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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee is recommended to approve the application subject to the
completion of the following procedure by the Head of Planning:

1. To refer the application to the Secretary of State as being contrary to
certain provisions of the Development Plan

2. Subject to confirmation from the Secretary of State that she does not
wish to call in the application and the completion of the undertaking set out in
paragraph 9, to authorise the Head of Planning to authorise the grant of
planning permission subject to conditions along the lines set out in paragraph
10 of this report.

CONSIDERATION BY Head of Planning
1 INTRODUCTION
Scheme Overview

1.1 Outline of proposal: The proposed scheme is for a dual carriageway
which is 5.6km long, from its junction with the A259 in Bexhill to its junction
with Queensway in Hastings. The proposed scheme will link the outskirts of
Bexhill and Hastings, easing congestion and improving air quality on the A259
at Glyne Gap. It will partly run along the line of the disused Bexhill to
Crowhurst railway line and then pass around the northern side of the Combe
Haven Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). From there it will go to the
southern edge of the Marline Valley Woods SSSI crossing the Hastings to
London railway line to join Queensway just north of Crowhurst Road.

1.2  The application with accompanying Environmental Statement (ES) was
submitted to the County Council on 18 April 2007. The application was
advertised on 25 May 2007 following its receipt for a period of six weeks until
6 July 2007. Following an initial assessment by Council officers and
comments on the scope and content of the application, the applicant prepared
an addendum to the ES. The Addendum to the ES was prepared in
compliance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulation 1999.
The further information on the Environmental Statement was submitted to the
Council in August 2008 and was advertised for this reason and as a departure
to the development plan. Subsequently the applicant submitted a
Supplementary Nature Conservation Report in October 2008 comprising
additional environmental information which was also advertised.

1.3 The proposal has generated a substantial amount of public interest
and response from statutory consultees. The consultation process has
resulted in a large number of objections with all the representations being
made available for inspection as public documents as well as being made
available in the members’ room. All comments that were received in relation to
the original application, the Addendum ES and Supplementary Nature
Conservation Report have been summarised in appendix 1 of this report. The
representations which have been received relating to this application and



supporting documents have been accorded due weight in the consideration of
the application. The report includes a number of abbreviations and therefore
to assist its reading these are set out in Appendix 2.

1.4 In addition to making this planning application, the applicant has also
submitted an application for listed building consent (ref RR/2612/CCLB)
which is the subject of a separate report. In accordance with the relevant
procedures the decision on the listed building consent application rests with
the Secretary of State.

2 THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

2.1 The proposed Link Road runs from the A259 in Bexhill to its junction
with Queensway in Hastings. The most westward section of the road (which
is urban in character) starts at the southern end of London Road, where it
meets the A259 trunk road at the Belle Hill Junction. From here it heads
roughly north, along the route of the abandoned Crowhurst, Sidley & Bexhill
Branch Railway, which passes through the built up area of Bexhill, beneath
bridges at Woodgate Park and Ninfield Road at Sidley, before continuing to
Glovers Farm on the northern fringe of Bexhill. The remainder of the scheme
passes through open countryside between Bexhill and Hastings.

2.2 North of Ninfield Road, the route passes along the base of an existing
deep cutting, to a point just north of Glovers Farm from which it runs downhill,
heading north from Sidley to the west of the main Combe Haven Valley,
avoiding the nearby SSSI. The scheme then crosses the upper Combe Haven
Valley, before passing to the west of Acton’s Farm, a grade Il listed building.

2.3 From Acton’s Farm, the route turns eastwards toward the Watermill
Stream Valley, from which it continues east across the Watermill Stream
Valley and across the southern end of the Hillcroft Farm ridge. Beyond
Hillcroft Farm, the proposed Link Road crosses the southern end of
Powdermill valley, just south of Adam’s Farm and some 1km to the south of
Crowhurst village.

2.4 Beyond Powdermill Valley, the proposed route passes through the
Decoy Stream Valley and past Decoy Farm, to the north of Decoy Pond Wood
and the Combe Haven SSSI, before crossing the Decoy Stream and climbing
to cross the realigned Crowhurst Road. The route continues eastward,
crossing the London to Hastings Railway and the southern tip of the Marline
Valley Woods SSSI which is located to the north of the proposed route. East
of the railway, the route terminates in a new junction to Queensway, at the
western edge of the Hastings urban area, some 140metres to the north of the
current Crowhurst Road junction.

2.5 The Scheme would be crossed by or lie adjacent to two Byways Open to
All Traffic (BOATs), one bridleway and a number of public footpaths and
permissive footpaths including the 1066 Country Walk long distance footpath.
The Scheme generally follows the northern perimeter of the Pebsham
Countryside Park but is also partially within it. Whilst partly in public
ownership, it is largely farmed and so access is restricted to a network of
public rights of way and permissive routes. These routes feed into the
proposed Pebsham Countryside Park from the conurbation to the south,
south-east and west and from the open countryside towards Crowhurst to the



north. To the south they link further to the east-west seafront of Bexhill and
Hastings and to the north they link to a system of lanes and footpaths
penetrating inland to the Weald. At the south-west corner the Chapel Path and
Bancroft Road Path cross the existing London Road.

3 HISTORY OF THE SCHEME

3.1 As early as the 1970s, local road improvements between Bexhill and
Hastings were recognised as a key component in facilitating new development
and regeneration in a local area suffering from an increasing economic
decline and social deprivation.

3.2 In 2001, the Secretary of State for Transport (SOSs) rejected proposals
from the Highways Agency for a Hastings and Bexhill bypass, with the view
that the argument presented did not build a convincing regeneration case and
that although it could possibly help to generate employment in the area this
would not necessarily help those in most need. The Secretary of State
accepted that the bypasses(s) would release land for the proposed North
Bexhill business park though the arguments presented in favour of the
bypasses(s) was not sufficient to outweigh the very strong environmental
presumption against harming sensitive sites including sites of special scientific
interest, AONBs and habitats.

3.3 Following the SOSs rejection of the bypass, the South East England
Development Agency (SEEDA) was instructed to develop a regeneration
strategy for Bexhill, Hastings and Rye area. The result was the Hastings and
Bexhill Five Point Plan (FPP) - a ten year investment programme with a £400
million strategy for regeneration. Amongst other things, road improvements
between Bexhill and Hastings were identified by the FPP as a vital component
of the regeneration Hastings and Bexhill, as it would help to release new
employment and housing land in Bexhill as well as allowing other projects
currently constrained by congestion and capacity on the A259 corridor to be
realised.

3.4 Concurrent to the FPP, the South Coast Multi Modal Study (SoCoMMS)
was commissioned in 2001, to develop a 30 year transportation strategy for
the coastal corridor between Southampton and Ramsgate. The strategy was
concerned with providing transport improvements that would assist
regeneration areas - in particular the Priority Areas for Economic
Regeneration identified by the Government Office for the South East, which
included Bexhill and Hastings. As part of this package, a smaller, more local
scheme than that of the Bexhill and Hastings bypass was developed which
addressed the local context (i.e. poor highway connectivity between the two
towns and its associated impacts on local development and regeneration)
whilst avoiding encroachment on statutory environmental designations.

3.5 Further work by the Hastings Strategy Development Plan (HSDP), which
helped to inform the overall SOCoMMS Strategy proposals, concluded that
despite environmental disbenefits, the proposed scheme was an important
component of the strategy in Hastings, providing local and, potentially,
strategic economic and accessibility benefits. The report also concluded that
as land use developments in north Bexhill could not be accommodated



without increased highway capacity, the Scheme also addressed wider
economic regeneration issues. Transport modelling demonstrated that a
single carriageway link road would provide sufficient capacity to relieve
congestion by diverting mainly local trips whilst increasing accessibility to
employment opportunities and generating a strong Benefit Cost Ratio.

3.6 Following SoCoMMS recommendations, the Secretary of State for
Transport in July 2003 invited East Sussex County Council (ESCC) to develop
proposals for the construction of a local link road between Bexhill and
Hastings.

3.7 Several alternative schemes and link road routes were considered prior
to the selection of a preferred route, including:

— Alternative A259 Schemes;
— Public Transport Improvements; and
— Alternative link road route options.

3.8 In relation to the alternative road route options, six alternative route
options for the BHLR were developed in 2003/04. The options were designed
to provide a wide range of alternatives for consultation and stimulate the
assessment of how the optimum balance between competing environmental,
economic and other objectives might best be struck.

3.9 All of the six route options shared the 1.7km (1.1 mile) Bexhill urban
section, following the route of an old railway through the built-up area to just
beyond the town where it would link up with the proposed North East Bexhill
Development. From this point to the junction with Queensway, the options
followed different northern, central and southerly routes. The six route options
for a link road were also subject to extensive public consultation, for a period
of 6 weeks, in 2004. Public awareness and reaction was promoted by the
circulation of a four-page newsletter (with questionnaire) to households in the
Bexhill and Hastings area (including Crowhurst) and by a mobile exhibition.

3.10 A key consideration in route selection was minimising the potential
environmental impact of the new route, as required by the Secretary of State
and the Statutory Environmental Bodies (SEB) and in 2004 the ESCC Cabinet
agreed to develop the ‘Preferred Route Option’ upon which the BHLR
application is based. In 2004, the Government also approved in principle a
funding bid for the link road scheme.

3.11 When the Secretary of State considered the proposals for the Bexhill and
Hastings bypass, he also directed the further investigation of a range of public
transport measures to tackle transport issues in Hastings, based on the
recommendations of the Access to Hastings Study: a frequent ‘metro’ train
service between Bexhill and Ore, providing a turn up and go service, using
existing infrastructure and new trains (where required); a new station at Glyne
Gap on the metro line; electrification and dualling of the rail track between
Ashford and Hastings enabling a fast service to be provided; more frequent
train services between Wadhurst and Tonbridge; and strengthening Quality
Bus Partnership between Bexhill and Hastings on the A259. These schemes
were also further examined as part of the SoCoMMS and the HSDP.



3.12  Overall, assessment of the public transport alternatives revealed that
improved rail services were seen as essential elements of the County
Council's integrated transport policy, and as an essential element of the total
package required to achieve the economic revitalisation of the Bexhill and
Hastings area. A number of the schemes have already been implemented or
are being pursued through the County’s Local Transport Plan (LTP). However,
these improvements were not seen as an alternative to the Link Road, given
the diverse and dispersed nature of transport demands in the area and the
need to open up and provide local and sub-regional access to the new
development areas on the urban fringes.

3.13 In addition to the public transport improvements, several alternative
traffic management measures along the A259 were also considered. These
alternatives looked at additional highway capacity at a number of bottleneck
junctions, including Little Common Roundabout and Glyne Gap roundabout.
However, A259 on-line improvements were rejected as they were not
considered to improve access to areas not served by the existing A259 -
particularly areas of existing and potential development on the edges of urban
areas. In terms of revisiting the potential for a bypass, following the Secretary
of State’s rejection of schemes in 2001, the statutory protection of these
routes in the relevant development plans was removed. As a result, these
schemes were no longer considered to be viable options for development.

4  THE PROPOSAL

4.1 The application is for the construction of a new road, including
environmental treatment with earthworks, planting flood and noise attenuation,
wildlife compensation, and facilities for non-motorised users.

4.2 The proposed Bexhill-Hastings Link Road is 5.6km long from its
junction with the A259 in Bexhill to its junction with the B2092 Queensway in
Hastings. The first 1.4km section of the road follows the bed of an abandoned
railway line, where it would pass through the built up area of Bexhill. From
Bexhill, the proposed route passes eastwards through the countryside
towards Hastings, where it terminates at it junction with the Queensway, on
the western edge of the town.

4.3 The road through the built up area of Bexhill would be constructed
as a standard single two lane carriageway. The remainder of the Link Road
would be constructed to a wide two lane single carriageway standard.
Signalised junctions, including bus priority, would connect the western end of
the Scheme with the A259 Belle Hill and A269 London Road in Bexhill, and
the eastern end with the B2092 Queensway in Hastings. The Scheme is seen
as part of a ‘green’ access corridor between Bexhill and Hastings and would
be accompanied by a Greenway to accommodate activities such as cycling,
walking and horse riding.

4.4 The Bexhill urban section starts from the A259 trunk road at the
Belle Hill Junction with London Road, heading approximately northwards. The
London Road junction would be enlarged involving the demolition of the Viking
Fish Bar and Eighteen residential properties, as well as a nursery school.
Beyond this the road would be diverted through the existing Rother District
Council’'s depot site where it would join the Scheme at a new traffic signal



controlled junction. The use of the current alignment of London Road, south of
this junction would be restricted to residents and buses, with a bus only link to
the new road created immediately to the north of the Belle Hill Junction.

4.5 The Bexhill Urban section then continues along the line of the
abandoned railway line through the built up area of north Bexhill beneath two
new bridges at Woodsgate Park and Ninfield Road. North of Ninfield Road,
the proposed route runs along the base of the existing deep cutting, to a point
just north of Glovers Farm, where it emerges from the cutting into open
countryside. The route then runs downhill, heading approximately due north
from Sidley to cross the Upper Combe Haven Valley at a narrow point of the
valley on an embankment up to 3.5 metres above existing river bank level,
before climbing and entering a cutting to pass west of Acton’s Farm. Where
the road is on embankment, the proposed earthworks would be extended so
that 3 to 4 metre high bunds would be created to provide both noise
attenuation and visual screening for the road. At the Combe Haven stream
crossing, the clear span bridge would be provided with 2.0 metres high noise
fencing on the bridge parapets where the road would otherwise be open to
view. The noise fencing would extend on both sides of the bridge to merge
into the adjacent flanking bunds thus seeking to maintain the screening effect.

4.6 The route then continues eastwards to cross the Watermill Stream
Valley on embankment up to 5 metres above Ordnance datum level - but
generally only 3.5 metres high. Earth bunding and environmental barriers
would be provided across the valley with a clear span bridge at the stream, in
a similar manner to that for the Combe Haven. The Scheme would continue
eastwards through the southern end of the Hillcroft Farm ridge, passing into
cutting up to 7.2 metres deep. Emerging from the Hillcroft Farm ridge in
cutting, the road crosses the valley of the Powdermill Stream on embankment
4 to 5 metres above the existing valley level, crossing in turn the Powdermill
Valley Steam and the Powdermill Stream on clear span bridges. Earth
bunding and environmental barriers would again be provided in this location.
The road would pass into cutting once more to the south of Adam’s Farm and
emerge from cutting onto an embankment 4 to 6.2 metres high across the
Decoy Stream Valley, passing north of Decoy Pond Wood and the Combe
Haven SSSI, before entering another cutting as it climbs up the valley side.

