George Dyson

Town Clerk Meridian Way,

Peacehaven,
7 (01273) 585493 East Sussex,
14 TownClerk@peacehaventowncouncil.gov.uk BN10 8BB.

Community House,

Draft Minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee meeting held in the Anzac Room,
Community House on 30" June 2026 at 6:15pm.

Present: Clir Gordon-Garrett (Chair), Clir Campbell (Vice Chair), Clir Davies, Clir Rosser, Clir Wood.
Officers: Zoe Polydorou (Meetings & Projects Officer)
1 member of the public was in attendance.

1 PH2610 CHAIR ANNOUNCEMENTS

The Chair opened the meeting at 18:16, ran through the Civility and Respect statement, explained
the fire-procedure, reminded committee of the mobile phone protocol, that the meeting was being

recorded, and explained the public question session.

2 PH2611 PUBLIC QUESTIONS

There were public questioners in relation to PH2615 SDNP/25/00228/FUL, Land adjacent to 66, The

Lookout,

The first public questioner expressed there being another amendment to the plan, to remove the
trailer, queried why there was an amendment as there had never been planning to have it on the
land, and had written to SDNP and ESCC Planning Authorities. They further expressed that a yurt
had been up for longer than it should be, and that enforcement had said they could not act on it due
to the live planning application. They queried why after 20 months they were still dealing with a
planning application and added that all previous comments had been passed over to the SDNP

Planning Authority, but they had to be resubmitted to ESCC.

Clir Wood raised concern that the plans had been revised again, and commented that it would be

another situation again where the application spanned across all planning authorities.

18:31 — 2 members of the public joined the meeting.

Clir Campbell confirmed that PTC had asked ESCC for all previous comments to be taken into

account for decision making.

The second public questioner queried where the trailer would be moved to.

The third public questioner queried how the applicant was allowed to carry on with the application
when everywhere had said no; how Downs Walk became a road; and why ESCC were trying to get

the application through as it did not generate money for Peacehaven.

There was a discussion around residential and business rates, and concern with access for
emergency services and Clir Wood advised the questioners of the fortnightly ESCC Councillor

surgery held at Community House.
The Chair thanked the member of public for their questions.

3 PH2612 TO CONSIDER APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE & SUBSTITUTIONS
There were no apologies for absence.

4 PH2613 TO RECEIVE DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS
There was a declaration of interest from Clir Gordon-Garrett.



PH2614 TO ADOPT THE MINUTES FROM THE 9™ JUNE 2026

Clir Campbell proposed to adopt the minutes with the amendment to update item 7 from ‘Clir
Campbell expressed frustration...” to ‘All Clirs expressed frustration...’.

Proposed by: ClIr Campbell Seconded by: Clir Wood

Committee resolved to adopt the minutes with the amendment.

18:36 — ClIr Gordon Garrett left the meeting and Clir Campbell took the Chair.
TO COMMENT on the following Planning applications as follows:-
PH2615 SDNP/25/00228/FUL, Land adjacent to 66, The Lookout

Clir Campbell clarified this application was in relation to SDNP land, and not LDC land, and ClIr
Wood commented on issues with open fire pits and adequate insurance.

ClIr Davies reminded members that although he understood the frustration of the questioners, the
planning application was legally the focus of the meeting and it was being deviated from. He
expressed that whilst he disagreed with the plan, the applicant was allowed to do it, but that they
may return to square one.

Clir Campbell expressed there had been further objections, including from a resident Rights of Way
officers and there was no need to comment on fire risk, as the fire service had responded.

It was proposed to object to the application, on the following 3 grounds

1. That all comments on all previous related applications be taken into account.

2. If consent were granted, a condition needed to be applied whereby the site may not be used as a
campsite.

3. The inadequate access grounds for objection have been strengthened by further submissions to
the consultation.

Proposed by: ClIr Davies Seconded by: ClIr Rosser
Committee resolved to object to the application on the grounds stated.

18:46 — The public questioners left the meeting
18:47 — ClIr Gordon-Garrett re-joined the meeting

PH2616 LW/26/0290, 3 Johns Close

It was proposed to support the application.

Proposed by: Clir Campbell Seconded by: ClIr Gordon-Garrett
Committee resolved to support the application.

PH2617 LW/26/0255 34 Balcombe Road

Members commented there had been one objection from a neighbour, and discussed privacy and
light issues.

It was proposed to support the application subject to the light issues in relation to the neighbour
being satisfactorily resolved.

Proposed by: Clir Campbell Seconded by: ClIr Gordon-Garrett

Committee resolved to support the application.

PH2618 LW/26/0257 Peacehaven Community School Greenwich Way

Clir Campbell mentioned the replacement of a hedge with cycle stands, and raised construction
process issues, including issues with the proposed construction vehicle route for local businesses
including the need for it to be kept open for access to Community House, other community facilities
and for parking; and that construction access to the roundabout at the gates of PCS should instead
be from Newton Road in the east.



It was also expressed there be equal consideration towards children, the elderly and vulnerable
people that visit nearby community buildings and businesses, such as the nursery, leisure centre
and the library.

Clir Davies agreed about the access road, and that the head teacher should have consulted its
neighbours.

ClIr Wood raised the issue that the Morrisons development would be happening at the same time,
and raised concern for local businesses.

