
 

 
 

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 
(as amended) 

 
Scoping Opinion 

 
Application Number: HS/EIA/20/00828 
Proposed Development: Request for scoping test under Town and Country Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 - Proposed 
development of 4450 sqm flexible use industrial units providing 
employment space within use classes e and b2, combined with the 
renewal of the extant planning permissions for automotive showrooms on 
plots 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 Queensway north.    

Location:   Queensway North, Queensway, St Leonards-on-sea 
 
1.0  Introduction 
 
1.1 The scoping opinion relates to the land at Queensway North, Queensway. The 

development comprises of 4000sqm light industrial / manufacturing units (use classes 
E/B2), the development of 450sqm of bespoke space for a local employer and the 
renewal of planning permissions HS/FA/16/00330 and HS/FA/18/00761 for car 
showrooms to retain relocation options for the car dealership impacted upon by the 
Queensway Gateway Road’s construction. 

 
1.2 The site comprises an area of undeveloped land north of Queensway and includes the 

existing access into the Queensway North area. The area of the site is just over 0.5ha. 
The site is north-east of the Enviro21 Innovation Park and north of Castleham 
Industrial Estate. The site is surrounded to the north and north-west by the Marline 
Valley SSSI, part of which is also designated as an Ancient Woodland, Further to the 
north lies High Beech Chalet Park. The site is located within the Combe Valley 
Countryside Park as well as in the functional flood plain.  It is also within a designated 
landfill area. 

 
1.3 The northern portion of the site is part of the employment allocation in the Hastings 

Local Plan - Development Management Plan (Policy LRA6). 
 
1.4  As required by the 2017 Regulations, all relevant statutory consultees were notified of 

the applicant's request for a scoping opinion, originally, and following the receipt of 
further information. Responses received can be found in Appendix A. 

 
2.0  Scoping Opinion 
 
2.1  The matters covered in the scoping report (by SeaChange Sussex, November 2020) 

cover many of the most important elements for this site.  
 
2.2 The scoping opinion covers the following areas:  
 Ecology, Hydrology & Drainage, Landscape & Visual, Transport & Access, Land Use, 

Air Quality and Pollution, Lighting, Cultural Heritage / Archaeology, Noise & Vibration, 
Grounds Conditions, Waste, Cumulative Effects & Impact Interactions, Transboundary 
effects 



 
 
 
2.3 All issues identified within the scoping report should be included within an 

Environmental Statement.  It is also considered that all other environmental 
issues should still be included within the Environmental Statement, with 
evidence and discussion around why they will not result in a significant 
environmental effect.   

 
2.4 Furthermore, the following should also be addressed within an Environmental 

Statement: 
 

Assessment of alternatives 
 
2.5 Further descriptive evidence should be provided here to make clear which alternatives 

have been considered and why they have been discounted. Whilst the justification 
provided in the previous EIA might still be applicable, this has to be included within an 
Environmental Statement. 

 
 Ecology 
 
2.6 As the site is undeveloped, ecology is a key consideration. However, the site’s 

proximity to the Marine Valley Woods Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) has 
been of particular interest to most of the consultees. 

 
2.7  Despite the surveying already undertaken at the site, due to the age of the surveys 

(2012) and the likely change in circumstances on the site, new surveys are necessary 
to be carried out. Whilst the scoping report states that the application site in question 
has been previously cleared of protected species and potential habitat, it is considered 
that a new survey (at least a Phase 1 ecological survey) should be carried out to 
establish the factual state of the site. It should include as a minimum an assessment 
of the potential for the site, and any surrounding areas likely to be subject to impacts 
(permanent or temporary), to support habitats of interest and/or legally-protected 
species. There appear to be a number of mature trees within the red line boundary – 
each of these would need to be assessed for the presence of bats and nesting birds. 
Common reptile species may occur within any areas of longer grassland and nesting 
birds will be a constraint within any dense woody vegetation to be removed. 

  
  
2.8 A Phase 1 ecological survey will determine whether there is any evidence of protected 

species or whether the site offers habitat suitable for supporting protected species, 
and whether the proposed works are likely to result in impacts to those habitats or 
species. Unless the consultant is able to conclude that there is no reasonable 
likelihood of protected species being present (due to negligible potential) or, that if 
present they are not to be impacted by the works, it is likely that further ecological 
survey work (Phase 2 survey) will be required prior to determination of the application. 
The results of any further surveys should be used to provide an assessment of the 
likely ecological impacts of the proposed works and to inform any mitigation 
measures. 

 
2.9  It would be also useful to also include concise information on the works already 

carried out on the wider site. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
2.10  The comments made by Natural England and the Council’s Ecology Officer should be 

duly noted. 
 