4.7 As it climbs from Decoy Stream the gradient of the road increases
rapidly to a maximum gradient of 7.3% (1 in 14) as it climbs eastwards, with
provision for an east bound climbing lane. From Crowhurst Road the route
then continues eastward crossing the London to Hastings Railway on a
bridge. The existing Crowhurst Road would be diverted to the east of its
current alignment to enable the new bridge to be constructed offline without a
complete closure of the existing road. East of the railway, the route terminates
at a new traffic signal junction on Queensway at the western edge of the
Hastings urban area.

Junction Design

4.8 Three new junctions are required as part of the proposed Scheme. A
key aspect of the design of each junction is to facilitate bus movements by
incorporating bus priority measures.



4.9 The Belle Hill Junction is an existing traffic signal controlled junction
with pedestrian crossings on each approach. As part of the Link Road
proposals, the northern arm of the junction would be amended to incorporate
the Bexhill urban section, removing the direct urban section for general traffic
to London Road. The new arrangement would retain pedestrian facilities at
the junction, and provide ‘Bus Only’ access between London Road and the
Bexhill urban section immediately north of the Belle Hill junction. All other local
traffic would access London Road via a new junction on the link road, located
150 metres north of Belle Hill.

4.10 The London Road Junction would become a signal controlled
junction providing access between the Bexhill urban section of the link road
and London Road. No pedestrian facilities would be provided at this junction
as there are no footway links between London Road and the Bexhill urban
section. There would however be a 2 metres wide footway to the west of the
new road linking Chapel Path to Bancroft Road. A priority junction would
provide access to the southern arm of London Road for buses and local
access only.

4.11 The Queensway Junction would also be a signal controlled junction
providing bus priority on all approaches. New footways would be constructed
from Mayfield Lane to the crossing and from the crossing along Crowhurst
Road. The existing Crowhurst Road railway bridge, which is narrow, would
have traffic signals installed to allow only one lane of traffic to use the bridge
at any time. This would then allow a raised footway to be provided along the
south side of the bridge connecting to the existing footpath and proposed
Greenway.

4.12 The potential future position of a junction to serve new development
in north Bexhill is illustrated on the submitted drawings just to the north of
Glovers Farm but does not form part of this application.

Greenway Design

4.13 The Scheme is seen as part of a “green” access corridor between
Bexhill and Hastings and would be accompanied by a Greenway to
accommodate activities such as cycling, walking and horse riding. The
Greenway has been partially located to be outside of the 50dB noise contour
from the road but substantial lengths lie within this zone. Over much of the
length of the Greenway the equestrian provision and the pedestrian and cycle
route would be separate. Over these lengths the equestrian route would be a
3 metres wide track with 1 metre verges. The pedestrian and cycle route
would be a 3.0 metres wide surface dressed bituminous path with 1 metre
wide verges. Where it is not possible to separate the equestrians from other
users, the Greenway would be increased in width and a 3.5 metres dressed
bituminous surface provided. The grass verges would be provided either 2.5
metres on each side or 4 metres on one side and 1 metre on the other.

4.14  The Greenway would be designed with gentle gradients (5%) where
possible, but the nature of the landscape it passes through means that this
cannot be achieved in all locations without employing considerable
earthworks. Generally gradients would not exceed 6%, except for a section



east of Decoy Pond where two short sections with gradients of 10% would be
required to climb the hill near Upper Wilting Farm. Resting places would be
provided at intervals over the whole route but special provision would be
made were gradients exceed 5%.

Structures

4.15  Atotal of 21 new major structures would need to be constructed along
the route of the Link Road, additional to a number of culverts and retaining
walls. The major structures proposed are:

e A pedestrian underpass at Chapel Path;
e Six new overbridges including three to replace existing bridges;

e Seven new underbridges including five river crossings and crossings over
Crowhurst Road and the railway;

e Six new river crossings for the Greenway; and,

e One new river crossing for the Environment Agency.

4.16 It would be necessary to replace the existing railway bridges at
Woodsgate Park, Ninfield Road and Glovers Farm as they do not have
sufficient width or provide the headroom that would be required for the Bexhill
urban section to pass underneath. Other elements of these structures do not
meet current highway engineering standards and some of the bridges are in a
poor state of repair or have been extensively altered.

4.17 At Woodsgate Park the bridge would have to be constructed on the
line of the existing road to minimise land take. The Woodsgate Park
Overbridge has been designed to carry a replacement for the existing road 6
metres wide with 2 metres footways on either side. Due to the constrained
nature of the site at Ninfield Road, the new bridge would have to be
constructed on the line of the existing road.

4.18 The Ninfield Road Overbridge has been designed to carry a
replacement for the existing road 7.3 metres wide with 3 metres minimum
width footways on either side. This new bridge would also have to be
constructed on the line of the existing road. The four rural overbridges at
Glovers Farm, Acton’s Farms, Hillcroft Farm, and Adam’s Farm have been
designed to create a family of similar structures. Each would be a single span
slightly arched bridge with the abutments set well back from the highway
verge at or near the top of the cutting. Each of these bridges would be formed
of a concrete deck supported on steel beams with 1.8m high parapets. The
remaining accommodation overbridges would all be constructed off the line of
any existing access route to maintain continuous access, and each would
carry a 3.5 metres access track with 0.6 metre verges on either side. The
track would be suitable for all users including agricultural vehicles.

4.19 Four of the five river crossings would carry the new road over main
rivers maintained by the Environment Agency, these being Combe Haven,
Watermill Stream, Powdermill Stream, and Decoy Stream. Each structure is
designed to span the relevant watercourse plus a 2 metres wide margin from
each bank to meet the Environment Agency requirements. The fifth crossing



would be over Powdermill Valley Stream. This is an ordinary watercourse and
not subject to the same restrictions as main rivers. This bridge would be
constructed off line and the stream diverted to its new course.

4.20  Crowhurst Road Underbridge would be constructed off the line of the
existing Crowhurst Road, which would be realigned following the completion
of the new bridge. It would be similar in form to the other rural underbridges
with a concrete deck supported by precast concrete beams. The Railway
Underbridge would cross the railway line, the high pressure gas main, and the
southern tip of the Marline Valley Woods SSSI in a single span of
approximately 35 metres. Although no physical disturbance would take place
at ground level a small area of the SSSI (35m2) would be by shaded by the
bridge. The structure is 13 metres high to the west of the railway, due to the
vertical alignment of the new road and the need to cross Crowhurst Road and
align with Queensway.

4.21 At Chapel Path a pedestrian underpass would be provided on the line
of the existing path. The subway is proposed to be 5 metres wide, 2.4 metres
high with clear views through it to provide a feeling of openness. Either side of
the underpass the road is proposed on embankments which has the effect of
placing the road approximately three metres above the current level of London
Road. For much of this length the road would be partially screened from view
by 1.8 metre high noise barriers.

Culverts

4.22 It is proposed to culvert the Egerton Stream between a point just
south of the Sidley Depot and the existing culvert at Chapel Path. The stream
would be maintained but only as a low flow channel as far as Bancroft Road.
Any storm or flood flow would be diverted into the culvert and stored in an
underground tank between Chapel Path and Bancroft Road. The culvert
comprises a 2.1 metres diameter pipe from the Sidley Depot to Bancroft Road
where the remaining Egerton Stream flows and other surface water run off
would be collected. South of this point a 3 metres by 1.8 metres underground
box would be provided. Another new culvert would be required at the Decoy
Valley. The existing drainage ditch flowing along the west side of the valley
would need to be culverted under the earthworks, new road, and Greenway
for a length of some 150 metres.

Retaining Walls

4.23  North of Ninfield Road retaining walls would be required on both sides
of the new road within the cutting to avoid extensive earthworks and additional
land take. These would both be approximately 200 metres long and have a
maximum height of 1.5 to 2.0 metres. It is likely they would be constructed in
bored piles or steel sheet piles, if driven piles are not required. The finished
retaining walls would be clad in masonry with concrete coping stones.

Greenway Structures

4.24  The six Greenway structures and the Environment Agency access
bridge would all be of similar form and constructed with a steel beam and



timber deck and parapets. Four of these would be relatively light weight
structures as most would take only pedestrian, cycle, equestrian traffic and
light maintenance vehicles. In order to prevent inadvertent use by heavier
vehicles, bollards or other features would be installed on both approaches to
each bridge. The two bridges across the Powdermill Stream, one on the
Greenway and the Environment Agency access, would have to carry heavier
vehicles and would therefore have to be of a heavier construction although
still with timber parapets. In addition a number of small culverts would be
required on the Greenway where it crosses the minor ditches and
watercourses created as a part of the environmental mitigation scheme.

Speed Limits

4.25 A combination of 30mph and 40mph, and derestricted sections would
be imposed across the scheme. A 30mph speed limit would be imposed on
the new road from Belle Hill, covering the extent of the two southern Bexhill to
Hastings Link junctions. North of this point, a 40mph speed limit would be
introduced to make provision in the Scheme for a future junction serving the
North East Bexhill Development. The immediate approaches to the junction
with Queensway would also have 40mph speed limits imposed. Over the
remaining rural section of the scheme national speed limits would apply.

Lighting

4.26  All junctions would be lit but no lighting would be provided between
junctions. The proposed lighting uses a maximum of 12 metres high columns
with full cut-off lanterns to minimise light overspill. The majority of the road
would be unlit.

Drainage Design

4.27 Drainage in rural areas would be provided mainly through a soft
engineering solution with shallow grass channels to collect the highway run-off
draining via petrol interceptors, and sediment forebays to landscaped
attenuation ponds. Concrete channels are proposed from where the
carriageway is too steep for grassed channels. Carrier pipes with inspection
chambers would collect the run-off past the first channel outfall. Pollution risk
would be reduced by inclusion of the oil interceptors on all drainage systems
to collect hydrocarbon pollutants and silts. To mitigate the risk of
contamination from accidental spills, additional tanks would be provided for all
rural catchments (i.e. all outfalls not draining to Egerton Stream). The spill
tanks would be located downstream of the petrol interceptor and could be
isolated via valves directing flow to the tanks instead of the attenuation ponds.
Shut off valves would be provided upstream of the outfalls to contain the spills
until the storage pipes could be emptied. Hardstands would be provided to
access the by-pass interceptors and spill tanks.

4.28 Outfall into the attenuation ponds would be via a headwall with
sediment forebay, which would allow sediment to settle out before entering
the attenuation pond and would be separated from it by gabion baskets. The



inlet from the drainage system would be located above the normal pool level
and would be provided with erosion protection. The attenuation ponds would
include a semi permanent pool below the outlet with the base having
undulating levels and an irregular shape. Bunding would be provided around
the ponds to provide 300mm freeboard above the maximum water level with a
control device located in a chamber downstream of the outlet to limit the pond
discharges. The outfall from the ponds would disperse overland via a
spreading channel. Maintenance access would be provided to all ponds. The
outfall flow would be restricted to a rate equivalent to the Greenfield discharge
rate.

4.29 Urban sections of the road and junctions would use traditional
drainage systems consisting of kerbs and gullies, with carrier pipes with
inspection chambers collecting the run-off from the gullies. Due to the limited
capacity of the existing culvert on the Egerton Stream, run off from the Bexhill
urban section would have to be stored in oversize pipes under the highway
verge before outfalling at a controlled rate, equivalent to the green field flow,
into the Egerton Stream.

4.30 The Scheme requires the diversion of Egerton Stream flood flow. The
existing Egerton Stream channel would take normal flow levels only and a
diversion culvert would be provided along the west side of the Scheme to
accommodate the flood flow. The culvert would extend from the proposed
control structure at the head of the diversion connecting to the existing culvert
at Chapel Footpath. An offline storage tank would be provided prior to the
outfall to provide flood protection for events up to 1 in 100 (plus 20%) years.
The storage tank invert level would be located below the Egerton Stream
outfall, and would be pumped down following large rainfall events.

Rights of Way

4.31  The introduction of a new road through an area of countryside will
cause the severance of existing access routes including public rights of way,
agricultural access to severed fields and Environment Agency access to
statutory watercourses. Many of the existing accesses, tracks and public
rights of way follow higher ground on the flanks of the Combe Haven Valley
but locally descend to cross the valley floor. The waymarked 1066 country
walk public footpath runs north to south along the base of the Powdermill
Valley and across Combe Haven to Little Worsham Farm near Pebsham.

4.32 In general the existing accesses, tracks, and public rights of way
follow the high ground and as a result would be severed by the cutting
required for the new road. In these areas these routes would be diverted to
bridges provided to cross the new road. Whilst there would be some
diversions of public rights of way this would be compensated for to some
extent by the Greenway; at no point would non-motorised users be required to



cross the new road at grade, either in the urban or rural sections of the
Scheme.

4.33 In terms of maintaining agricultural access, the proposals seek to
provide alternative access via the proposed structures. The lengths of the
diversions which result from this strategy would generally be reasonably short
with the exception of north south access along the Decoy Stream Valley
where the diversion route would be approximately 1km in length.

4.34  The Environment Agency requires access routes for the Watermill
Stream, Powdermill Stream and Decoy Stream, primarily for maintenance
work. Here, access is proposed to be provided using a combination of parts of
the Greenway, the proposed overbridges and a few specially provided tracks.

5 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1 The planning application, the Environmental Statement and the
Addendum to the Environmental Statement, and the Supplementary Nature
Conservation Report have been the subject of extensive consultation with
other local authorities, statutory bodies, local community groups and the
general public. The initial consultation period lasted 6 weeks, from 25 May
2007 to 6 July 2007. There were two further consultation periods in August
and October / November related to specific advertisements.

5.2 With regard to public comment, in total, 2592 letters have been
received from 2221 different addresses. Of these, 77 were letters of support.
From 1st August 2008, covering two consultation periods, 687 additional
objections have been received (in response to the applicant's ES Addendum,
the departure advertisement and the Supplementary Nature Conservation
Report).