Clir Rosser mentioned the main work be carried out during holidays, and the importance of critical
path analysis. Clir Wood reminded committee that some local business would still be open during
the holidays.

It was proposed to object to the application as, although the committee strongly supports the
application in principle, the construction vehicles access route needs to change to the East instead
of Greenwich Way; the bulk of the work should be carried out during the holiday period; there would
be a clash with the Morrisons development; and the construction methodology needs to be
considered.

Proposed by: Clir Gordon-Garrett Seconded by: Clir Wood
Committee resolved to object to the application.

19:13 - ClIr Davies left the meeting
PH2619 LW/26/0273 71 Arundel Road

Proposed by: Clir Rosser  Seconded by: Clir Gordon-Garrett
Committee resolved to support the application.

19:18 — ClIr Davies rejoined the meeting

PH2620 LW/26/0307/CD 81 - 83 South Coast Road Peacehaven East Sussex BN10 8QS
Councillor Davies updated committed committee on the Planning application’s status.
Committee noted the planning decision.

PH2621 TO AGREE DATE FOR THE NEXT MEETING TUESDAY 21st JULY

2026 AT 7.30 PM

The next meeting was agreed.

There being no further business, the meeting was closed at 19:26
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14:03 Detailed Income & Expenditure by Budget Heading 14/07/2026

Month No: 4 Cost Centre Report
Actual Year Current Variance Committed Funds % Spent  Transfer
To Date Annual Bud  Annual Total Expenditure Available to/from EMR
200 Planning
4854 Maps / Right of Way 0 500 500 500 0.0%
Planning :- Direct Expenditure 0 500 500 0 500 0
4111 Electricity (9) 0 9 9 0.0%
Planning :- Indirect Expenditure (9) 0 9 0 9 0
Net Expenditure 9 (500) (509)
Grand Totals:- Income 0 0 0 0.0%
Expenditure (9) 500 509 0 509 (1.8%)
Net Income over Expenditure 9 (500) (509)

Movement to/(from) Gen Reserve 9 (500) (509)







George Dyson Community House,

Town Clerk Meridian Way,

Peacehaven,
7 (01273) 585493 East Sussex,
24 TownClerk@peacehaventowncouncil.gov.uk BN10 8BB.

Committee: Planning Agenda Item: | PH2628

Meeting date: | July 21 2026 Authors: Chair and Vice-Chair
Subject: Response to LDC Consultation on Statement of Community Involvement
Purpose: To Agree

Recommendation(s):
That Committee agree the following questionnaire response to the LDC Consultation

1. Background

Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) are required by planning law to produce and review a ‘Statement of Community
Involvement’ (SCI). Lewes District Council, the LPA for Peacehaven, is revising its SCI. The proposed responses to the
LDC Questionnaire consultation document are set out in Appendix A.

The online link to the consultation is https://planningpolicyconsult.lewes-eastbourne.gov.uk/LDC SCI2026

2. Options for Council

To agree the proposed responses
To amend the proposed responses
to reject the proposed responses
3. Reason for recommendation

To meet PTC duty to reflect its residents and to respond as a statutory consultee. To improve the consultation
process and the text of the SCI

4, Expected benefits
Improvement in LDC SCI. Better treatment of Peacehaven residents and PTC

5. Implications

5.1 Legal

5.2 Risks
5.3 Financial

5.4 Time scales August 6 deadline

5.5 Stakeholders & Social Value | Views of PTC and residents taken into account

5.6 Contracts

5.7 Climate & Sustainability

5.8 Crime & Disorder

5.9 Health & Safety
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5.10 Biodiversity
5.11 Privacy Impact
5.12 Equality & Diversity

6. Values & priorities alighment

Which of the Core Values does the recommendation demonstrate?
6.1 Empowering and supporting the community

6.2 Growing the economy sustainably

6.3 Helping children and young people

6.4 Improving the quality of life for residents and visitors to Peacehaven
6.5 Supporting residents in need

6.6 Valuing the environment

ao|oojo|jo/>=

6.7 Which business plan item(s) does the recommendation relate to?
None. Duty to represent and advocate for Peacehaven residents

Appendix A

There are five questions in the LDC Questionnaire. These are set out in bold, followed by Planning Committee’s
proposed answers on behalf of PTC.,

Question 1: Section 2 describes Plan Making, Neighbourhood Planning, Supplementary Planning Documents and
Development Management. Does this section help you to understand how the planning system works in Lewes
District?

Response: Section 2 is excellent as far as it goes. It needs to be expanded to include the following: (1) The duties (or
lack of duties) for LPAs to check whether statements made by Applicants are correct e.g. as to the existence of trees
(especially if Tree Protection Orders on them) on adjacent land — alternatively, a statement to the effect that LDC
relies on town and parish councils to check the truthfulness of developers’ statement in Planning Applications. 2)
The duties (if any) of LDC Planning Officers to monitor construction stages to ensure that all conditions are being met
during the construction process. (3) The responsibility for building works supervision of a development’s
construction and ‘signing off’ — does the developer just supply a certificate from a registered private sector
organisation? And LPA does not check anything? (4) Any legal requirement (or absence of requirement) for
enforcement of planning rules in general by LPAs— together with indications of how local residents and Councils can
get something done when other residents ignore planning rules.