2.11 The submitted Scoping Report states that no additional tree, scrub or long grassland 

clearance is necessary to facilitate the development currently being proposed. 
However, it should be noted that the site is subject to tree cover and plot 2/1 is subject 
to a Tree Preservation Order, two individual trees on the western boundary and two 
groups of trees near the western and northern boundaries. Any new development of 
the site will need to carefully consider how these trees are retained and protected 
during construction. An application should be supported by a Tree Survey, a Tree 
Impact Assessment and Tree Mitigation Report, which sets necessary works and 
methods of protection required for those trees intended to be retained. It is noted that 
to the east of plot 1/1 is an ancient woodland and development should be sufficiently 
removed from the wood to ensure no harm. The National Planning Policy Guidance 
states that, 'For ancient woodlands, you should have a buffer zone of at least 15 
metres to avoid root damage' Further guidance regarding development in respect of 
ancient woodland can be found using this link: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-
woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences#ancient-woodland 

 
 
2.12 The concerns raised by Natural England in respect of the development of Plot 2.1 

should be noted. Whilst the entire site is allocated for employment purposes within the 
current Adopted Local Plan; this does not override the concerns of Natural England. 

 
2.13 The submitted scoping report does not include any Net Biodiversity Gain on the site. 

The net gains for biodiversity and the SSSI require to be clearly demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of Natural England and the Council and in line with Planning Policy and 
Legislation. 

 
2.14 The protection of ecology at this site is of utmost importance so the applicant is 

advised to consider the comments from the consultees carefully. 
 
2.15 The hydrogeological implications on the adjacent Marline Valley Woods Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) are discussed in the Hydrology and Drainage Section below. 
 
 
 Hydrology and Drainage 
 
2.16 The complexity of drainage and hydrology at this site needs to be considered 

seriously. 
 
2.17 Complex hydrogeological impact pathways exist between the Queensway North site 

and the adjacent Marline Valley Woods Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The 
interest features of the SSSI include bryophytes which rely on the continuation of the 
existing hydrological regime (the quality and quantity of water flowing from the 
application site to the SSSI. The development of Queensway North is a significant risk 
to the SSSI’s interest features as the developments disrupt the hydrological regime by 
removing and altering existing permeable areas and introducing pollution risks. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
2.18 The submitted scoping report suggests that a surface water drainage strategy was 

developed as part of the 2012 planning permission to ensure that the SSSI is not 
significantly affected by the proposed development and a ground water monitoring 
program has been in place since 2007; as there is an agreed strategy of monitoring 
and mitigation in place for development on this site the potential for development 
proposals implemented in line with the surface water drainage strategy to adversely  

 affect the SSSI has been limited by the previously agreed measures. The submitted 
scoping report proposes that a full assessment of the proposed site drainage will be 
provided in the Hydrology & Drainage ES Chapter and will demonstrate that the 
drainage proposals associated with the current application adhere to the site wide 
principles and will not compromise or conflict with the primary drainage infrastructure 
already agreed and installed. The scoping report considers that the drainage chapter 
of the EIA should be limited in scope to explaining how impacts will be avoided 
through the implementation of the previously agreed monitoring and mitigation 
measures. This level of detail and such an approach will not be acceptable. 

 
 
2.19 Natural England has commented that they had concerns with the previously approved 

scheme as it was not SUDS led. Whilst the provision of swales was recommended at 
that stage they advised at that time that all future developments coming forward 
should show they are Suds -led and maximise greenspace in order to mimic the 
existing hydrological regime as far as possible.  

 
2.20 It is prudent that any submitted strategy should be finalised taking into account the 

comments made by Natural England and the Council’s Ecology Officer and ideally 
further communication with Natural England. Comments from the SUDS authority 
should also be taken into account in devising the drainage strategy. 

 
2.21 It is also suggested the applicant engage with Natural England’s national hydrology 

expert to ensure a proposal for development comes forward that satisfies their 
concerns. 

 
2.22  Natural England has advised that these developments should be assessed in-

combination to gain a more robust understanding of the impacts of developing this site 
as a whole. Careful assessment of the impact of continuing to develop adjacent to the 
SSSI should form part of a new Environmental Statement and submitted to the council 
for scrutiny to ensure the current proposals do not, on top of previous developments, 
cumulatively compromise the integrity of the natural features of the SSSI and its 
environs.  Such an assessment may help identify constraints and limitations to the 
extent of development in line with Natural England’s request to remove part of the site 
from development. 

 
2.23  Foul water should also be addressed in the Environmental Statement. 
 
 

 Landscape and Visual  
 
2.24 Taking into consideration, the age of the survey, it is considered that a concise and 

updated Landscape and Visual Assessment should be included in the Environmental 
Statement. 



 
 
 
 
 Transport and Access 
 
2.25 The approach to Transport and Access is supported.  
 
 
 Land Use 
 
2.26  The approach to land use is supported.  
 
 
 Air Quality  
 
2.27 The approach to Air Quality is supported. 
 
 
 Ground Conditions  
 
2.28 The overall approach to Ground conditions is supported. However, Natural England 

comments must be taken into account. It is advisable to get the approach agreed with 
Natural England in order to avoid and where necessary mitigate any cumulative 
impacts on hydrology, drainage and ecology.  

 
 
 Noise and Vibration 
 
2.29 The overall approach to Noise and Vibration is supported. 
 
 
 Cultural Heritage/Archaeology 
 
2.30 The comments from the County/s Archaeological Officer should be taken into account 

and the necessary works undertaken. IT is not considered that this section can be 
scoped out of the Environmental Statement. 