5.3 One petition against the proposal has been received, which contained
335 signatures of visitors to Combe Haven and users of the Public Rights of
Way. Objections were raised on the grounds of landscape harm, the need to
reduce car use, the road scheme was not wanted by the local community, the
Scheme would have an adverse effect on wildlife and would be
environmentally destructive due to carbon emissions, the Scheme is
financially too expensive, and the fog in the Valley would present a danger.

54 Most common objections from members of public (with number of
times each comment was made):

e The claimed economic benefits for the road have not been
demonstrated and regeneration within the towns may actually
suffer — 1,561



Cost of the road has nearly doubled already and has not been fully
compared with other schemes for addressing transport issues in
the area, which are likely to be more cost effective — 1,356

The environmental impact of the road (and its associated
development) on Combe Haven would be unacceptable in terms of
landscape, heritage, wildlife, water quality, noise and pollution —
1,339

Government Policy — conflicts with climate change policies — 1,151

The Link Road will simply shift traffic congestion and air pollution
around Hastings; it does not address existing transport problems —
1,107

There have been no serious attempts to produce a comprehensive
and sustainable transport strategy for Hastings and Bexhill — 1,103

Non-road options have never been offered as choices to the public
as possible alternatives to the road — 1,098

Draft South East Plan — conflicts with Policies CC1, CC2 and CC3
—-1,091

Claim that the Link Road is essential for housing development at
North Bexhill is wrong — 1500 homes could be built without it —
1,088

The estimated £89 million cost (£E42 million more than originally
approved) will take valuable funds away from other schemes
across the region — 1,084

The road scheme, at best, may remove traffic from one residential
area on the A259, but only dump it onto another residential area,
which holds three schools and which is composed of roads entirely
unsuitable for the volume of traffic which will arise — 359

Substantial negative impacts on several LNRs and SNCIs,
important for scientific and historical value and as breathing spaces
between Hastings and Bexhill — 348

The Scheme would result in the loss of ancient woodland — 345

The Scheme would cause unacceptable damage to Combe Haven
SSSI and Marline Woods SSSI — 323

The Scheme will lead to increased carbon emissions and
aggravate climate change just when need to act has been accepted
- 300

Opening the eastern edge of Bexhill for residential development will
result in further damage and loss of ancient woodland — 298

Government Policy requires ESCC to fully explore all possible
alternatives before it proposes such a damaging road scheme and
not convinced that it has done so — 295



e The Scheme would have a harmful effect on Hastings. It would add
traffic to Crowhurst Road and its continuations. By moving traffic
from the A259 onto other roads in Hastings, it would increase
rather than reduce impact of traffic and the impact would be felt
over a wider area — 293

e Government Policy - conflicts with PPS9 on delivering
sustainability benefits - 288

e The tranquillty of Combe Haven valley and the surrounding
countryside would be destroyed with high-speed traffic noise — 282

5.5 All the public comment has been subject to detailed assessment and
consideration, the analysis is outlined in Appendix 1.

5.6 The representations of other local authorities, local councils and
statutory and other bodies have been considered and are summarised below.
The body’s response to the consultations is followed by its response to the
second consultation and the third consultation on the further supplementary
information where applicable. Some bodies responded only to one
consultation:

5.7 Hastings Borough Council strongly supports the Link Road. It
considers the Link Road to be vital to the achievement of the regeneration of
the most deprived community in the South East of England. The Link Road is
an essential element of the package of regeneration measures being
implemented in the Bexhill and Hastings areas through the Task Force and
other agencies.

5.8 The opening up of North Bexhill - the only sub regionally significant
employment land in Bexhill or Hastings (capable of generating up to 2000
jobs) is dependent on the Link Road. North Bexhill could also accommodate
1200 dwellings, which would make an important contribution to the local
housing market. The Link Road will also ease congestion on the A259,
improve journey times, reduce severance between Hastings and Bexhill,
provide a new transport link between Hastings and Bexhill and facilitate the
improvement of an existing one. Reduction in traffic flows on the A259 will
allow air quality problems to be addressed; facilitate improved public transport
facilities and the development of key regeneration sites such as West Marina;
and provide greater accessibility to important local projects, such as Pebsham
Countryside Park. The combined impact of a new transport route and
improved accessibility on an existing one will enhance regional transport
accessibility generally along the South Coast Corridor, and will greatly assist
Hastings function as a Regional Hub.



5.9 The withdrawal of the Link Road would damage business confidence
in the area, making it more difficult to attract private sector funding and result
in a slow down or loss of complementary important projects - particularly
those being undertaken by Sea Space in Hastings Town Centre. It is
considered that the County Council has sought to minimise the environmental
impact and that even the moderate adverse environmental impact identified in
the Environmental Impact Assessment would be far outweighed by the
regeneration benefits that the scheme will bring to Hastings and Bexhill.

5.10  The Council considers it essential that the Baldslow Junction scheme
is constructed in parallel with the Link Road and will continue to support the
County Council in lobbying Government to ensure that it happens. The
Borough Council would expect the County Council’'s series of complementary
measures around the wider Hastings and Bexhill areas to address any issues
arising from increased traffic flow on other roads in Hastings, including The
Ridge and Gillsman’s Hill.

511 In response to the Supplementary Nature Conservation Report
Addendum to the ES the Borough Council supports the road and whilst the
Borough Council has some concerns as to the extent and location of the
compensatory planting on land adjacent to Marline Wood Valley SSSI this is
reluctantly accepted to provide compensation with remaining land being
pursued as a preferred location for new housing.

5.12  Rother District Council strongly supports the Link Road proposal. It
draws attention to the following matters in the consideration and further
development of the scheme: the desirability and prospect of an A21 link to
Baldslow; compatibility of the scheme with the emerging North East Bexhill
Supplementary Planning Document, notably regarding early construction of
the link to Wrestwood Road and contributions to bus and cycle provision, as
well as to the Link Road itself, as part of the developments; the role of the Link
Road, together with complementary bus and cycle measures, as part of the
overall transport and accessibility strategy for Hastings and Bexhill; the views
of the Highways Agency in respect of the A259 west of Bexhill town centre, in
particular Little Common roundabout; the importance of high design standards
in ensuring the Link Road presents a ‘welcoming’ approach to Bexhill.

5.13 In response to the consultation on the Addendum ES and departure
advertisement, Rother District Council repeats its strong support for the Link
Road proposal and acknowledges the additional design information now
received. It draws attention to the desirability and prospect of an A21 link to
Baldslow; compatibility of the scheme with the emerging North East Bexhill
Supplementary Planning Document, including the specific need to provide for
a junction in the North East Bexhill area by a relevant condition on any
planning permission; the role of the Link Road in the overall transport and
accessibility strategy for Hastings and Bexhill (but notes further progress on
this since 2007); the need for the County Council through its Local Transport



Plan, design details (including traffic light phasing) and discussion with the
Highways Agency, to minimise queue lengths on the A259; the importance of
high design standards in ensuring that the Link Road presents a ‘welcoming’
approach to Bexhill (in which respect the District Council wishes to be
consulted further on the details of the approaches to Bexhill and the
arrangements for the London Road junction).

5.14  Crowhurst Parish Council is not in favour of the current proposal for
the Link Road and considered that the road should be built further south using
the old railway line. The current proposal will have a severe detrimental effect
on the village and its quality of life. The Parish Council fully supports the
comments made by the Crowhurst Action committee (see below).

5.15 The Parish Council is concerned that the Environment Agency will not
reject the scheme, even if Crowhurst cannot be protected from potential
flooding. The Parish Council also disagrees with the findings of the
Environmental Assessment, which conclude that the Link Road will have a
‘slight to moderate’ impact on the Combe Haven valley — compared to
independent experts in the Multi Modal Study’s conclusion of a “large negative
impact”. The greatest impacts would be from noise, light intrusion and a
lowering of air quality, with associated impacts on local residents’ health and
wellbeing. The Link Road would also impact significantly on local levels of
greenhouse gases and corresponding damage to adjacent ecosystems —
including those in the SSSI. There was no evidence in support of the claim
that traffic movements in the village are likely to be reduced and the Parish
Council challenges the conclusion that the Link Road will have a positive
impact in this respect.

5.16 The Parish Council notes East Sussex’s polices to protect listed
buildings, agriculture and prevent development in open countryside.
Development of the Link Road will affect nine listed buildings, and over 36
hectares of the best farmland and 1 farm will be lost. The Parish Council also
query the Link Road’s contribution to local regeneration with regards to North
Bexhill, which may not generate as many jobs as expected by the County
Council, whilst also attracting businesses away from existing parks in
Hastings. The Parish Council also note the increased cost of the scheme,
which has increased from £47m in 2004 to £89m, whilst the final cost could be
in excess of £100m.

5.17 In response to the consultation on the Addendum ES and departure
advertisement, the Parish Council is very strongly opposed to the chosen
route which is considered totally detrimental to the wellbeing of the village
residents. It does not oppose in principle the road, and the opportunities it
may bring to the locality. The project is not justified in terms of the increasing
financial implications and the total devastation of the Combe Haven Valley, a
major recreational area for the village and surrounding neighbourhoods.



5.18 The consultation process is considered undemocratic, because it was
undertaken at holiday times and with only 21 days to respond, which is totally
inadequate given the vast detail involved, and the lack of expertise of their
councillors and residents. The Parish Council fully supports the professional
and detailed submission of the Crowhurst Society (see below). The Council
has particular concerns about the scheduling of an archaeological survey after
the grant of planning permission, and finds this incomprehensible.

5.19  Guestling Parish Council objects strongly to the traffic implications of
the Link Road as the traffic will filter off The Ridge (B2095) to join the A259
east of Guestling Green. Rural lanes will be turned into urban through ways
with unacceptable environmental and safety implications. Increases in traffic
in rural lanes (additional 82 vehicles per hour at peak times) will be far too
high. There are current increases in traffic using local attractions, few places
in lvyhouse Lane where two vehicles can pass, width and weight restrictions
in Butchers Lane, and caravans and agricultural traffic using the lanes in the
harvesting season.

5.20 The Environment Agency initially raised objections to the application
on flood risk management and ecological grounds. The Agency noted that the
Flood Risk Assessment did not give enough information to fully assess the
flood risk management implications and that it did not comply with PPS25, the
companion guide to PPS25 or other guidance such as “Flood Risk Guidance
for New Development”. The Agency also objected to the inadequate
consideration of, and compensation for, ecological impacts and considered
that there was inadequate mitigation proposed for the loss and disruption of
ecologically valuable and UK Biodiversity Action Plan habitat, including
floodplain grassland and fen, ditches and streams, hedgerows with wet
ditches, ancient woodland associated with ghylls, plus their various associated
wildlife species. In addition, in several areas the impacts were considered to
be unknown and therefore not addressed; for example the impact of increased
noise and vehicle emissions. The Agency also objected to the impacts of
severance of habitats. The EA noted that the mitigation strategy focused on
impacts on individual species and habitat types. It did not address the
significance of severance of ecologically valuable and priority UK BAP
habitats, causing disruption of ecological networks, and habitat isolation and
fragmentation.

5.21 The Agency stated that it would be able to review its objection on
flood risk grounds once further information requested was provided. It
highlighted that its objection on nature conservation may be overcome by re-
consideration of the road scheme design and the mitigation and enhancement
measures that were proposed. This would include improvement to the design
of the clear span bridges to provide a greater width on either side of the
watercourse; studies to assess and prove the mitigation options were feasible
and workable; re-consideration of further mitigation and enhancement options.



5.22  Subsequent to the submission of the Addendum ES and
Supplementary Nature Conservation Report, the EA reviewed and assessed
the additional information and has provided further commentary on its
adequacy and confirmed that it is satisfied with the flood protection measures
proposed, subject to the imposition of standard conditions on surface water
attenuation and implementation of the submitted Flood Risk Assessment. The
Agency has also reviewed the additional supporting information submitted by
the applicant and withdrawn its previous objection on biodiversity grounds,
subject to the imposition of a number of conditions, to provide compensatory
habitats, bridge details to provide a bank beneath bridges with shade tolerant
planting; controls on construction works near watercourses; surface water
drainage and the implementation of the works in accordance with the
submitted Flood Risk Assessment.

5.23 The Highways Agency on behalf of the Secretary of State for
Transport is responsible for managing and operating a safe and efficient
Strategic Road Network (i.e. the all purpose Trunk Road and Motorway
network) in England. As such the Agency is primarily concerned with the
impacts of the Link Road on the A259 in Bexhill and on the A21 to the north of
Hastings.

5.24  The Agency is content to provide ‘in principle’ support for the Link
Road proposals subject to a number of concerns being addressed. It is
primarily concerned with the impacts of the Link Road on the A259 trunk road
in Bexhill and the A21 trunk road north of Hastings. The Agency notes that its
own Baldslow Junction scheme on the A21 is complementary to the proposed
Link Road and is planned to address current problems and the impact of the
Link Road on this part of north Hastings. In this connection, a preferred route
for the scheme was indicated to be announced early in 2008, with
construction planned to start in 2011. As the scheme is not formally included
within its road programme, the Agency accepts the approach of not including
it in the forecast year network modelling for the Link Road assessment. (The
Agency is awaiting the outcome of the forthcoming review of regional
transport interventions and the Minister's approval of a preferred route).

5.25 The Agency is concerned at the forecast levels of queuing at the
A259 Belle Hill junction, with significant queues forecast at the junction in both
2010 and 2025 and is of the view that the reconfigured junction plans do not
adequately cater for the volumes of queuing identified. The Agency notes that
forecast congestion would mean that there was little scope for delivery of
development above the identified Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) need. It
notes the need to demonstrate how to achieve adequate mitigation of traffic
Impacts not just in relation to RSS development allocations but also in relation
to any further development identified via the Local Development Frameworks.

5.26  The Agency seeks confirmation that the County Council is committed
to future Local Transport Plan funding as part of the delivery of the proposed



complementary measures for the scheme, and associated with the overall
package of development.

5.27  The Agency therefore strongly suggests that a joint strategy covering
all of Bexhill and Hastings should be developed, to identify workable and
deliverable measures to increase the proportion of travel by sustainable
means and manage down travel, particularly by car.

5.28 In its response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, the Highway Agency’s review of the Addendum Environmental
Statement notes that the further information does not fully address the points
raised by the Agency during the initial consultation and raises the following
key points.