Question 2: Section 3 explains how [LDC] will involve the community in plan-making, including who will be
consulted, when consultation take place, and the methods used. Do you think the proposed approach to
community involvement in plan-making is sufficient?

Response: LDC's consultation on its Local Plan 2042 has been as extensive as could reasonably be possible —and
more extensive than the draft SCI commits to for the future. We viewed it as excellent. A few small suggested
amendments to the draft SCI: on P21 it states that the Planning Inspector may require modifications — the Chair and
Vice Chair of PTC Planning Committee understood that Government had made clear that no amendment process
would be permitted for LDC2042 Local Plan: the Examiner would either accept or reject. Is the SCI correct?

Question 3: Section 4 explains how [LDC] will support Neighbourhood Planning and the role of communities in
preparing Neighbourhood Plans. Do you think the level of support offered for neighbourhood planning is
sufficient?
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Response: No comment

Question 4: Section 5 explains how the public can engage with planning applications, including pre-applications,
application stage, and appeals. Do you think the opportunities for community involvement in planning
applications is sufficient?

Response: No. However, no substantial changes are needed so long as the current arrangements are not restricted.
What follows here is a list of small suggested changes.

(1) The Consultation portal (widely used by many LPAs) is very difficult to use and impossible for anyone completely
new to the planning process without guidance that is not available from LDC. The portal is very slow and seems to be
offline with some frequency — preparing for Planning Committee meetings is sometimes impossible because
councillors cannot look at the Application in the days before the Committee meeting!

(2) Responses by letter must continue to be acceptable.

(3) Each Town and Parish Council should nominate at least one officer for substantial planning training by the LPA so
that Councillors on local planning committees can call on at least some officer expertise when considering
Applications. Local Town and Parish councillors need training from the LPA as soon as they get elected: this is the
only area of Town/Parish council business where professional level expertise is necessary for councillors to fulfil their
statutory duties.

(4)On Page 25 Draft SCI states that ‘Local Councillors will help promote consultation within their wards and
encourage all residents to get involved’. Local councillors cannot be expected to perform this duty —and nor can
town/parish councils. This sentence needs to be changed to: ‘Local councillors will advocate for local needs and
views'.

(5) Given the legal requirements to publish committee Agendas three clear days before a meeting, and the need to
prepare Committee Agendas, the 21 day time limit for responses is unrealistic: these arrangements exclude anyone
with work or family responsibilities from serving on Planning Committee effectively.

(6) Planning notices need to be sent to addresses and posted up on lamposts in roads running parallel to Application
sites because so many gardens back onto each, including small gardens

(7) P.36 list is wrong and incompatible with Appendix 2.

(8) P.39. The rules under which a councillor can call for a particular application to be heard at Committee need to be
stated more clearly.

Question 5: Please provide any additional comments you have on the Draft Revised Statement of Community
Involvement (1) National and Local Government should spend less money and time (consultants’ and consultees’
money/time as well as LPA and Central government time) on planning documents (Local Plans etc) and more on
implementation and enforcement. If LDC officers had been able to spend as much time on overseeing the
construction phase of developments and on enforcement generally as it has spent on preparing Local Plans, all of us
in Lewes District would be living in a better place.

[NB The Draft SCI needs a lot of sub-editing — typos, inconsistencies etc. Paragraph numbers would make reference
easier.]