 
 
 Lighting  
 
2.31 The overall approach to lighting is supported. 
 
 
 Waste 
 
2.32 The approach to Waste is supported. 
 
 
 Cumulative Effects and Impact Interactions 
 
2.33 This assessment is supported. 
 
 



 
 
 
2.34 Natural England has advised that the developments on Queensway should be 

assessed in-combination to gain a more robust understanding of the impacts of 
developing this site as a whole. Please see the consultation response. 

 
 Transboundary Effects 
 
2.35 This approach is supported. 
 
. Other Matters 
 
2.36 Taking into consideration that significant time has passed since the previous 

Environmental Statement was submitted (in the year 2012), it seems prudent that a 
new assessment is undertaken rather than just an update to the previous one. This 
approach of providing an update to the previous one is not considered acceptable. 

 
2.37 Socio-Economic impacts of the development should also be included in the 

Environmental Statement/EIA. 
 
2.38 Microclimate as a result of cumulative development in the area and the impact on the 

SSSI should also be discussed. 
 
2.39 The topic of Air Quality and Pollution within the scoping report does not discuss 

pollution. Pollution control should be included as a topic to be considered in the 
Environmental Statement/EIA. 

 
2.40 It is considered that none of the topics should be scoped out of the report; a 

justification paragraph on why further consideration of that matter is not needed 
should be included in the Environmental Statement/EIA. 

 
3.0  Conclusion 
 
3.1  The Local Planning Authority has concluded: 
 

 a)  that the development falls within Schedule 2 part 10 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended) and 
that 

 
 b) the development will have potential significant effects on the environment such as 

to justify a separate Environmental Impact Assessment. 
 
 d) the applicant is advised to address the above matters when producing an 

Environmental Statement and to take note of the comments from the consultees in 
Appendix A. 

  

 
....................................................... 
for Planning Services Manager 
 
Dated: 03.02.2021 
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PLANNING APPLICATION:  ARBORICULTURAL RESPONSE FORM 
Based on inspection of drawings and Arboricultural Report. 
 
 
Date: 21.12.20 
Application Number: HS/EIA/20/00828 
 

 

Address: Queensway North, Queensway, St Leonards-on-sea 
 
Request for scoping test under Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 - Proposed development of 4450 SQM flexible use 
industrial units providing employment space within use classes E and B2, combined with 
the renewal of the extant planning permissions for automotive showrooms on plots 1.1, 1.2, 
2.1 and 2.2 Queensway North 
 

 
COMMENTS 
   

The proposal has the potential to impact upon Marline Valley SSSI. 

Any development proposal must comply with Hastings Council Planning Policy NC10 and 
NC11. 

 
APPENDIX 1   Legislation, Policy and Guidance Considerations 
 
Where appropriate, relevant legislation, policy and guidance considerations has been taken 
into account in consideration of the proposal, including: 
 

• BS5837:2012 Trees I relation to design, demolition and construction – 
Recommendations 

• BS3998:2010 Tree work - Recommendations 
• Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
• Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (as amended) 
• Hedgerow Regulations 1997 
• National Planning Policy Framework  
• Hastings Local Plan  
• Natural England Standing Advice  
• Town & Country Planning Act 1990 

 
 



 
 
 
Communities, Economy & Transport County Hall   
  
     St Anne’s Crescent 
Rupert Clubb    Lewes 
BEng(Hons) CEng MICE   East Sussex 
Director     BN7 1UE 
    

   
 Tel: 0345 60 80 190 
   
 Fax: 01273 479536 
  
 www.eastsussex.gov.uk 
 

 
 

 22nd December 2020 
 

Our Reference: AR HS20 00828 Queensway North PRE 
For the attention of: Ishita Sheth 

 
Dear Mr Palmer 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSULTATION 
 
HS/EIA/20/00828. Queensway North, Queensway, St Leonards-on-sea. 
Request for scoping test under Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 - Proposed development of 4450 SQM flexible use 
industrial units providing employment space within use classes E and B2, combined 
with the renewal of the extant planning permissions for automotive showrooms on 
plots 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 Queensway North. 
 
 
Thank you for sending this request for our consideration.  
 
The area proposed for development has already been subject to the archaeological 
mitigation measures outlined below. 
 

• A detailed archaeological desk – based assessment, placing the application site in 
its archaeological and historic context. This assessment concluded that the site has 
the potential to ‘contain’ below ground archaeological remains, particularly those 
dating from the Mesolithic, Neolithic and Romano-British periods. A number of 
landscape features (eg. field boundaries, a quarry and a road) probably dating to the 
early post-medieval period were also noted (May 2012). 
 

• A geophysical survey undertaken across accessible area of the application site. This 
work recorded a number of potential archaeological features (August 2012). 
 

• An archaeological watching brief maintained on groundworks associated with the 
construction of an estate road and drainage facilities. No below ground 
archaeological features were found during this investigation. However, the post – 

Andrew Palmer 
Borough Planning Officer 
Hastings Borough Counci 
Aquila House, Breeds Place 
Hastings  
TN38 9BB 
 



medieval origin of one of the visible field boundaries (see above) was confirmed 
(November 2017). 
 

