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COMMENT BY CPRE TRUSTEE, SUSSEX BRANCH

Why new market town
scheme is a bad idea

Michael Brown, Trustee, Campaign to Protect Rural England, Sussex Branch, argues that Mayfield
Market Towns’ plans are not sustainable.

BY MICHAEL BROWN
WWW.Cprasussex.onguk

our newspaper re-
cently published
an extensive com-
mentary written

by Peter Freeman,  before Government ap-
adirectorofadevelopment  pointed Planning Inspectors
company, Mayfield, that before they can be adopted.
would like to get planning Mayfield (along with other
permission to build what developers) will be trying to
he chooses > 4 undermine
tocall a new Mayﬁeld 1sa their evidence
:‘nmm town development of housing
or 25,000 ¢ ing castlesin need.May-
peoplein the matm% d& e field, being
heartofthe : adeveloper,
Low Weald " A wants to see
countryside ThEu'l case depends nearly twice
between onthesuccessof  asmanyhous-
Henfield and their seli'-sewing esbuilt as our
Sayers Com- r elected coun-
mon centred argumen cils think nec-
on Wineham. g essary (in Mid
The new development would =~ Sussex they aim for 19,620
straddle Horsham and Mid houses compared with the
Sussex planning districts. Council's target of 10,600).
Mayfields' scheme would Their case depends on the

involve building a new town
nearly as big as Haywards
Heath: concreting over1,200
acres of precious farm-

land and eountryside that

is remote from any existing
transport, utility, services
or communication infra-
strueture, and absorbing the
villages of Twineham, Wine-
ham and Albourne. Oh, and
it'sin the middle of a flood
plain.

Mr Freeman’s article has

the look of a free newspa-
per advertisement for a pipe
dream. He seeks to beguile
us with the supposed vir-
tues of Mayfield’s scheme.
But Mayfield is a develop-
ment company that is selling
castlesin the sand. Its case
erumbles to nothing on clos-
erexamination of the facts,

WHY THEREIS NO NEED FOR A
MARKETTOWN

Mr Freeman’s first argument
is that both Horsham and
Mid Sussex face a housing
shortage crisis that only his
Mayfields scheme can solve.
Mot so. Both Councils are at
an advanced stage of devel-
oping their long term strate-
gic plans for their districts;
in the course of which they
have had to undertake an
objective assessment of their

Districts’ future housing
neade and ranacitvanill he

until 2031. The simple fact
isthat neither Council has
assessed a 10,000 home mar-
ket town as being required
to meet their future housing
targets, and have rejected
the Mayfield concept. May-
field'sscheme is not needed.
The soundness of the Coun-
cils’ Plans will have toun-
dergo public examinations

success of their self-serving
argument. Mayfield's tactics
have been deseribed by local
MPs Nicholas Soames and
Nick Herbert as ‘'unaccepta-
bly undermining the District
Councils in the discharge of
their legal responsibility to
determine the correct level
of housing for their areas’.
Nor isthere any truth in

the rumour that Brighton

& Hove Council is secret-

ly backing the Mayfields
scheme as a solution toits
own housing challenges. The
Council leader is on record
as confirming that his Coun-
cil“is not supporting directly
or indirectly the ‘Mayfield
Market Towns' proposals’.

WHY ITWOULD NOTHELP TO
REDUCE HOUSE PRICES

Mr Freeman next implies
that a Mayfield market town
will help to fesolve the prob-
lem of the spiraling cost of
buying a home. Nonsense,
Like any developer Mr Free-
man isin it for the profit he
can make, and would doubt-
less be looking to sell his
company’s new homes for as
much as he could persuade
people to pay. Arecentin-
dependent survey by Lloyds
Bank shows that, on average,
homes in market towns are

11 per cent more expensive
than eleewhere andthat o

‘Mayfield’s
schemeis
not needed’

- Michael
Brown

CPRE Sussex

out of the 10 most expensive
market towns are herein
southern England. So much
for Mayfield's scheme help-
ing to reduce house prices!
Youwould pay more to live
there,

WHY MAYFIELDS PLANIS
UNSUSTAINABLE

Supposing that even more
houses are needed than

our planning authorities
believe, would a new town
in the middle of the Low
Weald countryside be the
right answer and in the right
place? Mr Freeman inevita-
bly claims that the location is
sustainable; and that build-
ing 10,000 homes and as-
sociated services there will
miraculously ‘contribute to
the enjoyment of the coun-
tryside that we all cherish’,
These are ludicrous claims.
Detailing all the many rea-
sons why this rural loca-
tion is unsustainable would
require an article of its own.
There are no road or rail
links, or any other infra-
structure. How are 25,000
new people supposed to

get about to work, to amuse
themselves? Mayfield talks
airily of bussing people from
agiant park and ride area at
Hickstead to Burgess Hill,
Brighton and London. But
who thinks that Burgess Hill
Station, and the London to
Brighton line, can cope with
such an additional influx?
And clearly Mr Freeman
hasn’t a clue how long it
would take to drive by coach
from Sayers Common to
London!