|
Report to Peacehaven Town Council Pa ge 30of3






TS
Agajes ©ioU Ing uopRicpap
9250720 0 SEAUE AWOS PO A053adsy| | sr7e0oTNY L1y sheq Buppreg anuasy (e PUE 3NUaAY JaWAaY UMY U PROY ISECT INGS)
Amanydii] S SIY1 10 0
paaiduo] pasiapy 3063 | IIuBuIUIEW no Auea ot sued o
(EEE=
Alajes e 30U 1ng UofiEso|alap
NHIN STy UD 3gen 2y 5
STS0°LD) e awi -Enﬂ””““_ﬂu_wﬂﬂ OZTHOOTNE S3A sapadi; 3eyt Supped dois og Suiuiedas pRU S3U) MO]3A GNOP e 50WY sl Mapak 3gnag "wopaun] anuany PIEEARN U3 40 3PjS SR U0 peoy 103 yineg
paadee] PasiARY 3053 | JIUBUHUEL IN0 ALRD &) sueyd op
Aemala|ues Ul Ay Jaomg 65TV 40 3PS YLIOU
ST wiN i Ajsnojaasd paiajdwes | o3 Sasng a0 UET pue dous sng By yo wed syaa|g 1oy Supsed Bugqeua ‘sauy S| Magiad sianag s Lk
PONEWOD PASIAPY 3353 pastday 59U o3 31100 ofjaA I|FNCR JO 330415 € BUjss|Al 5| PUD 1663 L ek ban v
|
BNUIAY HISIPOY M
vopwn| _._n_ﬁ.:_._u“ W53 WeyRd)
SZZPOOTINY | e uouns 534 TGN AREAY
Jomaydy ‘uepssaluoa se jjam se saduep UOLING S5y Wy
9z02/50,/90 Panpays pasiApy 1253 N0 PILIED 3G || SAEdIY F1eaus ueD (34015 DxAUUY IPINING Woly PEde] ainod SR U0 askymAue Jupled E3U)| Mogak Agnog N0 INOS-Y10U Y1 |
9Z0T/S0/ LT -
N SIY ve MR sl uaneyasead ‘peoy 15807 YINOS AU U0 SNUANY
qaifAumbua Buysxa SLZO00TNY s34 sapadus jeuys Suryied dous o3 Supuiedad paau sauy moj[@4 3jgnag |8 I5ewy saul| moyiaA gnog JSAEUY PUE BNUANY MAAEES 0 SuUajsun] uaamiag LBt
Aq papasiadng pasapy 1353 “ING paLIEd 4 M sJeday
SZOT/S0/YT
qolfhumbua Supsies ETZEDOTINY oN S3A sau|| moj|3A ;gneg|  INoqEpUNGY anuasy AcyuIRDId U3 punoie BRUE 3L e ARy o n““”
Aq papassadng pasiapy 1053 NG PALIED 34 |12 SEdY puIgBIM 3 ||eqi0a) a3ym)
Anogjah HQNE
SR ) PALIANIGS 3G FINOWS AUI| 33/YM 3|GSIAU ISOWE SI41 Ajqenisy ‘puelst aijen SR
qaljinnbua Aupsme L 4 “yadas oy vy papisedd | Ayl 4o opis Ui BL CIL0 ansamS 01 5N §T punog-yliou 3yl Tupisy ‘|eoyls ] A sddi3 jo uagaunf pue
#q papasiadng pARAPY 3053 na payise 39 |l sjeday oy n'eah|  UEIpLAYe Was) URIpIng dn Suppid vaym Agemedse ‘asay yed uayo ey RS MR e
Bz
LITHODTNY $34 AR YFR U] IE0M SR SRR ISR D00E Ty3ES 0 §0 maiq © uo dxje o sau| || maiah 3y sasajIeaugywa e/ 1538, O¥0 TIONMEY
SI4L*uajaun] [0y S I0U (5nap Ay suapiaun| 18 %05 300
3353 yun ssasdioud Ul "IN RS 3G I ey S0 o 3y o
BT R
amuaan
vzzvoo | 1° _.N_Mna S3A o] 2iUAD AT YAIMUBAID 13| ORIUN] By 1T puBg Bul Ue PEoY [PPUNY
BpunsY jo
3353 Yum ssasBoud uj “M0 PALIED D it saeday oroyd T =4 auayy syied aug-cu aopesd u) ylnoyy ‘aul M BYL
=
34 ssauyay| T ANRA3IIN00 Juprpss SR AN g omva/saNTvA
woday oL J1d wodasay 18 %05 1A
suaprne [epuaod
Iuanasd 0 vonuaye Jewoud saanbas pue prezey Mages ueayudls B 5 5yl
“puag ay) Junannsgo
PUE puT(s] e Ayl 6] 350)2 oo Supsied way saEjyas suanasd 03 pEIInpoau|
on pnoys 20 aeud)s dde ‘uojEppe U *p
Maenbape pue ajqss dpea)n ase sTupew peod JEY] aUnsua o1 ag
pinoys Aaud aye|pawL)|
31 1aAaMOY {PaIoIdxa UARG ADEAJE BAEY SUONDO SNOLEA “LONES|nel Buojny
s34 ajes J0j uylew A SaAEa) BOREMS TUALMT 943 YRS E 5y “SHLung paads SAU) AUEY Auew snouawour Jupsoys)f Aaugs oy ajuenua)
St faNs SaUnseaLy BujusED Iy R JO S50 DU SIS YINYM 'IN08 5ng T H S 01JE3U 35)) WeyRd
18y 19€) 3y Aq papunoduscs LNy 5 anss] Sy Paads 18 puaq ay) yieasdde
Sapa1YaA Bwes Jeys uand Ajenanued ‘Uojsies jo ysp Yy e sareaad syl
Aupxied jo asneaaq peos jo apis Juoum uo|
wlips ya) daa, @y punod ol 01 fupey puncgipen Bulljanes Sasng Sapnau|
S)YL “paILul £ A igrsen asagm Jujed ¢ e Uy “ssed ol Japso uj pead ay
40 apys Sucum 3yl 0ING FAANIGUTLL O PacUSy Auanbady aue yuou Jugeaes
‘voday oL JLd vodaiol saanlsQ ‘volnsgo snosaduep e Sussnea st ease g Uy Tusiied sa1yan
s
5 shupjew
sah s34 0 saul| ayi|  Sau MoRah ajgnog PMDIADI UNEE IBADDT/ Y pes
‘ponyas o) AGIeaU| o 905 Jang agquoajeg [ B 51
vaday o JLd wodas ol “specs jyHiens Juoj asayy Sursn Jjyes jo pasds o anp vanun| snodadueg
ELES LR
ah 534 i sk o ST i S8 s DU S9N .sn__us.ﬂmﬁﬂu.homu“_;ﬁ paddjaraunfials Peaaons,// SpIosM £ I9YA, wojzzun(]
uoday oL JLd uodaie) Bnp Ay|qisn pUB By y333POY O 3Rl j0 pasds a1 anp uopaun| snosalueg IAY I faY POy
BU43 INOQE USHITULIGIU 3PIADID JoU O IEEMS (2T
pnajdwen N apisinG ‘sauell [ooyas Jesu xoq 1sod 03 A 33
[ pasen BN apappaasd waaesd 3 pul MRty
2053 ¥ieg ipmajdwoy FEIS ISE) MHSI | 0304 43053 q 1 JE I nqe £l e LLd ana dial 03 Ued NOA UBREIGHU) UBREID] IR0 NOLLYIOT