• The preparation of a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for an ‘archaeological 
strip, map and sample watching brief’ to take place within the southern corner of the 
application site (plot 2.2). I can find no evidence in our records to suggest that the 
fieldwork defined by this WSI has been undertaken (January 2018). 
 

• A trial – trench evaluation of a discrete parcel of land located fairly centrally within 
the overall application site (plot 1.1). No archaeological features or artefacts were 
discovered during this investigation (November 2018). 
 

 
In light of the archaeological work summarised above, I can make the following 
recommendations at this stage. 
 

• No further archaeological desk – based assessment of the application site is 
required. 
 

• No further archaeological site investigation of plot 1.1 (the parcel of land already 
evaluated) is required. 

 
• Any groundworks carried – out in the southern corner of the application site (plot 

2.2) should be subject to the ‘archaeological strip, map and sample watching brief’ 
defined in the already prepared WSI. 

 
• The areas of the application site previously subject to geophysical survey, together 

with any areas of the site newly accessible by vegetation clearance etc. should be 
subject to trial – trench evaluation in order to more accurately determine their 
archaeological potential. Further archaeological mitigation measures may be 
required in these areas if significant archaeological features, deposits and / or 
artefacts are revealed during the trial- trench evaluation. 

 
In furtherance of these recommendations, we shall be available to advise the applicant on 
how they can best fulfil any archaeological condition that is applied to their planning 
permission.  
 
This advice is provided to the Local Planning Authority by the County Archaeologist in line 
with the Service Level Agreement and is not a statutory consultation response. 
 
Perhaps you could send us a copy of the decision, once it has been made. Meanwhile, 
please do not hesitate to contact us again if you need further information or advice.  
 
Yours sincerely 
Chris Greatorex  
 
Archaeological Officer 
Archaeology Section                   
Environment Advice Team 
East Sussex County Council 
 
Direct Dial 01273 336178 / 07702 152468 
chris.greatorex@eastsussex.gov.uk 
 

mailto:chris.greatorex@eastsussex.gov.uk


Communities Economy and Transport County Hall 
 St Anne’s Crescent 
Rupert Clubb Lewes 
BEng(Hons) CEng MICE East Sussex 
Director BN7 1UE 
   
 Tel: 0345 60 80 190 
 www.eastsussex.gov.uk  
 
To:   Housing and Planning Services 
 Hastings Borough Council 
 Muriel Matters House 
 Breeds Place, Hastings 
 TN34 3UY  
FAO: Ishita Sheth 
 
Our Ref:  HS/EIA/20/00828 
Borough Ref: HS/EIA/20/00828 
 
Applicant:   
 
Location:  Queensway North, Queensway, St Leonards-on-sea 
   
Development: Request for scoping test under Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 - Proposed development of 4450 
SQM flexible use industrial units providing employment space within use classes E and B2, 
combined with the renewal of the extant planning permissions for automotive showrooms 
on plots 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 Queensway North 
         
Road Name or 
Number A2690 Consultation 

Date 24 November 2020 

National Grid 
Reference 

578576 
112363 

Contact          
Officer Details: 

Claire Warwick  
01273 482284 
claire.warwick@eastsussex.gov.uk 

 
Recommendation:  

No objection X Objection  

No objection subject to the 
imposition of conditions  Objection due to 

insufficient information  

 
 
Response 
I do not object to this application. It is noted that the highway and transport matters in 
relation to this proposal will be covered by a separate Transport Assessment.  
I recommend however that the applicant contacts the Highway Authority to seek pre-
application advice and agree the scope of the TA itself, before submitting any planning 
application.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Claire Warwick        15 December 2020 
On behalf of the Highway Authority 
For Director of Communities, Economy and Transport   



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Hastings Borough Council 
Aquila House  
Breeds Place 
Hastings 
East Sussex 
TN34 3UY 
 
 

 
Our ref: HA/2020/122758/01 
Your ref: HS/EIA/20/00828  
 
Date:  11 December 2020 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
REQUEST FOR SCOPING TEST UNDER TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
(ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) REGULATIONS 2017 - PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT OF 4450 SQM FLEXIBLE USE INDUSTRIAL UNITS PROVIDING 
EMPLOYMENT SPACE WITHIN USE CLASSES E AND B2, COMBINED WITH THE 
RENEWAL OF THE EXTANT PLANNING PERMISSIONS FOR AUTOMOTIVE 
SHOWROOMS ON PLOTS 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 AND 2.2 QUEENSWAY NORTH.    
 
QUEENSWAY NORTH, QUEENSWAY, ST LEONARDS-ON-SEA.       
 
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the above Scoping Opinion.   
 
We have reviewed the Scoping Opinion Request letter (letter dated 5 November 2020 by 
Sea Change Sussex) which was accompanied with a copy of the previous Environmental 
Statement (ES) (dated October 2012, project ref: 26499, by Peter Brett Associates) for 
Queensway North Business Park. It is for the Local Planning Authority to determine 
whether it is satisfactory for the Applicant to update the previous ES, albeit we would have 
no objections to that proposal as the scope of the previous ES is satisfactory in regard to 
matters within our remit.  
 