5.29  The Agency’s analysis of junction impacts raises concerns regarding
the forecast levels of queuing identified at the Belle Hill junction on the A259.
The LINSIG analysis (i.e. detailed traffic signalled junction design and
modelling) provided in support of this junction proposal indicates that
significant queues are forecast to exist at the junction in both 2010 and 2025,
with particular queuing on the western arm approach. By 2025 queuing
problems are identified to occur in all the peak hour scenarios modelled. It is
also noted that the reconfigured junction layout plans do not adequately cater
for the volumes of queuing identified. The HA has identified that the modelling
of the Link Road proposals also forecasts traffic congestion at junctions on the
A259 west of Belle Hill. In particular vehicle delay problems are forecast in
both 2010 and 2025, at the Little Common roundabout junction on the A259
and at the junction of the A259 with the B2095 (Lamb Inn). In the context of
the above concerns, the Agency notes that forecast congestion will mean that
there is little scope for the delivery of development above and beyond the
identified Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) need. It notes the need to
demonstrate how to achieve adequate mitigation of traffic impacts, not just in
relation to RSS development allocations, but also in relation to any further
development identified via the Local Development Frameworks.

5.30 The Agency indicates its willingness to continue to work with local
councils on the Hastings Bexhill Local Area Transport Strategy, to identify
measures to increase the proportion of sustainable travel, manage down
travel, and thereby address its concerns over increased queuing at the A259
junctions resulting from the Link Road.

5.31 Natural England initially objected to the proposal on the grounds that
the potential impacts to Marline Valley Woods SSSI and to Combe Haven
SSSI, and the potential impact on protected species, has not been adequately
assessed or mitigated for, and that sufficient information should have been
provided to clearly demonstrate that statutorily protected sites have been fully
considered. Mitigation was considered to be lacking with sound assessment,




and in some areas may not be achievable. Natural England advised the
Council to refuse planning permission. It advised the Council to request
further information to address the aforementioned issues before the grant of
planning permission, and that Natural England would review its position on
receipt of the information.

5.32  Natural England raised a number of concerns on the potential impact
on Marline Valley Woods SSSI. It considered it unacceptable that the location
of the proposed road in relation to the Marline Valley Woods SSSI is unclear
and confused and requests confirmation that the southern tip of the SSSI
would not be lost. The assessment of the loss of ancient woodland in the area
was also considered to be unclear in the Environmental Statement and no
consideration had been given to its function as a buffer to the SSSI. The
impact of surface water runoff, including the construction phase, had not been
adequately assessed, particularly on the ghyll stream. Natural England
echoed the concerns of the Environment Agency on flooding and runoff. The
impact of noise on breeding birds had also not been properly explored in the
Environmental Statement. The effect of nitrogen deposition had not been
adequately addressed; appropriate mitigation should therefore be
investigated. Further, if the road runs as close to the SSSI as the maps
indicate then the potential impact of salt spray on the flora should also be fully
assessed.

5.33  Natural England also raised a number of concerns in relation to the
potential impact on Combe Haven SSSI as the road scheme severs the SSSI
from floodplain grassland and fen and the creation of new wetland habitats is
suggested as mitigation. The mitigation was considered to be inadequate and
poorly assessed. It would therefore fail to mitigate the risk to the SSSI. The
need to enhance the SSSI by raising water levels relies on the cooperation of
landowners and this had not been investigated. Mitigation for species
populations was also inadequate.

5.34 No mitigation was proposed for the impact of noise and visual
disturbance on breeding lapwing, redshank and snipe, contrary to the duty to
conserve and enhance the SSSI; this opportunity for enhancement should be
explored. Mitigation for other breeding bird species is either not proposed or
linked to potentially unviable habitat creation. Accurate surveys had not been
done to investigate whether surrounding habitat could accommodate a shift in
species away from disturbed areas. Accurate surveys were required for the
use of areas up to one kilometre from the scheme by birds, in particular
waders and waterfowl, as uncertainty makes any suggested mitigation more
unreliable. Mitigation should not take place on habitats required by key
species; habitats valuable to wildlife; habitats created alongside the road. This
was not like-for-like mitigation. The scheme had not properly acknowledged
the short-medium term loss of habitats whilst mitigation reaches maturity (20
years for hedgerow). The effect of nitrogen deposition had not been
addressed; appropriate mitigation should be investigated.



5.35 Natural England also had several concerns regarding protected
species. The level of survey of dormice was insufficient and not in accordance
with advice. Population size is required to assess the impact of severance of
habitat and no mitigation was proposed for this. It is unlikely that a European
Protected Species (EPS) mitigation licence would be issued under these
conditions. Surveys of great crested newts have not been undertaken in
accordance with guidelines and population size is required to produce precise
information for mitigation and for an application for an EPS licence. More
details of the surveys should therefore be included in the Environmental
Statement with further survey work required to inform mitigation. Proposed
methods of moving reptiles were not satisfactory and the details of proposed
receptor sites needed to be clarified. It notes that mitigation for bats needed to
await further survey work to identify the number, location and status of roosts
and species. The severity of the impact on bats of artificial lighting and of
severance of foraging and commuting lines was also not acknowledged and
that some proposed mitigation for bats was potentially ineffective or
unacceptable.

5.36  Natural England also had further concerns on the ecological impacts
of the proposals and mitigation for the scheme as a whole, in addition to its
objection; there is no specific mitigation for the loss of species-rich neutral
grassland; ditch re-creation does not appear to be on a 2 for 1 ratio; there is
uncertainty on the reliability of measures to protect water bodies from
pollution; no mitigation for aquatic invertebrate populations; clarification is
required of the benefits of active management of targeted woodland; no
mitigation for landscape scale effects (e.g. through severance of hedgerows)
was proposed having regard to PPS9 and the protection of networks of
valuable habitat; the validity of proposed mitigation for the loss of wet
grassland and fen habitats and their severance from floodplains.

5.37 It stated that it would have expected a development of this nature and
scale to demonstrate innovation in proposed mitigation and a commitment to
enhanced biodiversity. It does not do so and opportunities for enhancement
have not been explored. Further to a more satisfactory scheme being
implemented Natural England would wish to see, for example, a commuted
sum being made available to be used for biodiversity enhancement projects
within the wider area. The Environmental Statement mitigation strategy has
failed to realise such potential.

5.38 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Natural England reviewed the Addendum Environmental
Statement and considered that the information submitted still failed to address
many of its concerns including; inadequate mitigation for the loss of small
areas of woodland ground flora, loss of connectivity and nitrogen deposition
on Marline Valley Woods; air quality effects both Marline Valley and Combe
Haven SSSI sites; incomplete bat surveys and inappropriate mitigation
including for loss of maternity roosts; and incomplete information on dormice.



5.39  Proposed areas of mitigation woodland planting for Marline Valley
Woods SSSI were considered to be highly fragmented and within the zone of
influence of the proposed Link Road and therefore will be subject to reduced
air quality. The new road and development would cut Marline Valley off from
the wider environment on three sides, removing potential for linking it and
reducing its fragmentation on all but one side. Suitable mitigation would
include native local provenance planting and/or areas of natural woodland
regeneration of broadleaved woodland that is continuous with an uninfluenced
section of the Marline Valley Woods SSSI. This should include a strip of native
broadleaved woodland large enough to improve the adaptability of the SSSI to
air quality and climate change influences, and provide an opportunity for the
bryophytes to spread away from the zone of influence of the road. Details and
security of provision of mitigation for the grassland areas of the SSSI are
required. Local (dry) deposition of nitrogen and ammonia from the road
contributes to local acid deposition so the effects of this should be assessed
for both SSSlIs. The bat survey was still incomplete and a site specific
mitigation proposal is required for the loss of the long eared bat maternity
roosts. Information was required on whether the proposed scheme would
result in small isolated population of dormice and whether the mitigation would
be suitable to ensure their survival.

5.40  Subsequent to the applicant’s submission of the additional information
in respect of bats, dormice and impacts on Marline Valley Woods SSSI,
Natural England confirmed that they have withdrawn its previous objection to
the Scheme. Natural England noted that are satisfied that a commitment had
been made to secure a suitable area of land to compensate for the effects on
Marline Valley Woods SSSI; that the mitigation proposed for the loss of bat
roosts within the zone of the scheme was suitable, in principle; and that the
dormouse mitigation was also considered suitable. Safeguarding conditions
were also proposed.

5.41  English Heritage does not object to the selection of the preferred
route for the road by the Council. However it considers that planning
permission should not be determined until: further archaeological evaluation
has been undertaken (over and above what is proposed in the Environmental
Statement); reports of all archaeological evaluations disseminated and their
implications for the Environmental Statement considered; and various
unresolved issues relating to the evaluation of cultural heritage and mitigation
of impacts on it clarified. English Heritage draws the Council’s attention to the
failure to fully comply with government guidance on the process of
archaeological assessment during the preparation of the Environmental
Statement, in particular the intention to defer part of the field evaluation until
after the determination of the application. This is contrary to government
guidance PPG16 and The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, and would
impair the Council’s ability to make an informed decision, and undermine its
ability to make proper provision for the nature and cost of mitigation
measures.




5.42  English Heritage concurs with the assessment of significance of
historic buildings and archaeological remains in the Environmental Statement.
There is substantial potential for the discovery of hitherto unknown sites. The
design of further archaeological evaluation should therefore address the
archaeological potential in each of the defined zones. Before the application is
determined English Heritage requested: to receive a copy of the Light
Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) survey report and filed working report and be
able to comment on it; to review the coverage and results of the Stage 1 geo-
archaeological work; to receive clarification of the programme, design, and
funding for Stage 2 evaluation and mitigation. Archaeological remains that
require full excavation and post-excavation work or preservation-in-situ may
be discovered, and this requires adequate funding, time and design flexibility.
It wishes to comment on the proposed archaeological mitigation works in due
course but concurs that the proposed mitigation for the impacts on historic
structures and on historic landscape character is appropriate.

5.43  English Heritage has commented on the Addendum Environmental
Statement and is of the view that the works proposed by the applicant are
acceptable, but notes that, as part of this, the “financial worst case scenario”
for future archaeological work is to be incorporated in documents. In response
to the second formal consultation, EH recommends that the application
should be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance
and on the basis of the Council’s specialist conservation advice.

5.44  Sussex Police has no comments from a traffic management
perspective.

5.45  South East Water confirms that no problems are envisaged with
existing apparatus for the majority of the Link Road route, providing finished
ground levels do not change significantly. It has two areas of concern where
diversion of apparatus is required; diversion of two mains at London Road
junction and diversion of three mains at Holliers Hill Bridge.

5.46  Southern Water has no objections to the Scheme.

5.47  National Grid states that the risk to operational electricity and gas
transmission networks is negligible and confirms that, in response to the
second formal consultation.

5.48 EDF Energy requires contact about underground cables within the
proposed area. In response to the second formal consultation it has no
objection, providing rights of access and maintenance of its cables are
maintained.



549 The South East England Regional Assembly considers that the
proposed development would not materially conflict with or prejudice the
implementation of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RPG9 and Alterations) or the
draft South East Plan (March 2006). The Assembly observes that the County
Council must be satisfied that the proposal is the most appropriate scheme for
a link road between Bexhill and Hastings to deliver regional and sub-regional
social and economic regeneration, housing and infrastructure objectives, in
line with policies SCT1 (‘Core Strategy’), SCT2 (‘Enabling Economic
Regeneration’), SCT6 (‘Affordable Housing’), SCT7 (‘Implementation and
Delivery’), SCT9 of the draft South East Plan. If planning permission is
granted, it should, through appropriate conditions and/or legal agreements,
secure appropriate and adequate mitigation measures to the satisfaction of
Natural England, the Environment Agency and other statutory environmental
bodies.

5.50 In response to the second consultation, the Assembly does not feel
that the Addendum to the Environmental Statement raises any new regionally
significant issues.

5.51 Seaspace (Hastings and Bexhill Renaissance), the regeneration
company established to implement the Five Point Plan for Hastings and
Bexhill, support the application. They consider the Link Road to be a critical
element of the Five Point Plan and one of several identified transport
improvements within the Plan. They consider the road will provide a number
of direct benefits which contribute to regeneration efforts through release of
employment land in North Bexhill, improved local journey reliability by
relieving the A259 Bexhill Road, better connectivity between Bexhill and the
A21, better bus connectivity and reliability, and environmental improvements
particularly tackling air quality in Bexhill Road. The Link Road is seen as a
regeneration project and part of a multi-stranded package of interventions that
are mutually supportive. It is confirmed that some developments within this
package are directly tied to the Link Road and others restricted by it. Most
developments are seen to be indirectly dependent on the Link Road and
without it are likely to take longer to develop because of reduced market
interest, difficulty in financing, and the attraction of lower quality occupants. It
is considered that without the Link Road the scale of improvements required
to deliver regeneration for the area would not be achieved and the strategy
would fail along with the wider strategic land use and transport planning
package.

5.52  The South East England Development Agency supports the proposed
road and considers the scheme as one of the most important infrastructure
schemes currently in the South East Region. It is aware that the scheme is
important to the delivery of a number of regeneration projects including a
strategic employment site at North Bexhill. The road and the employment
development would assist the implementation of the Regional Economic




Strategy for the Coastal South East sub-region, including ensuring sufficient
employment land and improving connectivity along the south coast.

5.53  Sussex Enterprise considers that, after the Government’s decision in
2001 to block the building of a bypass, it is now more crucial than ever for the
future prosperity of the area that this road is built. Regeneration of the
Hastings area, the most deprived in Sussex, could only be truly effective if the
transport infrastructure is in place to meet the needs of businesses, residents
and commuters.

5.54  Sussex Enterprise is also encouraged by results for traffic models,
that the traffic on the A259 (Bexhill Road) would be reduced by at least one
third. Results from the Voice of Business survey shows that traffic congestion
has a negative impact on businesses, some of whom would consider
relocation if transport infrastructure in the area does not improve. The Link
Road would contribute enormously to the regeneration of this area, encourage
inward investment, open up new areas for new business parks, and facilitate
access to areas for residential developments, thus helping to address the lack
of affordable housing for the local workforce.