“HEa0E (UL A0 GINDNL W B 4
emaipar|

A S o 0 Padiein 34 U3 s
et

g o prmesg g B o s o
e LA g g LI HATI P NI ML

LETR00TNE

sah

ASPROOTNY

‘g3

“BnuanE|

MpIoUap jo pud ays ssouse 'gETE ASng oy Lo ualsasp Sucim sy u days o) pey of
Put g End o3 J|Geun sem yan adny € Aepansa) asaug ) dupyied aue el

e Ju|peo) 3y U0 PAYSIUIRU 39 01 PRI TR 3L OO LSYED HINOS

FLpHEL Aog JupEa]

@Oy qUr
S souey 1 seu
wmopad aignop Susey

Awl Buipeo) s5auded shangiues Ov0E 15703 HINOs|

STS0LE

paiajdwiod panapy 3153

TGS

Haes € 30U g uonesoUEp

40 SBALE BWOS PRIOU SIoRIRdsU|
Aeay3iH] S s 1e yaom
suTUAUEW N0 Alea o) sueld oy

GTZEO0TINY

534

NI Si41 uo 3N s
sapadus 3oyl Supued dogs ey Jupuiedas pasu sauj) majad HGRop e 350wy

Sau)| mogad ajgnog

anuany [aded jo uepauny PUOY 15000 YInosg)

07 AR YIET

Tamsg]

AY3ES € 10U ING UOEIGLTIIR
10 SRAIE JWOS PAIOU SISIESU|
AemyBiH) AU s e YoM

1) pasiApy 2053

1N Adses o3 suejd en

TETrOOTAYE

swajgeud 150w asnes wed Buysed
“sazed Auew v Bupwedal paau

AUy mojad S|gnog

"INUBAY WEYSIOH 1uey
pue anuany Sujudalg ‘wamiag pue o suopaunf Ayl | proy [Fpunay jo seady|

9Z0T AR IET

g

Aajes e 10u Ing UonEOUAED
§O SEE WS PAIOU S20533ds5u)
AemydiH] 3w syl e pom

Paiajduwio] pasingy 3353

o Auea o) sunjd oy

1ZTY00TNY

oN

L1

Swiajgesd sow asnel vea Jupped
soae)d Aumw w Supujedas pasu

sau| mojjad Hgnog

UBAEYIIEId ‘proy ppuny we3
US INUANY WEYRIOH JO SIS W0q Uo uopoun] M 3y | peoy [Spunsy jo seay|

9'S0°L0|

PaIAIdLIDD FasIARY 2053

TariEs]

Aajes € 100 Ing vojRIcaaIap

10 SUASE 3WOS panou LiogIadsy)
AemyBiH] Jwn s 1e yeom
aoUBUEI|EW INa ALsE o) suejd o

STTCOOTINY

s3A

sheq Bupyey

ANUFAY WD JO dagaunT peoy 1sea) \pnos|

ST'50°L0

pajajdwiad pasapy 3353

Tomeey

faayes e jou Ing USnEsOpALaR

9 5ERUE JUL0S PRIOU Si013adsu)
ARMUTIH] B 5143 18 oM
FIUTUAIUTW 0 Aued o) suejd oy

EZEPOOTNY

s34

shog Buppeg

AnUANY UMOEANGS o uogaunr) PeoY 15003 Rnog|




George Dyson Community House,

Town Clerk Meridian Way,

Peacehaven,
& (01273) 585493 East Sussex,
&< TownClerk@peacehaventowncouncil.gov.uk BN10 8BB.

Committee: Planning Agenda ltem: | PH2631
Meeting date: | July 21 2026 Authors: Cycling TFG
Subject: Peacehaven Cycle Routes

Purpose: To Agree

Recommendation(s):

To Agree proposals for progress on cycling routes across Peacehaven including to discuss with Telscombe Town
Council:

(a) Liaise with ESCC to ensure PTC input at the earliest stage of discussion of the expenditure of CWIS3 money.
(b) Further investigation by PTC officers on the parts of the routes within Peacehaven

(c) Co-ordinate with the Rights of Way Working Group

(d) Urgently discuss cycle routes with TTC

(e) Prioritise the east-west through route for implementation

1. Background

On June 12, Department of Transport announced updated Strategy plus £4.5bn funding for investment in active
travel for the CWIS3? period. Both Central Government and Local Authorities are committed to increasing cycling
and walking for both health and climate-related reasons. East Sussex County Council (ESCC) already has plans
nearing completion for one improvement in Peacehaven/Telscombe: a ‘loop’ cycle route from Central Avenue
junction with A259, northwards to Balcombe Road, eastwards through the Meridian Centre (and Peacehaven
Community School- PCS) and then southwards past Peacehaven Heights primary school (infants) to the A259. The
development of this cycle route involved substantial expenditure on consultants and many years of consultation
with local residents and councillors and is only now reaching the final design stage, with money not yet allocated for
implementation. The Peacehaven and Telscombe Neighbourhood Plan (P&TNP), agreed at Referendum in May,
contains ‘ideas’ for cycle routes across the two towns and identifies a Council Project on Travel Planning that
includes walking and cycling routes. Given that ESCC may receive large-scale grant funding for cycle routes soon,
Peacehaven (and Telscombe) need to develop policies as soon as possible so that (a) our towns benefit from this
funding and (b) Local residents and town councils are consulted at the earliest stage so that a higher proportion is
spent on implementation and less on consultants than in the past.

