KEITH TAYLOR
Green Party
for the South East of England
East Sussex County Council
Planning Development Control
Communities, Economy and Transport,
County Hall, St Anne’s Crescent,
Lewes,
East Sussex
BN7 1UE
22 January 2018
Dear East Sussex County Council Development Control,
Re: Planning application LW/799/CM(EIA)
As a Member of the European Parliament for South East England, I am writing to object to the Brett
Aggregates planning application. I wish to outline my objection to the application below.
Process
The site has not been identified within the Waste and Minerals Plan. However it is interesting to
note that the nearest site to the area earmarked for this development that is in the Plan, viz Avis
Way / New Road Industrial Estates, details considerations which should be adequately covered by
the applicant.
“Proposals should consider the potential for issues relating to air quality and / or emissions. Where
appropriate, suitable mitigation should be provided. 2. Records indicate the presence of Great
Crested Newts and other Reptiles (BAP species and / or protected species) in the vicinity of this
site. Proposals should consider the potential for harm and / or disturbance to protected species and
where appropriate provide suitable mitigating”.1
National government guidance states that if there is a change to be made to allocated sites from
those identified in the Waste and Minerals Plan that it can be addressed through a review of the
Plan, however no such review has been considered:
“Where monitoring indicates that a persistent, and significant gap, exists between what has been
planned for and what is occurring in reality, the waste planning authority may consider addressing
this through review of the Local Plan.”2
In terms of the public right of way which traverses the site to the southern end, Defra’s Rights of
way circular (1/09)3 states that the right of way must be taken into account by the officer or
committee which decides the application. However I have seen no explicit reference to date of the
right of way on the planning portal, I have only seen the right of way referred to in one of the
applicant’s maps.
Air quality
If all four stages of the project identified in the application are developed, the annual
throughput of aggregates would be in the region of 500,000 tonnes. There are an additional
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42,000 vehicle movements associated with this planning application. Newhaven town is an area of
acknowledged poor air quality, with air pollution already breaching legal and European Union limits.
The identification of Newhaven gyratory as an Air Quality Management Area is due to emissions
already breaching legal limits, and I am deeply concerned that the additional vehicle movements
outlined in the application will further negatively impact on the air quality of the area.
A number of my constituents have raised their concerns that the additional traffic this development
would cause, would travel past the local nursery. The health effects of transport-related air pollution
are increasingly well established. Poor air quality is linked to a range of debilitating conditions,
including respiratory difficulties, heart disease, strokes and even Alzheimer’s disease.4 Everyone is
at risk, but children are particularly vulnerable, and if their developing lungs are affected, the
damage is permanent and life-limiting.5 The National Education Union (NEU) and the British Lung
Foundation (BLF), have also published guidance about the dangers of air pollution to school and
nursery pupils.6
Given the nature of this compelling evidence, I am alarmed that there is little or no information on
the likely health impact of these emissions, especially as they come in addition to the identified poor
air quality of Newhaven town. This runs contrary to advice from the Department for Communities
and Local Government planning guidance on the role of health and wellbeing in planning: “A health
impact assessment may be a useful tool to use where there are expected to be significant
impacts.”7
I also note that the Newhaven Air Quality Action Plan 2016 (page 26) states that it is “imperative
that the planning system is utilised to ensure that new development can support the Air Quality
Action Plan, rather than hinder its implementation."8 I have serious doubts that the Brett Aggregates
proposal under discussion can meet this aim. Further the key planning document which underpins
all development in the port – the Masterplan- seeks to “invest in infrastructure to establish a clean
technology and renewable energy business cluster,” and this application, in the context of air
quality, would appear to be contrary to locally agreed policy.
Amenity impacts
The visual impact on this stretch of coastline will be significant with the development being visible
for the entire stretch of Seaford bay and from any point in Newhaven that has a view of the harbour.
The South Downs National Park at Tide Mills, Newhaven Fort, Seaford and Seaford Head will be
despoiled of iconic views.
There will be large amounts of dust generated by the development which will be blown across the
area. Associated fumes and dust will likely have a corrosive impact on residents as well as the
neighbouring Tidemills and wetland areas.
Newhaven has been identified within the East Sussex County Council Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment to provide for a disproportionate number of the new homes in the area. It is
a moot point as to whether the local area can continue to provide the quantity of identified new
homes as well as noisy, polluting industries.
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Current infrastructure
The application will increase heavy traffic, putting pressure on the local infrastructure especially at
peak times of the day. I note that it is proposed to use rail for the transfer of some aggregate but as
this would involve extra closure of the level crossing gates it is still expected to exacerbate
congestion.