5.55 Hastings and St. Leonards Strategic Partnership supports the
proposed Link Road. It considers the scheme to be an important component
to the successful delivery of the Community Strategy and the regeneration of
the area. The benefits of the road would assist in achieving a number of the
key targets - specifically the housing targets through the release of land. This
would also increase business use land with the potential for new jobs. Without
the Link Road, it is possible that other key targets would be unachievable,
including better bus connectivity and improved journey time. It is hoped that
road accidents will decrease. With possible changes in local services at the
Conquest Hospital a Link Road may be vital in providing a faster and more
direct link with other services elsewhere in the vicinity.

5.56  Crowhurst Action Committee (Crowhurst Society) considers that
some of the conclusions are highly selective, resulting in the presentation of
the most favourable case, rather than providing an objective stance. The
Action Committee has produced its own document which represents the views
of the majority of householders in the village. The document’'s conclusions
highlight weaknesses in both the execution and reporting of the consultation
process; lack of evidence in the Economic Assessment Report for the Benefit
Cost Analysis; missing data on adverse effects of the Link Road on traffic
flows in Hollington; omission of consideration of fog as an issue; and inclusion
of three sharp bends in the scheme.

5.57  The Action Committee considers that the Link Road will bring about
significant and irreversible changes to the Crowhurst environment. The
historic landscape surrounding the village will be altered, whereby the scale of



its loss is not compensated for in the benefits created by the Link Road. The
Committee notes the changing purpose of the Link Road scheme — in
particular its current role in the regeneration strategy. In light of other
development projects in the area, they query whether the scale of
development at North Bexhill is either feasible or required. The Link Road
should be discussed at a Public Inquiry.

5,58 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, the Crowhurst Action Committee has produced a further
document, commenting on the Addendum to the Environmental Statement.
The Committee’s document reiterates all the conclusions of its earlier
document and considers there is an urgent case for a Public Inquiry.

5.59  The document includes detailed comments on many aspects of the
Addendum to the Environmental Statement including, the lack of research to
show the Link Road is indispensible to the economic growth of Hastings and
Bexhill; lack of work on ambient noise levels in Crowhurst; poor interpretation
of public consultation results; uncertainty about junction analysis and about
designing and financing complementary transport measures; wildlife will suffer
despite any mitigation measures; the conclusion that the effect of runoff will be
neutral is very hard to believe; lack of long term commitment to the
conservation management plan; lack of opportunity for public comment on
promised further reports on dormice, great crested newts and reptiles; the
scheme is all about Hastings and is most likely to adversely affect trade in
Rother/Bexhill; existing suitable employment sites have not been properly
considered as an alternative; questions on the accuracy of traffic flow figures
remain unanswered; the increase in the Benefit Cost Ratio for the scheme
does not make sense; evidence from some later crucial archaeological
investigations will not be available to Councillors making the decision; English
Heritage’s support for the scheme depends on finance for further
archaeological work; effect of the Link Road on the Combe Haven Valley
SSSI would contrast dramatically with the control over a wide range of
agricultural activities in the Combe Haven Valley SSSI.

5.60 The Society considers that a short consultation period on a very large
technical addendum in the peak family holiday period caused
disenfranchisement, and conflicts with government aims to involve
communities and local people. Whilst responses were accepted after the
consultation period it is considered unlikely that they would receive the same
consideration by the County Council who had no intention of allowing proper
consultation to take place. The dismantling of the Link Road planning team
already is not ‘due diligence’ and requires an explanation.

5.61 Wishing Tree Residents’ Association objects to the application. The
proposed road mirrors much of the route of the rejected Western Bypass,
replicating its negative impact by redirecting a huge volume of traffic into our
residential area. The local nature of the traffic on the A259 means that road




users will either continue to use the A259, or transfer to the new road, bringing
more congestion, principally to the local area and The Ridge — which reached
full capacity eleven years ago. The effects of the new road also do not reflect
the government’s promotion of safer routes to school and improved safety and
security in the transport system.

5.62  The Link Road will also compromise many areas of environmental
importance and natural beauty. It will irrevocably scar Combe Haven Valley;
result in the loss of 0.4 hectares of woodland and damage at least four other
areas; and cause “substantial negative impacts” on several Local Nature
Reserves and Sites of Nature Conservation, which, as well as having
scientific and historical value, provide indispensable open spaces between
Hastings and Bexhill. Combe Haven is a leisure and tourist asset and should
be preserved and enhanced. It is also possible that Crowhurst will become an
adjunct of Hastings and Bexhill in a few years, permanently altering the
character of the entire area.

5.63 The Association is also concerned about the effects of opening up
sites for greenfield development. This is contrary to government policy as it
will increase car usage and encourage the relocation of other business and
leisure activities outside the towns, thus lessening the chances of reversing
the deprivation of Hastings and St. Leonards town centres. A new road will
undermine local public transport improvements - particularly the coastal rail
service. The Link Road will also bring increased carbon emissions and
aggravate climate change - the road has the second highest CO2 assessment
of all local authority road schemes in the government’s Local Transport Plan
programme.

564 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Wishing Tree Residents Association continues to object to the
application. The road is considered a continuation of the threat to their
common environment which has hung over the area for nearly thirty years.
The road would bring increased traffic damaging the environment and quality
of life. There is no definite timetable for any mitigation measures for increased
traffic in this area and it is increasingly unlikely that any such “mitigating” link
will ever be built.

5.65 It opposes the Link Road whether or not any “mitigation” is offered. As
well as increased traffic, it would damage ancient woodland, with immediate
loss of 0.4 hectares and damage four other blocks; it would cross the lovely
and tranquil environment of Combe Haven Valley close to nature reserves
and SSSis, ruining forever the escape this landscape offers to the residents of
the area; it would cost almost £100 million of public money; the suggested
regeneration is entirely speculative; even if companies come to the proposed
retail park they might leave the town centre causing further decline.



5.66  The road would be a denial of the acknowledged need to avoid action
which increases pollution as it would increase CO2 emissions. It is backward
looking and unsustainable and should be replaced with a progressive plan to
improve public transport for the benefit of our residents and the town in
general.

5.67  Friends of the Brede Valley objects to the application. It is strongly
opposed to any increase in road capacity or new road scheme that will
increase traffic on the A259 and A28 between Hastings and Ashford. The road
is likely to increase traffic on the A28 and A259 east of Hastings, creating
pressure for the Eastern Bypass. The Link Road will also move traffic from the
A259 onto other roads in Hastings, thus increasing rather than reducing the
impact of traffic over a wider area. A significant amount of new traffic will also
be generated by removing the restriction of limited road capacity between
Harley Shute Road and Glyne Gap.

5.68 The Friends of the Brede Valley are also concerned that upgrading
the A259 east of Hastings would cause serious damage to the remarkable
landscape of the Brede Valley, the settings of Rye and Winchelsea, and
Romney Marsh between Rye and Brenzett. The Link Road will also Increase
CO2 emissions, which is contrary to government policies on climate change.
In a list of current local authority road proposals in England, the Link Road is
the second worst for impact on carbon dioxide emissions.

5.69  The published route would have an impact on both the Combe Haven
SSSI and the High Weald AONB, in relation to Combe Haven, the effects are
the same as the ‘Modified Orange’ route promoted by the County Council in
1990, and rejected by the Secretary of State on the basis that it would be
more damaging to landscape, farming and nature conservation than routes
further south. The landscape along the proposed route is considered to be
even more attractive and valuable than it was in 1990.

570 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Friends of the Brede Valley consider the application should be
withdrawn and other solutions to the needs of the Bexhill-Hastings area
adopted. It reiterates its original reasons. It notes that some work has been
done to mitigate some of the criticisms of English Heritage, Natural England
and the Environment Agency, but any road across the north of Combe Haven
will do enormous damage to landscape and to the overall ecological
functioning of the valley. The road will increase local traffic, it will increase
pressure to build roads east of Hastings, it is most unlikely to achieve the
hoped for regeneration benefits, and it will greatly increase CO2 figures.
Whatever form it takes it will irreparably damage the environment of the
Combe Haven, one of the finest valleys in the area and a huge asset for
Hastings and Bexhill. It will also cost close to £100 million and more when
further mitigation and the essential link to the A21 are added. It is extremely



hard to understand why the County Council would persist in supporting such
an inappropriate use of public funds.

5.71  Hastings Alliance for Sustainable Transport Solutions objects strongly
to the planning application. The road project does not comply with the national
planning policies and guidelines in many important areas, including
sustainability (PPS1), sustainable development in rural areas (PPS7),
biodiversity and geological conservation (PPS9), transport (PPG13), historic
environment (PPG15), archaeology (PPG16), coastal planning (PPG20),
tourism (PPG21), noise (PPG24), flood risk (PPS25) and climate change.

5.72  The Alliance objects, because public consultation was short and
inadequate; Additional quantities of C02 emissions are considered to be
unacceptable and inconsistent with the County Council's “Carbon
Management Plan”; The original budget of £47.2 million has risen to £89
million and additional mitigation measures required by the statutory
environmental bodies will make it higher. The County Council's claim of a
higher cost benefit ratio is not considered credible. No proper study has been
carried out to examine alternative non-road strategies. The proposal does not
address rising traffic levels and will lead to more traffic in Hastings and Bexhill
than currently. Contrary to recommendations in the South Coast Multi Modal
Study, it will also lead to pressure for new roads east of Hastings. The Link
Road will not make Hastings or Bexhill more accessible to the wider region,
and is therefore unlikely to attract investment from elsewhere. It might
however cause the relocation of local firms out of town centres, generating
more commuter flows and creating new jobs at the expense of existing jobs in
the centres of Hastings, St. Leonards and Bexhill. The road will also
undermine investment in public transport.

5.73  The Alliance considers that the comments on the road by the SEB’s
indicate that cooperation with the County Council, as requested by the
Secretary of State, has not been effective. Recent changes to the scheme do
not justify an alteration of the Minister's assessment when proposals for
Hastings Western and Eastern Bypasses in 2001 were turned down.

5.74 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, the Alliance maintains its strong objection and requests that
planning permission is not granted. The very limited consultation period in the
main August holiday season made it extremely hard to study and respond to
the large volume of complex new material. Despite a great deal of possibly
worthwhile work by and on behalf of the County Council, the Alliance is still
convinced that this is a flawed project, which does not represent sustainable
development, will not achieve the regeneration benefits claimed for it, will
result in unacceptable environmental damage to the Combe Haven valley and
will now cost the taxpayer close to double its original sum. It sees no
significant changes to justify altering the Minister's assessment when he
turned down proposals for Hastings Western and eastern Bypasses in 2001.



5.75  The Alliance reiterates its view that the road project does not comply
with the national planning policies and guidelines in many important areas . It
maintains its view on its other objections and adds that concern about climate
change has increased, and that the County Council’'s piecemeal attempts at
‘mitigation’ fail to consider the Combe Haven valley as a whole. In response
to the Supplementary Nature Conservation report they reiterate the difficulty in
assessing the large number of documents and continue to strongly object.
Reference is made to the very special landscape quality of the tranquil Combe
Haven Valley; its biodiversity, heritage and archaeology; its importance to the
local population as a place for leisure and education. That the ‘least worse’
option does not guarantee that mitigation will be achieved and the asset of the
area protected for future generations. A number of detailed points regarding
the quality and effectiveness of the measures are raised in terms of overall
effects and the degradation of the area.

5.76  The Alliance submitted a further letter of representation in November
2008 and raised a number of further concerns including; lack of a revised non-
technical summary to follow on from the document published in April 2007; the
adverse impact of the Scheme upon the Combe Haven valley; limited
regeneration effects of the Scheme; increase in traffic on all other roads other
than the Bexhill to Hastings stretch of the A259; increase in C02 emissions
and increase in scheme costs since 2003. In addition the Alliance re-states
their support of the objections from FoE South East; Sussex Wildlife Trust;
The Campaign for Better Transport and Hastings and Rother Local Agenda
21.

5.77 Hastings and Rother Local Agenda 21 objects to the application. It
considers that the application seeks to do the very thing that the Secretary of
State, consultants etc. said should not happen: i.e. a stand alone western link
inflicting severe damage on the SSSI and the Combe Haven valley,
encouraging more car dependence, and moving the traffic problems from
Glyne Gap to Hastings Ridge and other areas; whilst making no serious
attempt to produce a comprehensive and sustainable transport strategy for
Hastings and Bexhill based on public transport options endorsed by the
Secretary of State when he rejected both the Eastern and Western road
schemes. The application should be refused because it would simply transfer
the traffic problem from the A259 at Glyne Gap to other local roads; it would
substantially increase CO2 and other pollutants; the additional investment on
the edge of Bexhill could have adverse effects on deprived wards in central
Hastings; claims that the Link Road is essential for housing development are
not supported by consultants’ findings; the environmental impact on Combe
Haven would be unacceptable in terms of landscape, water quality and
systems, noise and biodiversity.

5.78 In response to the second formal consultation, Hastings and Rother
Local Agenda 21 reinforces its objection to the Link Road, and wishes the
application to be recommended for refusal or withdrawn in view of the



statements of the Statutory Environmental Bodies. It reiterates its view that
the application seeks to do the very thing that the Secretary of State,
consultants etc. said should not happen: To move traffic jams from an area
where they could be substantially reduced by alternatives to areas where this
would be much more difficult, and to do this at considerable financial and
huge environmental cost would seem difficult to defend given present
government policies and guidance.

5.79 It reiterates and expands on its reasons to refuse the application (see
above) as follows: it would simply transfer traffic from the A259 at Glyne Gap
to Hastings Ridge and other local roads; extra and longer journeys induced by
the Link Road would increase CO2 and other pollution substantially negating
emission reduction targets; claims that the Link Road is essential for housing
development are not supported by consultants’ findings; a considerable
proportion of Hastings’ housing allocation is near The Ridge and extra traffic
could affect these developments; the large greenfield business park and
housing area is to attract a large scale employer from outside the area, but
this is unlikely; there is significant local demand for medium/smaller and
starter units in the town and there is a supply of vacant industrial and business
floorspace and more expected; high quality units on the business park may
attract interest from local businesses but will probably encourage others to
relocate from rural areas and Hastings, increasing car travel to the detriment
of the most deprived areas of Hastings; Combe Haven Valley is nationally
important, particularly for its wetland system and habitats, and its natural
systems rely on broad virtually unimpeded interaction with open countryside to
the north; the Link Road would sever the lower part of the valley turning
Combe Haven Valley into an island like open space; mitigation for the
severance of ecological systems is woefully inadequate, and to assume that
can be rectified later is completely unacceptable, particularly as the Statutory
Environmental Bodies consider that the impact on severance cannot be
mitigated with the current road design.