There are already a number of cycling maps in circulation published by various organisations®. None provide
satisfactory routes (See Appendix A for various existing routes and suggested routes, with the reasons why they
should not be selected). The TFG’s proposals for routes to be discussed with Telscombe are set out in Appendix B.
Appendix C contains maps and photos. Recreational cycling will always use bridle paths, pedestrian rights of way etc.
and this Report is not concerned with informal provision.

New formal cycle routes in Peacehaven need to build on the ESCC ‘loop’ route to satisfy three other main needs:

1Active Travel -Active England: the third cycling and walking investment strategy (CWI53), Department of Transport
2For example, Cycle Lewes and the surrounding area. Supported by Lewes District Council.
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® A'through route’ for longer distance cyclists travelling to/from south and east Brighton to Newhaven (and
Lewes Town) and to serve Peacehaven’s bicycle commuters.

e North-south routes within Peacehaven (and Telscombe Cliffs)
® An east-west route through North Peacehaven

Selection of routes is not just a matter of choosing the shortest distance between A and B. What does past research
suggest? How likely is the land to be available? Will it be accessible for mobility scooters as well as bicycles? How
wide is the highway/pavement and would cyclists hold up buses on a shared section of a route? How costly would a
route be? Would cyclists on a route get entangled with dogs and small children — or even la rge numbers of elderly
walkers? How steep would the route be? Would it attract abuse by unregistered motorcyclists and electric scooters
such that they disturb local residents (police do not have resources for adequate enforcement)? In recommending
particular routes for consideration, the TFG has tried to use its local knowledge to balance all these considerations.

The TFG asks Planning Committee to agree the following:

(a) That PTC officers liaise with ESCC immediately to ensure that ESCC is aware of developing policy in PTC (and
TTC?): this is important to prevent ESCC from spending on consultants the new money recently agreed by central
government before local input has been considered. The consultants’ original ideas for the ESCC ‘loop’ proposal that
is now close to implementation were largely rejected — meaning that a lot of grant funding had probably been spent
on consultants over a period of years without tangible result.

(b) Further investigation by officers and the TFG of the TFG’s proposed east-west route(s) through Peacehaven (a) to
confirm the viability of the route, including possible use of PTC's Power of Competence to buy the small amounts of
land from the landowner(s) needed to complete the route and (b) to confirm with LDC to agree the part of the
proposed route that crosses LDC land. Preliminary investigation by TFG members suggests that ownership of all the
private land involved may be in similar hands. Further investigation would include financing options, including
$106/CIL monies, ESCC funding, a direct approach to central government and possible grant funding.

(c) Ask the Rights of Way Working Group to consider the same routes for a Rights of Way application agreed
between PTC and the relevant private landowner(s) by agreement under Rights of Way legislation (ie no records of
twenty years use would be needed).

(d) Urgent discussion with TTC of the TFG’s proposals and development of a joint policy

(e) Agree that the east-west through route should be prioritised

2. Options for Council
To agree the recommendations
To amend the recommendations

To reject some or all of the recommendations

3. Reason for recommendations

To develop a viable policy on cycle routes with viable plans for implementation. Cycle routes in our town are poor by
standards elsewhere — dangerously poor, some would argue. In the case of the A259 and Arundel Road especially,
the inadequacy of cycle routes exposes cyclists to physical risks; insofar as cyclists then take to the pavements, they
put pedestrians and mobility scooters at physical risk. Large sums of new money for Highways Authorities to spend
on cycle routes have recently been allocated by Central Government. Some previous money has gone to consultants
with little or no improvement on the ground: PTC needs to get local input to ESCC and other Highways Authorities as
quickly as possible.
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4, Expected benefits

More and safer cycling/wheeling, including for commuting and children/students going to school. Fewer cars on the
road. See also next two sections below.

5. Implications

5.1 Legal Agreement with TTC and other LAs; possible land purchases

5.2 Risks The risks are of not acting

5.3 Financial Officers’ time, CIL/S106 money for purchase of small amounts of land
5.4 Time scales Urgent

5.5 Stakeholders & Social Value | All

5.6 Contracts

None at present

5.7 Climate & Sustainability

Cumulative impact over time if can be achieved

5.8 Crime & Disorder

Avoid abuse by electric scooters and motor bikes in residential areas

5.9 Health & Safety

Very big impact if can be achieved

5.10 Biodiversity

Ditto

5.11 Privacy Impact

n.a.

5.12 Equality & Diversity

Better routes for mobility scooters

5. Values & priorities alignment

Which of the Core Values does the recommendation demonstrate?