In regard to the previous ES (October 2012), we have some minor comments/advice which 
may assist the Applicant with updating the document. These are set out below:  
 
• We note that Section 9.4.24 of the ES states in regard to foul drainage that “Southern 

Water has been commissioned to undertake a capacity check on the basis of a 
discharge from the Application Site.” Section 8.5.18 then specifies a capacity check has 
been undertaken and sewer upsizing is required. We are pleased that connection to 
mains sewer is proposed, and this is in line with national planning policy (National 
Planning Practice Guidance for Water supply, wastewater and water quality). Given the 
proximity of the site to mains facilities, if this proposal was changed to a non-mains 
drainage system it should be noted that we would be likely to object to such a change. 
 

• We would recommend that there is consideration of possible opportunities for the 
delivery of biodiversity net gain on site (at least 10% on existing). The upcoming 
Environment Bill specifies that all development (subject to some exceptions) should 



deliver biodiversity net gain. Whilst this is not law yet, any biodiversity net gain, no 
matter how small, represents a positive contribution to the natural environment and 
communities. 

 
• We note that as groundwater levels are shallow on site, there may be a need for 

dewatering activities during construction. The Applicant should consider the following 
information in regard to dewatering (if applicable) - 

 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-
surface-water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water. 

 
• The ES refers to pollution prevention measures being incorporated during construction 

and the preparation of a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which 
we would support.  

 
Our guidance on pollution prevention measures can be found here – 
 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/pollution-prevention-for-businesses.  
 
In the event of a pollution incident, all works should cease immediately and the 
Environment Agency should be contacted via our incident hotline 0800 80 70 60 (24-
hour service). 

 
• We are unsure if the Japanese Knotweed has been cleared from site. In case it has not, 

the Applicant should be aware of the following advice: 
 

o Our remit with regard to Japanese Knotweed extends to the need for approval 
from us if it is proposed that there is application/use of herbicides, and that 
occurs within or adjacent to any watercourse.  

 
Any offsite disposal must be made in accordance with relevant waste legislation.  

 
Further information is available on the gov.uk website here –  
 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/prevent-japanese-knotweed-from-spreading. 

 
• We would advise the Applicant to contact Natural England at the earliest opportunity for 

up-to-date advice upon ecological matters connected with the site. 
 

• This comment is for completeness, but just to note that there are a number of 
typographical errors within the previous ES which should be rectified (for example, 
section 8.6.7), and references to legislation etc. are likely to need updating. 

       
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me using the contact details shown below should you 
have any queries regarding the above information.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Miss Phoebe Nelson 
Sustainable Places Advisor 
 
Direct dial: 02077141637 
Direct e-mail: phoebe.nelson@environment-agency.gov.uk  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/pollution-prevention-for-businesses
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/prevent-japanese-knotweed-from-spreading
mailto:phoebe.nelson@environment-agency.gov.uk


 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
Further comments were received from Natural England on 28th January 2021 
 
 
It is correct that a surface water drainage strategy was developed previously. Natural 
England commented on the strategy with concerns that it was not a SUDs led scheme 
relying on underground storage tanks for example, which has additional threats to 
breaching of the sandstone layer and impacting hydrological pathways to the SSSI. We had 
been consulted late in the day on this matter and the overarching scheme was not 
substantively changed.; we advised that swale features were incorporated. I think the 
attached letter sets out these issues. 
 
We advised at that time that all future developments coming forward should show they are 
Suds -led and maximise greenspace in order to mimic the existing hydrological regime as 
far as possible.  This is a critical point for these schemes. We would therefore welcome an 
updated scheme that utilised Suds in particular as this matter is so important for the SSSI. 
Many schemes are utilising Suds as a matter of course and the topography of the scheme 
would suit a suds led solution which is of course also more sustainable with climate change. 
 
Of great concern are the proposals to develop in the north west plot. This has outcrops of 
sandstone and we had advised that development avoided this area. It is a matter of great 
concern that our clear advice is not being followed with the latest proposals. An extract from 
our advice is provided below: 
 
Future applications-request to attach the following to any discharge of conditions  
  
 
In order to protect Marline Valley woods SSSI from cumulative impacts of the peacemeal  
development Queensway North we advise that  all future applications for Queensway north 
demonstrably show that they:  
  
 



• Have been designed around a SuDS-lead scheme which maximises greenspace and 
minimises underground storage. A clear SuDS approach will be requisite. 
Developments will need demonstrate that they have been designed around the need 
to retain greenspace and incorporate exemplar infrastructure such as green rooves 
and rain gardens for example.  Demonstrate how they contribute towards mimicking 
the existing hydrological regime: Such features will need to be a key feature of any 
new development at Queensway North.  