5.80 In response to the supplementary Nature Conservation report they
wish to maintain their view that the application should be recommended for
refusal, or withdrawn. It is considered that the span of bridges should be
increased to maintain the ecological functionality of the valley and the
applicant’s resistance to this change is considered to be evidence of a lack of
commitment to the nationally important environmental systems of the valley.

5.81 The School Farm and Country Trust (St. Leonards-on-Sea) objects
strongly to the Link Road. This is a very controversial project and conflicts with
numerous national planning and environmental guidelines. In particular the
road will cause irreversible damage to the landscape, habitats and
archaeological heritage of the beautiful Combe Haven; it will not resolve traffic
problems, merely move mostly local traffic from one road to another, thereby
bringing some relief to one residential area but blighting others; it is most
unlikely to lead to the County Council's hoped for regeneration and could




easily have the opposite effect; its current cost of about £100 million could be
much better spent on other local and more sustainable projects, few of which
have been properly examined.

5.82  The Trust notes that the Addendum to the Environmental Statement
of over 1000 pages was released during the first week in August; a move to
prevent anyone on holiday from commenting on the Addendum. The County
Council had no intention to allow proper consultation to take place.

5.83  Sussex Wildlife Trust strongly objects to the proposed Bexhill
Hastings Link Road Scheme. The proposals do not represent sustainable
development, the justification for the scheme is flawed and transport
management alternatives to the road have not been adequately investigated.
The scheme will have a negative effect on the Marline Valley Woods SSSI
and Combe Haven SSSI, and on a matrix of Sites of Nature Conservation
Importance. It fails to deliver biodiversity benefits as required by PPS9 and
results in biodiversity loss. The Trust also notes the inadequacy of the
consultation process and period, both in terms of consideration of alternative
schemes, availability of key documents and time allowed for responses.

5.84  The Trust comments that the fundamental change in the landscape
and functioning of the valley will not be adequately mitigated by habitat
creation and management. Natural systems will be compromised and a man-
made matrix of habitats bisected by a busy main road will not function in the
same way so will not necessarily support the same suite of species; i.e.
biodiversity will be adversely affected. The mitigation strategy for wildlife does
not recognise the ecological functioning of the valley as a whole. The scheme
will result in severance of habitats and loss of key ecological network features.
It will lead to fragmentation and habitat loss that will disrupt the ecological
functioning of the area and impact on the movement of species, including
protected species. The waterways, ditches and floodplain which are vital to
the functioning of the valley will be altered forever as will the biodiversity
resource. The mitigation strategy for the biodiversity of the area is partly
aspirational and there is little evidence that it will be successful. Even if fully
implemented, the scheme will not deliver net biodiversity gains required by
PPS9. The Trust does not consider that the planning authority has adequately
addressed its requirement to actively seek in development proposals;
measures that promote appropriate habitats and species listed in the
Biodiversity Action Plan and in accordance with the CROW Act, and treat
these as material considerations. The Mitigation and Compensation Strategy
for habitats focuses on individual issues and sites but does not address the
functional aspects of the ecological network in this area. This approach will
not recreate the matrix of habitats that currently constitute a functioning
ecosystem within the valley.

5.85  The Trust does not accept that the social and economic case for the
scheme outweighs the enormous environmental damage that will result,



particularly as estimated costs have increased from £47 million in 2004 to
current estimates of £89.3 million. If cost increases from flood amelioration,
compensatory land and environmental impacts had been factored into the
original bid, this would have affected the cost benefit ratio of the scheme,
which should be investigated further before a planning decision.

5.86  The scheme will not address current transport problems and will not
reduce traffic in the area. Further traffic from additional development will fill
the proposed road to capacity and result in more traffic on already congested
local roads. Alternative methods of transport management have not been
adequately investigated whilst the proposed scheme conflicts with numerous
national and regional policies to reduce greenhouse gases.

5.87 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Sussex Wildlife Trust considers that the information that has
come forward at this stage has not convinced it that this scheme represents
sustainable development or that the residual environmental damage after
mitigation is acceptable. It does not accept that the works are imperative for
reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or economic
nature. The Trust maintains its strong objection to the scheme on all its
original grounds. The 21 day consultation period over the busiest holiday
season is not sufficient time to study lengthy documents, or for the public to
get involved.

5.88 The Trust comments that the Addendum to the Environmental
Statement does not imply a good understanding of ecological functioning. It is
not possible to adequately mitigate the effects of the proposed scheme on the
natural functioning of this landscape. Isolated designated nature sites will not
halt the decline in biodiversity. The cumulative effects of development
associated with this scheme should be should be assessed as part of the
planning application. The substantial environmental damage from the enabled
development will impact further on the Combe Haven valley and its
biodiversity.

5.89  The Trust comments further and in detail on a number of adverse
impacts on, and inadequate information and mitigation for both Combe Haven
SSSI and Marline Woods SSSI, and considers that the significance of the
impact of fragmentation is underestimated, as is the cumulative impact on
biodiversity. It notes that the close to £100 million cost is more than double
the approved funding and repeats its view that increased costs due to flood
amelioration, compensation land and mitigating environmental impacts should
have been included in the original bid. It is widely acknowledged that the
greatest threat to biodiversity is currently climate change. The estimated
increase in carbon dioxide emissions of about 6000 tonnes per annum by
2025 is acknowledged but not adequately addressed.



590 In response to the Additional Supporting Information the Trust
reconfirmed their strong objection to the planning application on the grounds
of environmental damage and therefore the unsustainability of the proposed
scheme. The absence of a holistic assessment fails to reveal the damaging
nature of the proposal to the whole valley and its ecological and hydrological
functions. In addition to concerns regarding the proposed habitat
compensation woodland the Trust is concerned that any work in the area of
the compensation woodland has the potential to impact on the streams that
currently feed the ghyll in the SSSI and that valuable hedgerows may be
compromised by habitat creation on adjoining land. The compensation
proposals are inadequate and the tranquillity of the Valley will be lost.

591 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds has several specific
concerns. It is concerned about potential noise disturbance to breeding and
wintering in the nationally important Combe Haven SSSI during construction
and operation of the road. It is also concerned about the direct loss of 0.4
hectares of ancient semi natural woodland, contiguous with the Marline Valley
Woods SSSI and an important area of wildlife habitat; and about the damage
to at least four other blocks of woodland. It is concerned that significant
increase in nitric acid deposition will adversely impact the sensitive grassland
and reed bed habitats and species for which the Combe Haven SSSI is
designated.

5.92  Despite the mitigation measures in the Environmental Statement, the
Society remains concerned about the potential impacts of residual run-off from
the road and fuel spillage on the same habitats. The Society is also very
concerned about the negative impact the road will have on climate change,
the greatest long-term threat to birds and other wildlife. The County Council
should support a shift towards the use of sustainable modes of transport
rather than the construction of a road in an environmentally sensitive area.

5.93 The Woodland Trust objects to the Link Road as it will result in the
loss of 0.4 hectares of ancient woodland, damage to several blocks of ancient
woodland and destroy the tranquillity and naturalness of the Combe Haven
Valley. Whilst the Trust accepts that there is a need to address the transport
and regeneration needs in this area, it is very concerned over the effects that
this is going to have on the ancient woodland and Sites of Nature
Conservation Importance of the Combe Haven Valley. Where woodland
remains in the route of the road, the Trust strongly objects to the scheme on
the basis that there will be either direct or indirect damage to a habitat that is
highly important to England’s natural heritage, which is against government

policy.




5.94  The Trust do not consider that ‘alternative sites or methods different’
to the Link Road have been fully evaluated before a decision was made to
take the road forward, in line with government guidance.

595 The Link Road and its traffic will affect a number of ancient semi
natural woodland priority habitats, and other blocks of woodland which have
ancient woodland flora and frequent field maple, indicating high biodiversity.
Ancient woodland is the richest habitat for wildlife, and the most valuable
habitat in terms of biodiversity. Remaining ancient woodland covers less than
2% of the UK, and is irreplaceable. Its protection is advocated in a number of
planning and policy documents including PPS9, the UK strategy and
indicators for sustainable development, the UK Forestry Standard, the
biodiversity strategy for England, and the East Sussex and Brighton and Hove
Structure Plan.

5.96  Any pollution resulting from the road will have a major adverse affect
on the wildlife within the ghyll woodland habitat in Churchwood Complex and
Marline Valley Woods SSSI. The road will dissect the Combe Haven Valley,
eroding the existing habitat, isolating areas from the existing network of
habitats and creating a barrier for species dispersal, presenting a serious
threat to biodiversity. Whilst the Trust acknowledges the steps taken by the
County Council to mitigate against the loss of habitat, it disagrees that “overall
there would be a minor positive impact on woodland”. It is not possible to
mitigate the loss of ancient woodland and an “overall gain of woodland” does
not therefore offset the loss of this habitat. Neither is the management of
existing woodland a compensatory measure for the loss and damage of
ancient woodland. No action is proposed to mitigate the high level of noise in
very sensitive areas. In light of budgetary pressures, the Trust also have
concerns over the security of proposed funding for mitigation, and therefore its
capacity to offset the high level of environmental damage caused by the
scheme.

5.97 In response to the second formal consultation, the Woodland Trust
maintains its objection to the Link Road because of the unacceptable impacts
on nationally and locally protected sites of ecological value. It is concerned
over the impacts on ancient woodland. Changes in atmospheric nitrogen
levels extend 100-200 metres either side of the carriageway, with significant
impacts on vegetation through changes in biodiversity and species
composition. The relatively low nitrogen concentrations in Combe Haven
Valley should be maintained to protect its ecological value. The Link Road will
dissect the Combe Haven Valley, eroding the existing habitat, isolating areas
from the existing network of habitats and creating a barrier for species
dispersal, presenting a serious threat to biodiversity. Noise and light intrusion
will have a large effect on species within the woodlands.



5.98 In PPS9 Government has emphasised the importance of conserving
ancient woodland and its value as a biodiversity resource. The Trust
considers climate change to be the greatest single threat to long term survival
of ancient woodland. The Government and Opposition endorsed Stern Report
identifies measures to tackle climate change including the opportunity to affect
emissions through the investments of the next 10 to 20 years. Sustainable
transport improvements should be at the forefront of regeneration.

5.99 The Ramblers’ Association considers that the benefits of the new
road scheme and associated new development are far outweighed by its
detrimental effects on the countryside. The road will dissect Combe Haven
valley, and the High Weald AONB around Crowhurst will be badly affected by
noise and visual scarring. Much of the traffic removed from the A259 at Glyne
Gap is local and therefore unlikely to use the road. The extra traffic generated
by new development will outweigh any relief provided by the road. Existing
bottlenecks will simply be relocated and there is nothing in the current
proposal to address this (e.g. The Ridge). The Association considers that the
proposal should be called in by the Secretary of State.

5.100 Friends of the Earth — National (FOE) objects to the proposal. It is
guestionable whether the scheme is necessary for the economic growth of the
area and it could actually undermine the rest of the “Five Point Plan”. There
remain questions about whether inward investment will happen or whether
existing companies in the area will relocate to the new out-of-town sites. New
development in these areas will also create further traffic problems.

5.101 The County Council has not considered to have thoroughly assessed
a package of alternative measures. Local Councils have done little to restrain
traffic in the area. The economic strategy only considers alternatives in so far
as they would work alongside the road. Alternative measures would alleviate
the problems at lower financial and environmental cost. Before the Link Road
is pursued, FOE would like the County Council to implement a package of
measures to deliver reductions in traffic, using the experience of similar
schemes in other towns which have shown remarkable results in modal shift.
It is also concerned that public and councillors have never been given a
choice about how to address the area’s transport problems due to the claimed
regeneration basis for the scheme. FoE suggests that there are simpler and
less costly solutions to opening up greenfield sites to meet regional housing
needs.

5.102 Having some of the highest CO2 emissions of any proposed road
scheme, the application conflicts with national and regional guidance on
climate change. The scheme also conflicts with regional and national policies
on transport, and rail companies are unlikely to invest in stations and services
in the local area if the road goes ahead.



5.103 Whilst the County Council has tried to avoid direct impacts on
protected areas, the indirect impacts seem unclear in the Environmental
Statement, and the overall damage caused by the scheme is unacceptable.
Environmental impacts contravene national and regional policies; not enough
account has been taken of the impacts of bisecting a wildlife corridor and the
ensuing fragmentation; splitting the valley will diminish the overall value of the
wider area as well as the SSSIs; mitigation plans cannot be certain to provide
equivalent or extra habitat; the whole character of the valley will be
irretrievably damaged; the impacts of noise on wildlife in the rural area appear
to be untested; the tranquil nature of the whole area will be destroyed; impacts
on water quality in the area appear not to have been fully investigated; whilst
further work is required to assess impacts on an archaeologically sensitive
area, the overall positive beneficial impact described appears premature;
landscape impacts will be more strongly negative than described in the
Environmental Statement; the discrepancy in the assessment of landscape
impact for the Blue Route remains an issue; impacts seem to have been
looked at in a wide study area which allows negative impacts near the road to
be “cancelled out” by benefits to residents in other areas; and it is unwise to
build a road through a valley known to have flooding problems, given that
flood risk may increase in the future.

5.104 FoE is also extremely concerned at the cost of the scheme and how it
can offer value for money. It would prefer greater investment in rail services to
shift journeys away from cars and reduce CO2 emissions. Such schemes are
however unlikely to progress whilst more road based access is provided. It
requests that the scheme is turned down or there is a Public Inquiry.

5.105 Friends of the Earth — Hastings (FOE) objects to the proposed Link
Road as it traverses a high quality landscape containing a SSSI, whilst
increasing congestion elsewhere. FOE queries whether any serious attempt
has been made to produce an alternative transport strategy for Hastings and
Bexhill, including the options set out in the Access to Hastings Study and
SoCoMMS reports. There must be incentives for people to leave their cars at
home, and superior public transport systems such as light/ultra light rail would
cost less than the Link Road, cause little or no pollution, and be a sustainable
alternative to road building; have trams been examined?