6.1 Empowering and supporting the community

6.2 Growing the economy sustainably

6.3 Helping children and young people

6.4 Improving the quality of life for residents and visitors to Peacehaven

6.5 Supporting residents in need

6.6 Valuing the environment

> < |<|><|><|><

6.7 Which business plan item(s) does the recommendation relate to?
Footpaths, bridleways and cycle/wheeling routes

6. Appendices

Appendix A: Routes that should not be selected

Appendix Al: East-West through Peacehaven:

e The main official NCN2 (National Cycle Route 2) runs along Arundel Road. This is increasingly unsatisfactory
because of vehicle traffic and parking. ‘You take your life in your hands’ comments one local cyclist, ‘cars
come at you in the wrong lanes and have no respect for cyclists’. Another local cyclist was very recently
shouted at aggressively by a speeding van telling them to ‘cycle on the pavement’, who on another occasion
happened to hear tradesmen, working by the road, comment “...they drive like nutters along here [Arundel
Road]..”. The route is also unsafe for mobility scooters Detailed site examination indicates that this route
cannot be improved. The route is repeatedly broken by driveways, and there would likely be huge resistance
from local residents to closures of the many parking spaces on the highway. Peacehaven’s burgeoning
homes mean that Arundel Road is now often a commuter run — and gets blocked whenever the A259
contains extra traffic. The increased vehicle traffic (especially at the junction of Arundel Road and Cissbury
Avenue and eastwards) is difficult enough for cars to negotiate, let alone bicycles!
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The A259 (South Coast Road) has now been completely taken over by vehicles and is not safe for cyclists.
Cyclists often use the pavement — even where there is a separate bus lane: this is threatening for pedestrians
and poses safety risks for them. We have heard it suggested (in jest?) that one whole row of building should
be removed to widen the A259 through Peacehaven. We do not think this is a viable option.

The only east-west through cycle route proposed in the P&TNP runs along the cliff-top. This rough and hilly
path is an appropriate recreational route for occasional good weather cyclists who are aware of walkers and
children —and of the occasional vehicle going to clifftop homes. But it is completely unsuitable for
resurfacing as a formal cycle route. The clifftop is the official King Charles Il England Coast Path which is
reserved in Statute for recreational walking only. In places it is very narrow. It is frequently spilling over with
recreational walkers, small children running free and dogs (both on and off leads of varying lengths). The
clifftop itself is geologically fragile and houses a Site of Special Scientific Interest. Surface change to create a
formal cycle route would threaten fast erosion of the cliff edge (especially if new drainage were not perfect).
The cycle route would be impassable for many weeks in winter because of gales and powerful unpredictable
gusts (70mph-+) of wind coming up over the top of the cliffs before dissipating. The necessary lighting would
be out of line with the current dark skies prioritisation for wildlife at nighttime on the clifftop. The clifftop is
currently designated by the Planning Authority (but not the Neighbourhood Plan) as a Local Green Space.
There is evidence that a formal cycle route would be strenuously opposed by local residents (petition to LDC
re local Green Space in early 2026).

Appendix A2 North-south cycle route(s):

Ambleside Avenue, the boundary line between TTC and PTC, is proposed in the P&TNP as the formal cycle
route from the east end of Telscombe Road to the A259. This is a matter for discussion with TTC .

Appendix B: Routes Proposed for Consideration (see maps in Appendix C):

Appendix B1: East-west through route from Brighton to Newhaven:

Peacehaven’s western boundary to Meridian Centre: In the West, the route would enter Peacehaven on the
ESCC ‘loop’ route. The P&TNP includes an idea for a walking route westward across Telscombe Cliffs and the
Tye to Saltdean (north of A259): subject to the views of TTC, the TFG would support this as a formal cycle
route. From Ambleside, the proposed route would follow Balcombe Road to the Joff, using the proposed
‘loop’ under development at ESCC. The Morrisons Meridian development is expected to provide for a cycle
route north of the Library to meet the north-south footpath along the west side of the site of Peacehaven
Community School (PCS). Action needed: Ensure that LDC consent for Morrisons development includes a
condition on cycle route access.

Through the Meridian Centre to Centenary Park: Time-consuming attempts by Peacehaven and Telscombe
councillors to develop a proposal for an alternative east-west cycle route have been on the stocks for years,
without a successful outcome. Maps on display in Centenary Park (see Appendix C1) suggest that the plan
ten years ago was for a cycle route along the northern edge of the PCS site — this is still shown as a public
space on the Ordnance Survey map despite being now enclosed within the PCS site. There has been no
success in identifying an alternative route from Meridian Centre to Centenary Park and the Emcor
Partnership that is about to end has kept any route across PCS land out of bounds for productive discussion.
Post-Emcor, there are three options. Two — along either the north side or the south side of the PCS site -
require agreement from PCS, its Academy Trust and ESCC. A third option has been opened up by the
completion of Chalkers Rise development: north up the footpath from the east end of the Joff Field, and
eastwards along SouthView Road and Bunting Close to join the ‘concrete path’(see below) in Centenary Park.
Action needed: PTC officers to urgently explore options with PCS/its Academy Trust/ESCC; if that fails, use
Southview Road option.
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Through Centenary Park: There are two possible routes here — along the north or south sides of the playing
fields. The southern edge is increasingly crowded with footballers, dog walkers and children and passes a
crowded area around the Gateway Cafe. The north route would follow the waste water access road and the
boundary of Southern Water’s land. Both would end at the eastern edge of Centenary Park. Both these
routes are substantially in existence already, though not formally labelled as cycle routes. Action needed:
Decide whether to establish a formal route along the north side of the Park.

