

 

Page 72 – Site 34 - Alternative provision for car parking should be made if the 29 short term spaces 

in the car park on this site are to be used for housing.  This could be a site for decking. 

 

Page 79 – Site 50 - Despite an extant planning permission having been granted this site is outside 

the settlement boundary and development should not be encouraged by including it in this plan, as it 

implies that creeping marginal development is acceptable. 

 

Page 81 – Site 53 - The principle access to this site should be from St Anne's Crescent through site 

52 whilst the western part of the site should be reserved for a possible cemetery extension. 

 

Page 82 – Site 57 - Any housing developments here needs to make provision for better access to 

Southover Road than the existing Pinwell Road. 

 

Housing sites not selected – These are agreed with the exception of  

Site 6 - This site behind Tesco should be allocated for the parking of visiting coaches. 



Site 42 – Whilst the use of the Pells school site for educational purposes is preferred it would be a 

suitable site for housing if ESCC are determined to sell it. 

Site 47 – Saxonbury - whilst the area around this house should not be developed for housing there is 

no reason why the house itself cannot be converted into flats. 

 

Page 84 – Policy PL2 (10) why not use the Conservation Areas as the relevant boundaries? 

 

Page 85 – Space standards – the requirements for all new housing to meet the Government's 

technical housing standards is welcomed but a provision to have dedicated space for household 

waste and materials for recycling should be added.  The lack of such storage space is often a barrier 

to people recycling their waste. 

 

Page 86 – Temporary use of any site needs to be tightly controlled. 

 

Page 88 – The planning advice notes produced by the Society on dormer windows and garden 

rooms should be mentioned.  The reference to “tradition” in the list of design guidance needs to be 

defined and details given as to how to comply with it. 

 

Page 89 – Affordable -Should it not be “more than 4 dwellings”?   Is it realistic to have a minimum 

of 50%? 

 

Page 89 – Water efficiency – The text is about surface water management and the heading should 

reflect this. 

 

Page 90 - Policy PL3- The failure to make reference to the existence of the LDC Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment and EA River Ouse Catchment Flood Management Plan is a serious omission. 

 

Page 93 – Penultimate paragraph – In many parts of the town the rear slope of roofs  can be even 

more visible than the street side and so the word” street” should be deleted. 

 

AM policies – Supported apart from: 

 

Page 94 – The photo is a poor example for AM policies as no traffic, cyclists or pedestrians are 

shown, 

 

Page 95 – Policy AM1 – The reference on para 3 to incoming residents implies that the provision of 

new housing in the Neighbourhood Plan is for incomers.  The word “incoming” should be replaced 

by “new”.so that this interpretation is avoided. 

 

Pages 95 & 98 – Where are other taxi ranks needed?   They exist at the railway station and Waitrose 

already. 

 

Page 96 – Further cycle parking should only be provided if a need is demonstrated. The completion 

of Cycle Route 90 - through the town so that it avoids using the steep Delaware Road should be 

added to the key projects and actions. It could be a partially funded by CIL funds. 

 

Page 97 – ESCC should be included in the bodies to engage with as they provide financial support 

for local bus services. Providing more real time bus information at principal stops should be a key 

action and could be supported with CIL funds. 

 

Page 98 – Policy AM3 – An additional paragraph should be added to provide for better access and 

egress to and from the railway station car park.  



 

Page 99 – The landscape effects of providing an out of town car park must be fully considered 

before a park and ride scheme is suggested.  Any car park should be on a brownfield site. Small car 

parks could be provided in suitable places to improve access to the Downs. 

 

SS policies – Supported apart from: 

 

Page 101 – Key projects and actions – the statement about new tree planting should be extended to 

include the replacement of existing street trees lost to damage, age or disease. 

The relaying to a high standard of the cobbles and setts in Keere Street and Market Street should be 

a key action.  Improving the surface and pavements in Fisher Street should also be a key project and 

all of these projects could be an appropriate use for CIL funds. 

If tarmac repairs are to remain acceptable on a temporary basis they should be strictly enforced so 

as not to be in situ for more than 6 months. The agreements with utility companies cannot be readily 

set aside.  More generally the improvement of pavements in the conservation areas to replace any 

inappropriate materials should be a key project. 

 

Page 102 & 103 – This plan is difficult to understand as it has too much detail on it. 

 

Page 104 – Two key projects to be added are the provision of a parking area for visiting coaches and 

public toilets in the Western Road and Priory areas of the town. Both could be partially funded by 

CIL funds.  What evidence is there that a public or market square is needed when the lower High 

Street already performs this function? 

 

Page 107 - The statement about street trees should begin by saying that the number and diversity of 

street trees is an important feature of the town .The paragraph could also recognise that trees add to 

the views of the town from the surrounding Downs. 

 

Pages 108/9 – The green spaces identified are supported. Why are some numbers missing from this 

sequence and what did they refer to? The key to the letters B,H,R,T and W should be repeated here. 

 

Page 111 – Para 3 - The Chandlers Wharf development does not create a blockage to a riverside 

path as one was provided with it and is already usable by the public. The blockage is created solely 

by the electricity sub-station and it is understood that the Town Council intend to address this.  The 

costs involved could be a possible use for CIL funds. 

 

Page 112 – A key project should be completing the flood walls through the town. 

 

Page 113 – Having a new bridge across the river near the Linklater pavilion is very aspirational.. 

 

Pages 124 & 125 – How does Appendix 2 relate to the rest of the Plan? 

 

Page 128 – This map is unnecessary – see our comments on pages 18 & 19 above. 

 

Pages 129 to 134 – Appendix 5 - The castle only appears in the distance in one view yet it is an 

iconic part of the view from many locations. In addition a view from the Golf Course pavilion and 

one from above the Offham chalk pits of the town ought to be included as well. 

 

 

Friends of Lewes         June 2017 