5.106 FoE comments that the Environmental Impact Assessment should
include addressing the effects of building a road through a fog pocket as well
as its environmental impact from noise, light, air quality and flood risk, as the
previous route was rejected for this reason. They also enquire whether a
detailed archaeological survey of the historic landscape will be undertaken
and note that increases in CO2 emissions will swamp the County Council’s
attempts to reduce them in other sectors.

5.107 In response to Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Friends of the Earth — Hastings reiterates its earlier objections
(see above) and adds that it is essential that the scheme must be called in for



a Public Inquiry for the following reasons: it traverses an area with wildlife
habitats and archaeological heritage in the Combe Haven Valley; it is
qguestionable whether any regeneration benefits will result; the cost is still
rising and the money could be better spent elsewhere.

5.108 Campaign to Protect Rural England — National (CPRE) objects to the
application. The scheme will not achieve the sustainable use of land and
protection of important landscapes. A thorough investigation into the
alternatives should be carried out, and a new public consultation opened on
the findings. The scheme would irretrievably damage the character of Combe
Haven, one of the most beautiful valleys in East Sussex, close to the High
Weald AONB, and the SSSI within the valley, alongside other Sites of Nature
Conservation Importance.

5.109 CPRE is concerned that no serious consideration has been given to
alternative ideas for traffic management between Bexhill and Hastings. The
Link Road is likely to encourage more car use rather than public transport,
thereby increasing CO2 levels. The Link Road may reduce traffic on the A259,
but it will displace traffic on to roads in north Hastings, which will be unable to
cope and further resources will be required to increase their capacity.
Encouraging the use of public transport would therefore be preferable, and
other more practical and economic measures would negate the supposed
need for a new bypass (e.g. schools and workplaces sustainable travel plans;
demand management measures; improvements to public transport; and
investigating minor improvements to the A259). It is concerned that
associated residential and business development along the road would cause
ribbon development and encroachment on the proposed Pebsham
Countryside Park and adjacent SSSI.

5.110 In response to the second formal consultation, it reiterates its earlier
response and asks that all previous points be taken into account when
considering the re-advertised application.

5.111 Campaign to Protect Rural England — South East objects to the
scheme. In the context of the South East, the scheme is extremely expensive
for a ‘link road’ of 3.4 miles which primarily addresses local issues. The
money would be better spent on smaller schemes in the South East, which
focus on reducing the economic footprint, encouraging behavioural change
away from dependence on the private car, retaining the tranquillity of
diminishing rural areas, and maintaining separate communities such as
Bexhill and Hastings along an already overdeveloped South Coast.

5.112 The rationale for the scheme with regards to new housing
opportunities is partly undermined by the 5,000 empty properties in Hastings.
Future pressures to extend the developed area out towards the line of the new
road may engulf yet more countryside.



5.113 The Campaign to Protect Rural England — Sussex (CPRE) objects to
the application on the grounds of the economic, environmental and ecological
cases presented by the Council. There is no evidence the road will facilitate
regeneration but such a road is as likely to take people and trade away from a
town. The majority of the proposed houses in north Bexhill could be built
without the road, and, in any case, would delay and remove the need to
refurbish about 5000 homes in the town. The estimated costs have risen from
£47 million to about £100 million, are increasing annually and do not include
the costs of junction work at either end of the road. Previously proposed
investigations of less injurious and more worthwhile solutions, including public
transport, have not been done despite the demonstration of more effective
results at less cost. The development would ruin what the Council describes
as one of the loveliest valleys in Sussex. Council estimates of carbon dioxide
emissions are likely to be an underestimate given evidence from other
bypasses, and government and international bodies are calling for reductions
in global warming gases. There is a serious risk of water pollution from runoff
from the road. Trees, many of them specimen, will be destroyed in the
building or damaged by the after effects. Some efforts have been made to
reduce the effect on wildlife but sufficiently detailed studies have not been
carried out on some species. The limited proposed habitats, even with
connecting corridors and bridges, are inadequate to sustain the many species
in the valley.

5.114 CPRE considers that the road would cause massively excessive
damage on the area and cannot be justified when government is calling for a
reduction in road traffic. CPRE wants the application withdrawn in favour of
available more effective and less expensive alternatives.

5.115 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Campaign to Protect Rural England — Rother and Hastings
(CPRE) finds it impossible to think of a proposal more inimical to the tenets of
the CPRE than the current Link Road. It will have a devastating effect on the
local human and non-human environment in order to redraw an extremely
costly line for development, the key driver to the proposal. Even as a road it
makes no sense even economically, as with the rejected bypass proposal.
Traffic problems could be solved by small scale less environmentally
damaging improvement to the existing road and public transport networks.
The road is a ludicrously expensive folly, with illusory gains. The only winners
would be land owners through increased land values; the rest of us, human
and non-human, would be immeasurably poorer.

5.116 Transport 2000 objects to the application. A scheme that could
eventually cost the taxpayer £89 million should be expected to decrease, not
increase, CO2 emissions. As the second worst local authority major road
scheme for CO2 in the whole country, the scheme will contribute to Britain
failing to meet its obligations to reduce CO2 emissions. Planning decisions
taken now are critically important to not building a carbon intensive future, and




Councils should lead by example - the County Council’s forecast of CO2
savings will be eliminated by the CO2 increase arising from the road.

5.117 The proposed development is inconsistent with planning policy on
climate change (PPS1) and conflicts with the transport objectives of PPG13,
and with PPS7 as it would not protect the character of the countryside and the
diversity of its landscape. The route runs very close to Combe Haven SSSI,
and cuts off a corner of the Marline Valley Woods ancient woodland. Traffic
noise is a significant consideration along the rural section of the scheme.
Whilst the County Council proposes to integrate the road into the landscape it
will still be a scar across the valley.

5.118 The proposal also conflicts with regional policies to rebalance
transport systems in favour of non-car modes, minimise negative
environmental impacts of transport, and to enhance the environment and
communities through transport. In this respect, there is excellent local
potential to transfer passengers from road to the existing rail line, and the new
road is likely to undermine the market for rail.

5.119 Transport 2000 notes that the scheme was accepted into the
government Local Transport Plan programme at £47.3 million, provided that
the gross and net costs of the scheme remain unchanged. The current cost of
the scheme has risen to £89 million which may break the condition for funding
from the government. In light of rising costs, Transport 2000 also query the
evidence for the increase in its Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) from 2.6 to 3.4, and
note that there are cheaper alternatives with higher BCRs.

5.120 Transport 2000 does not consider that the scheme is essential for
regeneration and the proposed development north of Bexhill. There are more
attractive and suitable locations for inward investment in the region. Market
demand in this area will be weak; the road will encourage car dependency;
and lack of interest in running a bus service on the new road indicates limited
demand for travel in the Link Road corridor.

5.121 The full range of alternatives to the new road must be properly
assessed. These were not thoroughly examined in the SoCoMMS or the
County Council’'s Hastings Strategy Development Plan. A package of “smarter
choices” measures including TravelSmart (which has produced startling
results), school and workplace travel plans, Bike It, car clubs, car sharing,
teleworking and teleconferencing would significantly reduce car journeys
across the two towns at a fraction of the cost of the road whilst helping to
meet policy objectives such as decreasing carbon emissions.



5.122 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Campaign for Better Transport (successor body to Transport
2000) objects to the revised application for the Link Road. The scheme
contradicts a number of government policies on sustainable development,
biodiversity and the environment, which leads to a presumption against the
scheme receiving planning permission. The scheme conflicts with PPS1,
PPS7, PPS9 and PPG13 as it increases emissions, has a significant negative
impact on biodiversity, encourages people into unsustainable car-based travel
patterns, and will irreparably damage the Combe Haven Valley SSSI.

5.123 When the Secretary of State granted conditional approval to the
scheme in 2004, it was a condition that the County Council work closely with
the Statutory Environmental Bodies (SEBs) to ensure that appropriate
environmental measures are incorporated. This condition has not been met as
all three SEBs raise serious concerns on the application and there are still
substantial unresolved environmental issues on the revised planning
application. Studies have not adequately considered non-road alternatives to
the scheme. Original cost estimates of £47 million for the scheme have risen
to £96 million and local tax payers will be expected to cover the shortfall. The
Benefit Cost Ratio for the scheme should be re-calculated to take account of
the increased cost.

5.124 Transport 2000 — East Sussex objects to the scheme. Alternative
non-road strategies have not been fully considered in their own right, and any
examination of alternatives has been as ‘complementary measures’ to the
Link Road. Development of the Link Road will lead to car based development
and dependency, and is contrary to national and regional policy in terms of
encouraging sustainable development based on walking and cycling and
public transport nodes.

5.125 It draws attention to ‘smart choices’ as set out in the White Paper on
“The future of transport”. Themes such as soft measures, traffic restraint,
demand management, individualised marketing, workplace, schools and
college travel planning and road user charging have led to well tried measures
and growing best practice. Sustainable transport demonstration towns have
delivered large reductions in traffic and very high ‘benefit cost ratios’.

5.126 Transport 2000 queries the value of the scheme in light of an almost
doubling of its cost, which breaks a key condition on which government
approval was given. There is also huge uncertainty over funding from
developer contributions as required by the government. Regardless of the
source of funding, the money could be better spent elsewhere through the
development of a sustainable non-road based strategy, especially since 80%
of the housing could be delivered without the Link Road.



5.127 Transport 2000 also notes that the CO2 emissions for the scheme
cancel out the County Council’s ‘carbon footprint reduction strategy’ target for
its own activities across the entire county — although the County Council
describes the emissions from the Link Road as ‘negligible’.

5.128 Transport 2000 is also concerned that the Link Road would
significantly harm the landscape heritage and wildlife of the Combe Haven
area. There has been no appraisal of the state of the SSSI and the main and
tributary valleys, in a ‘do minimum’ scenario, and assumptions have been
made in advance about the success of proposed mitigation measures.
Allowing negative impacts on nearby SSSIs dose not comply with the CROW
Act.

5.129 The proposal conflicts with regional transport policies regarding the
rebalancing of the transport system in favour of non-car modes through an
integrated package of measures, minimising negative environmental impacts
and enhancing the environment and communities where possible. Transport
2000 notes that investor confidence has previously grown in the area without
any road building. Development of the Link Road would not make the area
more widely accessible, out of town business sites would cause relocation of
existing firms rather than attracting inward investment, journeys to work would
be increased and existing town centres weakened. Regeneration should be
linked to a low carbon economy, which will minimise leakage from the local
economy. Sustainable transport strategies are far more likely to support local
services and shops, the strengthening of local economies and increased local
business start-ups.

5.130 In response to the second formal consultation, Campaign for Better
Transport — East Sussex (successor body to Transport 2000 - East Sussex)
objects to the Link Road scheme on a number of environmental and transport
and development grounds, described in this and its earlier response (see
above). It submits its commissioned reports on regeneration issues and on the
investigation of alternatives.

5.131 The cumulative damage to habitats, ecology, landscape and
archaeology is unacceptable. Whatever mitigation measures are implemented
the Combe Haven valley will be a poorer and degraded environment, and its
integrity permanently disrupted. All three statutory environmental bodies raise
serious concerns about the scheme (two formally objected), and there are still
substantial unresolved environmental issues. This breaches the condition of
close working to address environmental impact set by the Secretary of State’s
approval in 2004. The proposal conflicts with government policy of a strong
presumption against new or expanded transport infrastructure in
environmentally sensitive areas or sites, which resulted in the government
rejecting the Bexhill and Hastings western bypass. The duty in the CROW Act
on authorities to further the conservation and enhancement of SSSIs has not
been met because there has been no appraisal of the SSSI and its



surroundings in a ‘do minimum’ scenario, and assumptions have been made
which anticipate the success of proposed mitigation measures. Environmental
impacts have been assessed on a piecemeal basis, whereas the valley has
integrity, and unusually it has silence and tranquillity.

5.132  Alternative non-road strategies have still not been considered,
except as complementary to the Link Road and this is reflected in the
Environmental Statement. No full ‘do-minimum’ case has ever been
developed and there are additional options available now to manage down
travel, particularly by car. Fifteen out of twenty five targets in the County
Council's Local Transport Plan would be met more easily without the Link
Road. It is very surprising that there is no comprehensive transport strategy
for Bexhill and Hastings.

5.133 The Link Road solution would lead to car based development;
contradicting national and regional policy, including PPG13. Sustainable
regeneration would build on the strengths of the two towns and conserve and
enhance the high quality environmental assets, including the Combe Haven
valley. It would include ‘smarter choices’. The County Council has never
studied access to development without the Link Road, although it has been
shown that 80% of the housing in north Bexhill could be provided without it,
which could reduce car trips, be a more efficient use of the development land,
reduce CO2 emissions, and be a general and widespread improvement in air
quality for thousands of households. You can have it all: social equity,
environmental sustainability, regeneration, by building a strategy out of many
small coherent “fixes”. In a time of recession this would be far more likely to
lead to regeneration and deliver the benefits to all.

5.134 There was inadequate time to consider the revised planning
application, given the volume and complexity of documents, and the three
week period for representations in the August holiday period.

5.135 Sustrans objects to the application. The level of expenditure is not
justified, especially considering how the money could be spent elsewhere. A
package of “smarter choices” measures would significantly reduce car
journeys at a fraction of the cost of the road. A sum of around £10 million
should be allowed to transform Bexhill and Hastings as Sustainable Travel
Demonstration Towns, to include infrastructure for walking, cycling and public
transport as well as the smarter choices.

5.136 The Link Road is the second worst for CO2 emissions out of 59 major
road schemes in England. It should be reassessed in light of government
climate change targets. A package of sustainable transport measures would
significantly reduce CO2 emissions across the area at a fraction of the cost.
The full range of alternatives to the new road must be properly assessed, one
of which should be a seafront path for walking and cycling between Glyne
Gap and Cinque Ports Way, which could make a significant contribution to



reducing congestion on the A259. Sustrans also queries the increase in
Benefit Cost Ratio from 2.6 to 3.4 when the cost of the scheme has nearly
doubled.

5.137  Sustrans comments that housing and industrial development areas
to the north of Bexhill should be sustainable without the road. A smaller
development could be serviced with a shorter road linked to the existing
network, and a package of smarter choice measures planned into the
development would reduce car travel. Sustrans also queries the regeneration
justification for the Link Road with regards to the business park. Market
demand in this area will be weak regardless of the road and would require
inward investment for which there are more attractive locations in the region.
There is other land suitable for business and ample capacity for planned
housing provision without the Link Road. Any short term gains from
development would also be dwarfed by longer-run increases in traffic and car-
dependency.