I have an overarching concern that because of the cumulative effect of a series of developments in
the locality, we have intractable transport-related problems. The swing bridge (part of the A259) is
the nearest access route over the River Ouse for heavy goods vehicles - the next nearest is the
A27. The swing bridge opens on average 20 times a month at high tide for 20 minutes to allow
marine traffic to navigate the river. I would contend that the impact of the bridge openings has been
understated in terms of future traffic infrastructure. This includes much higher traffic movement at
the energy from waste facility and the commercial waste facility.
Biodiversity
This is an area of vegetated shingle, one of the few remaining areas of this kind in East Sussex,
and is therefore of national importance. The application site lies within the ‘Living Coast’ UNESCO
Biosphere area and as such has been afforded international recognition for its unique environment.
The Ouse estuary reed beds are a precious habitat and this application will destroy the natural
beach and sea habitat in the area, permanently damaging the beach at Tide Mills.
There are a significant number of ground nesting birds during the nesting season and this habitat
will be lost if the proposal is allowed to go ahead. If this area is destroyed it can never be replaced.
Any ‘mitigation’ claims from the applicant need evidenced arguments, as I cannot see how
mitigation for the destruction of such habitats is achievable. There is no affirmation in the application
of an understanding of the status or how the application will enhance the Biosphere.
Environmental considerations
The manufacture of concrete is a notoriously dirty industry while dependence on cement is a major
contributor to global warming, releasing greenhouse gas emissions both directly and indirectly.9 The
application does not appear to explain how there is an exception to the Lewes Core Strategy policy
“[to mitigate the causes and effects of climate change through the location and nature of new
development and by] helping to shape places that create lower carbon emissions.”10
Setting of the National Park
There seems little appreciation of the setting of the National Park which is very close to the
application site. This is despite the identified harm that the development is expected to cause to the
National Park, and in spite of Lewes Core Strategy stating that “We need to conserve and enhance
the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Park, whilst promoting opportunities
for the understanding and enjoyment of its special qualities by the public.”11 Newhaven is identified
as the continental gateway to the National Park in the Neighbourhood Plan; it makes little or no
sense to identify the town in this way and to then permit development that will so evidently harm the
setting of the National Park.12
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http://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2012/05/09/emissions-from-the-cement-industry/
http://www.lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk/_resources/assets/inline/full/0/257159.pdf
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Right of Way
The application site lies across a public right of way. Public rights of way are well established
methods for visitors to explore the natural wonder of the local countryside, boost tourism and
contribute to the local economy.
Any application which cuts across a right of way, directly contradicts the National Planning Policy
Framework. Paragraph 69 of the NPPF states: “Planning policies and decisions […] should aim to
achieve places which promote […] safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible
pedestrian routes […] which encourage the active and continual use of public areas.”
I would also remind the local planning authority’s attention to their obligations under paragraph 7.11
of the DEFRA guidance on rights of way which states: “The grant of planning permission does
not entitle developers to obstruct a public right of way.”13
If the applicant is suggesting that there is no other site for this application and the curtailing of
access is necessary for the development, they should explain what green infrastructure they will
offer as mitigation.
Economic development
There is no question that proposals to enhance the local economy of Newhaven deserve support indeed many aspects of the plan for Newhaven’s regeneration around clean green and marine
development are exactly the sort of genuinely environmentally sustainable development that I would
support. However, I feel I must draw the line when it comes to industry which will increase pollution,
noise and air quality problems. There is a real issue about the sort of investment we want to draw to
Newhaven. We need to ask just how welcoming it is to have more unsightly chunks of infrastructure
feeding dirty, dated industry. It is exactly this sort of regeneration which is making the town
unattractive to visitors at a period when Newhaven needs help to grow its sustainable visitor
economy. It is the wrong kind of investment and what I have heard from many constituents is that
they want jobs which are allied to a positive and visionary outlook for the town, and something,
above all, with a much higher yield in terms of employees.
A high proportion of jobs (31%) are still in manufacturing - significantly above the regional and
national averages. As the harbour has already been chosen as the shore base for the Rampion
wind farm, it is disappointing that we aren’t considering developments which will enhance the
sustainable growth of local, quality ‘green collar’ jobs.
Conclusion
The promise for the regeneration of Newhaven was ‘clean green and marine’ development which
would create jobs for the future. Yet far from being clean and green, the application in front of
Councillors undermines the Enterprise Zone’s regenerative vision for such development. As
outlined above, I have substantial objections to the application and call on East Sussex County
Council Planning Committee Councillors to refuse this planning application.
Yours sincerely,

Keith Taylor, Green MEP, South East England.
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