  
The above will be a particularly important aspect to consider for any development coming 
forward in the North West plot as the sandstone layers have been shown to outcrop in this 
area which is also closest to the SSSI. This leaves no contingency time should an accident 
happen. Natural England has advised variously that any development in this area would be 
of key concern to Natural England.  Again I refer you to our previous comments (March 
2016, April 2016, and June 2016) on this issue  
  
Further advice: Clarification of Drawing 26499/2004/500/002 (Foul and surface water 
drainage site-wide) We confirm that we very recently received a drawing (number 
26499/2004/500/002). We assume that this was attached in error as the drawing is not 
appropriate for the Queensway North Site for reasons discussed variously in previous 
applications and highlighted below:   
  
The drawing does not include any of the swale features that we have approved within 
Drawing 26499/2004/500/003. Furthermore the drawing shows future development plots at 
Queensway North to be serviced by a very large storage tanks which we advise is not 
compliant with the Sitewide Management Plan. We advise that this drawing is clearly not 
reflective of the progress that has been made through continued negotiation between 
Natural England, the applicants and ESCC regarding the need for the strategy to 
demonstrably incorporate greater Suds measures. We have welcomed the improvements 
made thus far in this area. We therefore assume that this drawing has been submitted in 
error and should be removed. For clarity our comments and recommendations for this 
application relate only to drawing 26499/2004/500/003 and not to 26499/2004/500/002 
which is not appropriate for this site . 
 
Therefore drawing 26499/2004/500/003 was reviewed by us and due to the late stage in the 
application was agreed with additional swale features. We would welcome a revised Suds 
led plan and reiterate that maximising greenspace and suds features is key, in addition to 
avoiding development within the north-west plot. 
 
 
A previous response to the various applications was attached to the above response as 
follows: 
 
Planning consultation:  
1) Application: HS/CD/15/01082 Discharge of Conditions 4 (Approval of WSI), 6i) (Drainage Details) 
and 8 (Road Construction) of Planning Permission HS/FA/12/00802.  
 
 
 
2) Application: HS/CD/16/00536 Part discharge of condition 6 (i) (surface water management) of 
planning permission HS/FA/12/00802. Queensway North, St Leonards-on-sea.  
 
3) Application: HS/CD/16/00189 Discharge of conditions 9,10,11,12& 13 of Planning Permission 
HS/FA/12/00802. Queensway North, St Leonards-on-sea  
 



4) Application: HS/CD/16/00662 |Discharge of Schedule 1 Section 1 (biodiversity and drainage 
strategy) of Section 106 agreement for planning permission HS/FA/12/00802  
 
5) Application: HS/FA/15/00817 Construction of new factory premises of 2,818m2 (30,333 sf) 
comprising manufacturing space, showroom, offices, welfare facilities and ancillary service yard and 
car park areas  
 
6) Application: HS/FA/16/00330 The erection of a car showroom and workshop, display parking, 
customer car parking, internal access road and landscaping. Queensway North, Queensway, St 
Leonards-on-sea  
 
Location: Queensway North, St Leonards-on-sea.  
Thank you for your consultation on the above applications. Please note that this letter represents 
Natural England’s considered advice for all remaining applications as listed above. This advice is 
provided both in response to the suite of information which has recently been provided in support of 
the various applications and further to our meeting regarding Queensway North. Please note part A) 
relates to all outstanding site-wide matters and overarching applications and part B) to individual 
development plots.  
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
Marline Valley Woods Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)  
Natural England’s concerns regarding the development of this site pertain to the complex and 
varying hydro-geology of the Queensway North site and the fact that the SSSI’s Interest features 
(bryophytes) are hydro-geologically linked to the application site. Any change in the existing hydro-
geological regime caused by the development of Queensway North has the potential to impact 
deleteriously on the SSSI’s interest features.  
 
A) Site-wide applications:  
 
1) Application: HS/CD/15/01082 Discharge of Conditions 4 (Approval of WSI), 6i) (Drainage Details) 
and 8 (Road Construction) of Planning Permission HS/FA/12/00802.  
 
This application pertains to the discharge of conditions for the original Spine Road application 
HS/FA/12/00802. Our recent response advised that the following key areas are revised.  
1) An increase in the SuDS components of the scheme to reflect the requirements of the 
Management Plan for QWN and to allow a greater proportion of site-wide natural recharge of the 
aquifer;  
2) An exploration of the potential for the North West corner of the site to accommodate enhanced 
SuDS features.  
 
With regard to point 1 above we note drawing 26499/2004/500/003 which provides amended details 
of the site-wide drainage scheme. We advise the following:  
 We  we lcome  the  inclus ion of the  s wa le  fe a ture s  both to the  north of plot dp1/1 a nd within the  
North West area of the site. We advise that these are incorporated into the drainage scheme for 
Queensway North.  
 
With regard to point 2 above concerning the potential to maximise SuDS features in the North-West 
area of the site, we further note the explanatory text which accompanies this application.  
 We  note  tha t the  a pplica nts  ha ve  dismis s e d a ny furthe r S uDS  improve me nts  in this area. We are 
disappointed that the reason for not improving SuDS capacity in this area has been cited as it 
decreases the developable area here. Natural England would remind the applicants that they need 
to demonstrate how the drainage strategy has been designed around maximising greenspace, 
mimicking the existing regime as far as possible and protecting the downstream SSSI.  
 
However in consideration of the above we confirm that provided the swales as shown in drawing 
26499/2004/500/003 are incorporated into the design, and that the following advice is 
attached to any grant of planning permission, the application can be discharged.  