5.138 Lack of interest in running a bus service on the new road suggests
limited demand for travel within the Link Road corridor. However, there is
excellent potential to transfer passengers from road to the existing rail line as
an alternative option. Development of the Link Road would however
undermine the market for rail.

5.139 In response to the Addendum ES consultation and departure
advertisement, Sustrans objects most strongly to the proposed Link Road. It
urges the County Council and Government to cancel this expensive road
scheme and fully appraise the alternative options. Sustrans reiterates the
points made in its earlier objection and in particular the transformative effect
that £10 million spent on sustainable travel measures would have in Hastings
and Bexhill, including a proper network of walking and cycling routes. The
dramatic increase in the price of oil has further undermined the case for
significant investment in new roads.

5.140 The road will cause irreversible damage to the landscape, habitats
and archaeological heritage of the beautiful Combe Haven. It will not resolve
traffic problems, merely move mostly local traffic from one road to another,
thereby bringing some relief to one area but blighting others. It will increase
overall traffic and produce large quantities of CO2 when we must reduce the
causes of climate change. It is most unlikely to lead to the County Council’s
hoped for regeneration, and its current cost of about £100 million could be
much better spent on other local and more sustainable projects, few of which
have been properly examined.

5.141 This very controversial project conflicts with numerous national
planning and environmental guidelines and should be submitted to a proper
public examination. It is entirely inappropriate that the County Council should



be able to award itself planning permission without an open and democratic
examination.

5.142 Common Cause opposes the proposed Link Road because it will
conflict with national planning and environmental guidelines and will cause
more problems than it solves. It is considered that it will cause irreversible
damage to nationally important habitats, including SSSIs and ancient
woodland; the beautiful ecologically and archaeologically rich Combe Haven
Valley will be entirely fragmented; the road will not resolve traffic problems,
merely move mostly local traffic from one road to another, thereby bringing
some relief to one area but blighting others; it will increase overall traffic and
produce large quantities of additional COZ2; it is most unlikely to lead to
regeneration; and the £100 million cost could be much better spent on other
local more sustainable projects and this should be examined more fully.

5.143 Hastings Urban Bikes objects to the proposed Link Road. It is a
highly controversial project which runs completely contrary to government
policies on reducing carbon emissions, pollution and car usage. It should be
cancelled and the alternatives re-appraised. The enormous cost of about £100
million is not justified by the claimed benefits. There is no evidence that it will
reduce traffic or lead to the regeneration of Hastings and Bexhill. It will lead to
increased traffic and CO2 emissions. The vast sums would be better spent on
creating a sustainable network of walking and cycling tracks in Hastings and
Bexhill.

6 DEVELOPMENT PLAN

6.1 The decision on all development plans should be taken in
accordance with the development plans unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. The development plan policies of relevance are set out
below:

Regional Planning Guidance for the South East RPG 9 — The development
plan consists of Regional Planning Guidance note 9, with its more recent
alterations, as the current Regional Spatial Strategy. Relevant policies from
RPG9 include T1 (Manage and Invest), T2 (Key Management Issues), T3
(Rural Dimension), T5 (Regional Spokes), T10 (Mobility Management), T17
(Priorities for Investment), Q1 (Urban Renaissance), Q2 (Form and Design of
Urban Development), Q4 (Urban Fringe), Q5 (Town and Local Centres), Q6
(Provision of Services), Q8 (Sustaining Rural Communities), E1 (Areas of
International and National Importance for Nature Conservation, Landscape
and Cultural Value), E2 (Biodiversity), E4 (Coastal and River Environment),
E5 (Woodland Habitats), E6 (Access to the Countryside), E7 (Air and Water
Quality), E8 (Soil and land quality), INF2 (The Water Cycle),RE1 (Economic
Success), RE3 (Long Term Approach), RE5 (Existing Employment Land
Resources), RE7 (Economic Distribution), H5 (Housing on Previously
Developed Land).



The East Sussex and Brighton and Hove Structure Plan 1991-2001
(Adopted 1999) - S1 (Strategy for a more Sustainable Future), S2
(Infrastructure), S3 (Infrastructure), S4 (Strategic Pattern of Development),
S10 (The Countryside), EN1 (General Environment), EN6 (The Coast), EN7
(Urban Fringe Areas), EN8 (Remote and Tranquil Areas), EN9 (Extensive and
Noisy Activities), EN11 (Water Quality and Conservation), EN13 (Air Quality),
EN17 (Nature Conservation), EN18 (Nature Conservation [enhancement])
EN20 (Habitat Compensation), EN26 (Built Environment), E1 (Economy and
Employment), TR1 (Integrated Transport and Environment Strategy), TR4
(Walking), TR5 (Cycling [facilities]), TR6 (Cycling [strategic network of
routes]), TR39 (Bexhill and Hastings) and TR40 (Bexhill and Hastings [bypass
link roads])

Hastings Local Plan (adopted 2004) - DG1 (Development Form); DG2
(Access and Parking); DG33 (Environmental Pollution); DG4 (- Noisy
Activities); DG8 (Protection of Views); DG26 (Flood Risk); DG27 (Surface
Water); NC2 (Sites of Special Scientific Interest); NC3 (Local Nature
Reserves); NC6 (Sites of Nature Conservation Importance); NC8 (General
Planning Requirements); NC9 (Information to Accompany Planning
Applications); NC10 (Ancient Woodland); L1 (Landscape Character); L3
(Development Outside the Built-Up Area), C1 (Development within
Conservation Areas), C2 (Demolition in a Conservation Area), C3
(Development involving Listed Buildings), C4 (Demolition of Listed Buildings)
and C6 (Archaeological Sites and Ancient Monuments).

Rother District Local Plan (adopted 2006) - DS1 (Development Principles);
DS4 (Development Boundaries); GD1 (General Development Considerations);
TR1 (Bexhill-Hastings link road area of search); TR2 (Improvements to
sustainable Transport); BX1 (Bexhill Planning Strategy); and BX2 (Land North
of Pebsham)

East Sussex and Brighton & Hove Waste Local Plan (adopted2006) —
WLP11 (waste minimisation)

6.2 The draft South East Plan has been submitted to Government as a
revision of RPG9, which will ultimately form the new Regional Spatial
Strategy. The Proposed Changes carry increased weight following publication,
as the EIP report has been published by the Government and emerging
relevant policies are: SCT1 (‘Core Strategy’), SCT2 (‘Enabling Economic
Regeneration’), SCT6 (‘Affordable Housing’), SCT7 (‘Implementation and
Delivery’), SP2 (Regional Hubs); CC1 (Sustainable Development), CC2
(Climate Change), CC7 (Infrastructure and Implementation), RE3
(Employment and Land Provision), RE6 (Competitiveness and addressing
structural economic weakness), H1 (Regional Housing Provision 2006-2026),
T1 (Manage and Invest), T8 (Regional Spokes), T2 (Mobility Management),
NRM1 (Sustainable water resources, groundwater and river water quality
management), NRM5 (Conservation and Improvement of Biodiversity), NRM7
(Woodlands), NRM8 (Coastal Management), NRM9 (Air Quality), NRM10
(Noise), C4 (Landscape and Countryside Management), BE1 Management for
Urban Renaissance, BE6 (Management of the Historic Environment), S1
(Supporting Healthy Communities), S6 (Community Infrastructure), SCT 1



(Sussex Coast Core Strategy) and SCT 2 (Sussex Coast enabling economic
regeneration).

6.3  Other documents considered material to this planning application are
Government policy set out in Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning
Policy Guidance Notes (PPG).

7 CONSIDERATIONS
Introduction

7.1 This report has been prepared following a detailed and extensive
examination of the issues, comments from the public and statutory
consultees, technical advice, together with the Development Plan policies
which are considered relevant to its determination and other material
considerations.

7.2 The Environmental Statement (ES) and Addendum to the ES
(submitted August 2008) have also been the subject of a review by the
Council’'s officers and peer review by the Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment (IEMA). Specific areas of clarification and
additional information requirements were identified from IEMA’s initial review
of the ES. In response to a number of queries on the planning application and
ES, the applicant has submitted further clarification, by way of the Addendum
to the ES, to support the submission. The applicant has also submitted a
Supplementary Nature Conservation Report in October 2008 comprising
additional environmental information.

7.3 The key considerations involved in the determination of this
application are whether:-

(@) The proposal conforms to the relevant Development Plan policies;
(b) Whether the Scheme is needed and is the appropriate solution;
(c) Whether the Link Road route is in an acceptable location;

(d) Whether the proposal has unacceptable adverse environmental,
social, transport and economic impacts, and

(e) Whether the need for the Scheme outweighs the adverse effects
identified in this report.

Key Issues:
Need

7.4 The Scheme has been identified as a mechanism for addressing
transportation, socio-economic and environmental issues in the area. The
Scheme is an integral part of a package of measures that seek to achieve
regeneration and transport objectives; significant reductions in traffic and
improvements to public transport reliability.

7.5 The need for transport initiatives has previously been well
documented in submissions made to the Department of Transport in the past
and more recently (including the Scheme submission bid in 2004) and in
regeneration strategies for Bexhill and Hastings. The Scheme also forms an
integral part of the defined package of regeneration measures promoted by



the Hastings and Bexhill Task Force (including representatives from the
County Council, South East England Development Agency (SEEDA), GOSE,
Hastings Borough and Rother District Councils, English Partnerships,
University of Brighton and the local MPs) as poor accessibility between
Hastings and Bexhill has been highlighted as a major impediment to
improving the economic integration of the two towns. The Scheme was also
considered to be a critical factor in unlocking major employment and housing
allocations in north Bexhill. These factors are reviewed in more detail below.

7.6 The provision of a link road from Bexhill to St. Leonards/north
Hastings has been recognised in the Adopted Rother District Local Plan and
an area of search has been safeguarded from prejudicial development within
Policy TR1 of the plan and is shown in the Proposals Map to the plan. The
current application site falls within this area of search. This must carry
considerable weight for development control purposes. There is no
corresponding policy within the Hastings Local Plan as the development of
route options came forward after its preparation and adoption in 2004.The
consideration of the application needs to have particular regard to the Local
Policy framework and development proposals specially tailored to meet key
objectives.

Release of Land

7.7 The Link Road is of importance to the delivery of the masterplan for
Bexhill and specifically to the development of land to the north-east of Bexhill
(known as the North East Bexhill Development — NEBD), which is allocated in
the Rother District Local Plan for major development under Policy BX2. This
land is to provide the focus for sustainable growth involving some 50,000 sq.
metres of business floorspace, with the potential for 1,500 to 2,000 jobs, along
with 1110 dwellings.. The Highway Agency have indicated that a substantial
development cannot be accommodated in terms of current trunk road capacity
on the A259 between Bexhill and Hastings. As well as directly enabling
NEBD, it is suggested that the relief of traffic congestion in the A259 corridor
would also enable other regeneration projects to be realised given that
capacity constraints and existing levels of congestion currently restrict the
potential for new developments along the A259. The Scheme would allow
further improvements in bus services to be made, both on the new road and
on the relieved A259 corridor.

Regeneration and Economic Benefits

7.8 The Link road is considered to be important in its regeneration
potential and forms part of the clearly defined package of regeneration
measures promoted by the Hastings and Bexhill Task Force. The applicant’s
Regeneration Statement sets out the current socio-economic conditions and
regeneration potential that would be facilitated by the Scheme, and highlights
the fact that the need for regeneration in Hastings and Bexhill has been
recognised by the Government as a priority for the region.

7.9 Hastings Borough as well as Rother District are also expected to
deliver a significant number of new dwellings with the growth in the number of
households in Hastings and Rother also increasing the supply of the
workforce, the number of potential new business start ups and transport



usage. This recognises the long-term locational advantages that the NEBD
will have and its significant contribution that its development would have to the
regeneration and workforce needs of the area. Further, Rother District
Council’s ‘Consultation on Strategy Directions’ 2008, which is part of
developing their Core Strategy, clearly identifies housing growth (with a
preferred housing target of 3,100 — 3,300 dwellings) at Bexhill and business
growth (with a target of 60,000 sg. metres) contributing to the town’s
economic and social objectives.

7.10 In addition, it is advocated that the Scheme will address social
policy priorities for tackling deprivation, low skills and poor housing in Hastings
and Bexhill, through the development possibilities the road provides,
increased access to local employment from deprived wards and the creation
of an economic circle for local communities.

7.11 Regional level policies recognise the importance of regeneration to
the Sussex Coast and identify Hastings as a Regional Hub where there
should be a focus for investment in transport infrastructure, new investment in
economic activity and regeneration, as well as community facilities and
housing (draft South East Plan Policy SP2) Improvements in transport
networks in coastal towns in South East England are identified as being
critical in order to increase their connectivity with the prosperous parts of the
region and thus raise competitiveness. The Link Road proposals are
consistent with this Regional direction and is supported at the local level
including the Rother District Council’'s ‘Consultation on Strategy Directions’
2008 which gives priority to improving strategic transport infrastructure that
increases access to jobs and provides the regeneration of the coastal towns
and identifies the early construction of the Bexhill Hastings Link Road as a
means to achieving this objective.

Traffic and Local Environmental Issues

7.12 The A27/A259 is identified as the principal east-west route for the
East Sussex Area, and as the only direct route between Bexhill and Hastings.
The A259 corridor suffers from traffic congestion, poor bus reliability,
community severance, poor pedestrian and cycle provision and a high
accident rate and as such the Scheme has been developed to relieve
congestion and reliability pressures on the A259.

7.13 Air quality problems along the A259 Bexhill Road on the coastal
strip between the two towns have also been identified. The corridor has been
designated an Air Quality Management Area, it is proposed that the
construction of the Scheme is the action with the greatest impact to reduce
PM10 emissions within the AQMA and as such would constitute a principal
management measure. The appropriateness of such a measure when
considered against Regional Policy (RPG9 Policy E7 and draft South East
Plan Policy NRM9) and local policies (including Hastings Local Plan Policy
DG33) is appraised in the ‘air quality’ section of this report.

7.14 The congestion on the coastal A259 trunk road has led to a
number of alternative inland routes being used to accommodate traffic that is
seeking to travel between Bexhill and Hastings and to destinations either