There is also the inconven-
iont fart that the nranneed

new town would straddle the
tidal upper reaches of the
river Adur. Theland isall
low-lying and flat. It floods
regularly throughout the
year.

Are we really going to allow
a huge new development
that will be exposed to major
flooding risk after the coun-
try's recent experience?
Then there is the matter of
the loss of so much open
countryside, its wildlife

and biodiversity. We, our
children and the creatures
we share this patch of Earth
with allhave arighttoa
natural environment. Look
northwards today from the
top of Devils Dyke and you
see Weald stretching out
open before you, with Hor-
sham barely visible in the
distance. Do we really want
toreplace that with town-
scapes all the way from May-
field New Town northwards
through Horsham, Crawley
and London's suburbs be-
yond? Where will our green
and pleasant land be then?

WHY ITIS SOUNPOPULAR

Mr Freeman next claims
that fewer than 100 homes
would be directly affected by
his secheme, as though it will
have little impact on peo-
ple’slives. Rubbish. Idon't
know what he means by
‘directly affected’: knocked
down? Everyone living or
working between Henfield
and Hurstpierpoint will
bedirectly affected! Local
residents are already find-
ing that the prospect of their
selling their homes is blight-
ed by the existence of May-
field’s unwelcome scheme.
Investment will be sucked
out of the surrounding area:
Jjust ask yourself, for exam-
ple, what will happen to the
shops in Henfield or Has-
socks if a new supermarket
or shopping centre is opened
as part of the new town. And
we will all lose alarge swathe
of natural countryside that
we all owe as alegacy to our
children and grandchildren,
not to mention the wildlife to
which itishome.

The Mayfield’s scheme is
facing unprecedented op-
position from within the
local community and local
parish councils as well as the
areas’ two MPs and District
Councils. Residents working
alongside CPRE have estab-

lichad a raslls imnrecciva

action group, Locals against
Mayfields Business Sprawl
(LAMBS - www.lambs.org.
uk), which has been very
successful in galvanising
awareness of the implica-
tions of Mayfield's scheme,
and which ultimately ex-
pects to show that Mayfield
has bitten off more than it
can chew. Ifthe Govern-
ment'’s localism agendaisto
have any substance, it can-
not mean overriding such
united opposition.
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Locals against Mayfield Building Spraw! (LAMBS - www.lambs.org.uk) have been galvanising
awareness of the implications of Mayfield’s scheme.
Pictured here are Nick Herbert and Nicholas Soames at a public meeting in Hassocks

LORD TAYLOR'S CONFLICT OF
INTEREST

Lastly, Mr Freeman tries to
face down the justified criti-
cism of our local MPs Nicho-
las Soames and Nick Herbert
that fellow Mayfield direc-
tor/investor, Lord Matthew
Taylor, has a conflict of in-
terest. That conflict arises,
because at the same time as
he owns a stake in Mayfield's
success he is leading the
advice to the Government
on changes toits planning

ramimno urith tho awosanad

Who thinks that Burgess Hill Station
[pictured], and the London to Brighton line,
can cope with such an additional influx.

Government aim of making
it easier for developers and
others to secure planning
permission. Mr Freeman's
answer that Lord Taylor
has fully declared his inter-
est misses the point. Mere
disclosure does not resolve
the conflict, which exists
because of the potential for

Lord Taylor to benefit finan-

cially if Mayfield were then
to get planning permission
following a relaxation of the
planning rules on which
Lord Taylor is advising the

Government. It isextraor-
dinary that this patent con-
flict is being permitted to
continue,

WHY ITISN'T AN OPTION FOR
HORSHAM

Within Horsham District
Mayfield has, for obvious
self-serving reasons, been
stoking up opposition to the
District Council’s planto
concentrate future devel-
opment to the north of the
town by circulating leaflets
expounding the merits of its

new town scheme. Whilst
local coneern at what some
are calling the risk of cre-
ating anew ‘Crawsham’ is
understandable - no-one
should be afraid of being
called a NIMBY as every de-
velopment isin someone’s
back yard -it would not be
logical to adopt an “any-
where but here is better”
approach. Horsham’s plan
already proposes an unre-
alistic level of new home
building, but Mayfield'sidea
would involve even more
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houses, and in a totally un-
sustainable location.

Mr Freeman's company
has impressively regener-
ated on old industrial sites
behind Kings Crossand in
central Birmingham. But
the Low Weald is golden
countryside which does not
require regeneration viaa
misconceived scheme that
is not needed, not sustain-
able and not wanted.

Mr Freeman should go and
build his sandecastles on
firmer ground elsewhere.

The proposed new town would straddle the tidal upper reaches of the river Adur.
This photo shows floods at Wineham.