 
Future applications-request to attach the following to any discharge of conditions  
In order to protect Marline Valley woods SSSI from cumulative impacts of the peacemeal 
development Queensway North we advise that all future applications for Queensway north 
demonstrably show that they:  
 

• Have been designed around a SuDS-lead scheme which maximises greenspace and 
minimises underground storage. A clear SuDS approach will be requisite. Developments will 
need demonstrate that they have been designed around the need to retain greenspace and 
incorporate exemplar infrastructure such as green rooves and rain gardens for example.  

 
• Demonstrate how they contribute towards mimicking the existing hydrological regime: Such 

features will need to be a key feature of any new development at Queensway North.  
 
The above will be a particularly important aspect to consider for any development coming forward in 
the North West plot as the sandstone layers have been shown to outcrop in this area which is also 
closest to the SSSI. This leaves no contingency time should an accident happen. Natural England 
has advised variously that any development in this area would be of key concern to Natural 
England. Again I refer you to our previous comments (March 2016, April 2016, and June 2016) on 
this issue  
 
Further advice: Clarification of Drawing 26499/2004/500/002 (Foul and surface water drainage 
site-wide)  
We confirm that we very recently received a drawing (number 26499/2004/500/002). We assume 
that this was attached in error as the drawing is not appropriate for the Queensway North Site for 
reasons discussed variously in previous applications and highlighted below:  
 
The drawing does not include any of the swale features that we have approved within Drawing 
26499/2004/500/003. Furthermore the drawing shows future development plots at Queesnway 
North to be serviced by a very large storage tanks which we advise is not compliant with the Site-
wide Management Plan. We advise that this drawing is clearly not reflective of the progress that has 
been made through continued negotiation between Natural England, the applicants and ESCC 
regarding the need for the strategy to demonstrably incorporate greater SuDS measures. We have 
welcomed the improvements made thus far in this area. We therefore assume that this drawing has 
been submitted in error and should be removed. For clarity our comments and recommendations for 
this application relate only to drawing 26499/2004/500/003 and not to 26499/2004/500/002 which is 
not appropriate for this site. 
  
2) Application: HS/CD/16/00536 Part discharge of condition 6 (i) (surface water management) of 
planning permission HS/FA/12/00802. Queensway North, St Leonards-on-sea.  
 
We have no further comment regarding this application as it pertains to the flood risk aspect of the 
scheme.  
 
 
3) Application: HS/CD/16/00189 Discharge of conditions 9,10,11,12& 13 of Planning Permission 
HS/FA/12/00802. Queensway North, St Leonards-on-sea  
 
 
 
 
Further to our comments of April 2016 and July 2016. We note the amended Contingency plan for 
any breach in sandstone layer and the amended CEMP. These are detailed in a letter dated 4th 

November.  
 
We welcome the amendments to the above which includes consultation with Natural England 
should any breach in the sandstone layer occur and advise that this condition can be discharged.  
 



4) Application: HS/CD/16/00662 |Discharge of Schedule 1 Section 1 (biodiversity and drainage 
strategy) of Section 106 agreement for planning permission HS/FA/12/00802  
 
Further to our correspondence of 9 November 2016 Natural England re-iterates the following:  
Natural England agrees with the amendments to the content of the Management Plan which is 
provided in support of application HS/CD/16/00662. This has been provided further to our meeting 
last month. Natural England notes that it now contains key information such as the Flood Risk 
Assessment which includes the Drainage Strategy for the site.  
Monitoring  
We welcome the inclusion of monitoring in the approved site-wide Management Plan and drainage 
strategy. We note the monitoring which has occurred to date on the site and we have advised that 
that it is imperative that this occurs continuously throughout construction and then in perpetuity 
following the completion of development.  
 
B) Individual Development Plots  
 
5) Application: HS/FA/15/00817 Construction of new factory premises of 2,818m2 (30,333 sf) 
comprising manufacturing space, showroom, offices, welfare facilities and ancillary service yard and 
car park areas.  
 
Further to our previous letters (Nov 2015, March 2016 July 2016) we advise the following:  
We welcome the additional swale features and permeable paving which have been included in the 
scheme. We further welcome the removal of the second service yard area which has provided an 
area of undeveloped land which will remain free –draining and unsurfaced. The purpose of this area 
must be to remain free-draining, allowing ingress of water and contributing towards natural recharge 
of the aquifer. We note that the applicants have advised us that the application can proceed without 
breaching the sandstone layers and that the building footprint has been altered to provide further 
assurance here.  
We advise that providing the following can be secured via a suitably worded condition, Natural 
England is satisfied that application HS/FA/15/00817 is not likely to damage the interest features of 
Marline Valley Woods SSSI and can therefore be determined.  
 
Conditions required by Natural England:  

• The incorporation on the swale feature (Ref: 26499-2004-500-003F) into the development 
plans. This must include management and maintenance in perpetuity as per the requirement 
of the site- wide Management Plan.  

• The retention of the area previously identified as a turning area as a greenspace which 
allows for the free draining of water through the soil. The details of which to be agreed with 
Natural England. We further note drawing 26499/2001/500/005 dated 02 Dec 2016 which 
proposes the inclusion of a swale feature here. We advise that this would be acceptable 
providing that the area is free draining.  

• Details of monitoring of the application site and the SSSI, including who is responsible for 
this and links to the Management Plan.  