From Centenary Park to the A259: Past discussions have assumed that the route should go down Cornwall
Avenue past the allotments, and then wiggle its way to the south east corner of Ashington Gardens to pick
up the non-vehicular path to the A259 junction with the Highway. The TFG rejects this option, mainly
because of risks to cyclists, but also because of spatial limitations, and because the private ownership of
Cornwall Gardens could make it financially non-viable as a formal route. Instead we propose that this part of
the cycle route should come round the northern edge of Ashington area for about 250 metres, on the de
facto footpath (on land that we think has similar ownership to the concrete path, see below) and then follow
the existing formal footpath south across LDC-owned land to the junction with current cycle route NCN2. A
more costly option would be a formal cycle route as far as Maple Road and its junction with A259, following
the Right of Way. Action needed: PTC officers find out whether the landowner would permit a formal cycle
route on a short length of what is now a de facto footpath and how much it would cost

Appendix B2 North-south routes:

The ESCC-funded ‘loop’ route would provide north-south cycle routes from the A259 to Balcombe Road/Meridian

Centre.
Centre.

The TFG has assessed potential north-south cycle routes to link the areas north of Balcombe Road/Meridian

The ‘concrete path': This runs north-south down the eastern edge of Chalkers Rise, from the C.R.Allen
industrial estate to Centenary Park. We believe the concrete path is in similar ownership to the land to the
east of Centenary Park. This would then link up with an east-west cycle route along Glynn Road (see below)
Action needed: PTC officers to approach the owners with a proposal to formally designate the ‘concrete
path’ as a Right of Way, jointly with PTC, and to make arrangements for a formal cycle route on the same
site.

The ‘Spine Path’ from Glynn Road to Meridian Centre: This is more problematic as a formal cycle route
since it goes through a housing estate with children. The TFG considered that this might better be retained
as a pedestrian Right of Way rather than a formal cycle route.

From Glynn Road West to Phyllis/Hoddern Avenue junction with the ESCC loop: The south end of Downs
Walk and pedestrian twittens link the west end of Glynn Road with Firle Road. The twittens are quite steep,
and a north-south route in Telscombe Cliffs might better serve north-west Peacehaven (Kirby Drive and
Chatsworth Park?).

Appendix B3: east-west across northern Peacehaven

Earlier assessments suggested that the main east-west route in north Peacehaven should run along Telscombe Road,
south down Roderick Avenue North and then eastward along Glynn Road. The TFG took the view that Telscombe
Road, now much busier including with buses, should not accommodate a cycle route (the P&TNP suggests it should
be a walking route only). Instead the TFG proposes that the formal east-west cycle route should follow the less busy
Glynn Road throughout, starting at the junction with the top of the ‘concrete path’ and ending at the Downs Walk
junction.

Appendix C

Appendix C1: Noticeboard Map of Centenary Park

See especially the area just below the compass sign where the writing by the arrow points the path to ‘Telscombe’
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Appendix C4: Photos of the proposed route at the east clearly showing it as a well-established pedestrian

route (as it has been for decades).
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George Dyson

Community House,

Town Clerk Meridian Way,
Peacehaven,

@ (01273) 585493 East Sussex,

& TownClerk@peacehaventowncouncil.gov.uk BN10 8BB.

Committee: Planning Agenda Item: | PH2632

Meeting date: | 21% July 2026 Authors: Meetings & Projects Officer

Subject: Response to Parking Consultation Review 3

Purpose: To Agree

Recommendation(s):
Committee agree a response

1. Background

At Full Council on 7 July 2026 under C1592 av. To agree recommendations on a parking review consultation report,
it was agreed that Peacehaven Town Council not respond at this time, but that a report go back to the Planning
Committee, and that PTC write to request an extension for responding to the current consultation, particularly given
that we have not received a response to our already posed questions.

Since then, there has not yet been a response with regards to the criteria of the priority ranking, and the extension
for a response from Peacehaven Town Council has been extended to 31% July 2026.

A reminder to the online link to the consultation is https://planningpolicyconsult.lewes-

eastbourne.gov.uk/LDC SCI2026

2. Options for Council
To agree a response
To agree not to respond

3. Reason for recommendation

For Peacehaven’s voice is taken into account by ESCC

4. Expected benefits

The agreed response is taken into consideration by ESCC.

5. Implications

5.1 Legal

5.2 Risks

5.3 Financial

5.4 Time scales

31% July deadline

5.5 Stakeholders & Social Value

Views of PTC and residents taken into account

5.6 Contracts

5.7 Climate & Sustainability

5.8 Crime & Disorder

Peacehaven views taken into account could go towards social cohesion

5.9 Health & Safety

5.10 Biodiversity
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5.11 Privacy Impact

5.12 Equality & Diversity

As per Equality & Diversity Policy

6. Values & priorities alighment

Which of the Core Values does the recommendation demonstrate?

6.1 Empowering and supporting the community

6.2 Growing the economy sustainably

6.3 Helping children and young people

6.4 Improving the quality of life for residents and visitors to Peacehaven

6.5 Supporting residents in need

6.6 Valuing the environment

O0/X|X(O|>

6.7 Which business plan item(s) does the recommendation relate to?
None. Duty to represent and advocate for Peacehaven residents

Appendix A

None
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