 
6) Application: HS/FA/16/00330 the erection of a car showroom and workshop, display parking, 
customer car parking, internal access road and landscaping. Queensway North, Queensway, St 
Leonards-on-sea  
 
 
 
We note that further to our email to Louise Morton of 20/11/2016 the applicants have provided a 
further small area of permeable paving and a swale.  
 
Although we welcome the provision of the swale feature into the scheme we advise that the function 
of this could be enhanced as it is currently limited to the embankment runoff.  
 
The application presents a scheme with a large area of untreated runoff due to the absence of 
permeable areas such as green rooves and permeable paving. It has been established that the site 
can incorporate these measures and we have advised variously that these are a requirement for 



Queensway North Developments. We are therefore disappointed that the latest scheme includes 
minimal permeable areas and advise that this needs to be revised to reflect the importance of 
providing a clear SuDS based scheme for water management.  
 
Further Advice-Ancient woodland  
 
We advise that your refer to Natural England’s standing advice regarding ancient woodland in order 
to clarify any outstanding issues relating to this key habitat.  
Should the details of this application change, Natural England draws your attention to Section 28(I) 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), requiring your authority to re-consult Natural 
England.  
 
If your Authority is minded to grant consent for this application without the information 
recommended above, we refer you to Section 28I (6) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended), specifically the duty placed upon your authority, requiring that your Authority; 
  

• Provide notice to Natural England of the permission, and of its terms, the notice to include a 
statement of how (if at all) your authority has taken account of Natural England’s advice; and  

• Shall not grant a permission which would allow the operations to start before the end of a 
period of 21 days beginning with the date of that notice.  

 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Rebecca Pearson on 
0300 060 4090. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation 
please send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a 
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.  
 
Yours sincerely  
Rebecca Pearson  
Lead Adviser  
Sustainable Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Ecology Officer Comments 
 
 
 
The following comments relate to development proposals for land at Queensway North and 
in particular to the information submitted by Seachange,  and whether the submitted 
information is adequate and up to date in respect of previously submitted Environmental 
Impact Assessments and current policy and legislation. 
 
Hydrology 
The information provided recognises the importance of protecting the adjacent Marline 
Valley Woods Site of Special Scientific Interest.  Previous assessments have recognised 
that maintaining the hydrology of the land adjacent to the SSSI is essential in maintaining 
the special features for which the site was designated.   
 
It is noted that Natural England have stated they have ‘considerable concerns’ over the 
proposed development.  The hydrological integrity of the entire Queensway development 
has been a concern from the start of proposals to develop the allocated sites at 
Queensway.  It is  understood those concerns were prescient when previous development 
compromised the hydrological integrity of water flowing into the SSSI.  Natural England 
remain concerned that the development of Queensway North is a significant risk to the 
special features of the SSSI stating the developments will disrupt the hydrological regime 
by removing and altering the existing permeable areas and introducing pollution risks. 
 
Natural England have further advised that an area of the proposed development which is 
closest to the SSSI be removed from the application in order to protect the special features 
of the SSSI to ensure the permeable sandstone outcrops taking water to the SSSI are not 
compromised.  The council has to consider Natural England’s concerns very seriously.   
 

• Serious consideration be given to removing the area of land of greatest concern to 
Natural England from the application to ensure the permeable sandstone outcrops 
taking water to the SSSI are not compromised.   

• As the council has no hydrological expertise to draw upon to help it make an 
informed decision, it is suggested the applicant engage with Natural England’s 
national hydrology expert to ensure a proposal for development comes forward that 
satisfies their concerns. 

 
Ecology 
It is noted the applicant proposes to summarise and consolidate information from previous 
ecology survey information for their application.  The applicant is indicating that this 
collation of information be adequate for the submission.  However the council has to 
consider any changes to or proposed changes to planning policy and legislation in 
considering the impact on biodiversity.   
 
The Environment Bill which is passing through the legislative process to royal ascent 
introduces a mandatory approach to biodiversity net gain, whereby development will be 
required to leave biodiversity in a better state than before.  Current National Planning Policy 
Framework requires that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 
environment by minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. 
 
NPPF further states that if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from development 
cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then 
planning permission should be refused. 
 



The information provided by the applicant does not introduce a biodiversity net gain 
assessment or explain how the proposed development will ensure the site is left in a better 
state than before development.   
 
 
 
Biodiversity net gain assessments should also include the potential harm to the SSSI as a 
result of changes to hydrology. The Department of Environment Food and Rural Affairs has 
published a metric and to calculate and assess net gain. 
 
The emerging local plan provides a new policy framework for development proposals.  New 
development proposals should demonstrate they have adequately considered new planning 
policies and demonstrate that any proposed development is in line with and complimentary 
to the new local plan and its policies.   
 

• Whilst it is recognised the site in question has been previously cleared of protected 
species and potential habitat, the net gains for biodiversity and the SSSI require to 
be clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of Natural England and the council and in 
line with planning policy and legislation. 

 
Cumulative Impacts 
In stating the proposed developments pose a significant risk to the SSSI’s interest, Natural 
England are requesting the applicant provide an assessment on the cumulative impacts of 
all the Queensway developments.  Local authorities are required to consider the cumulative 
impacts of development on habitats and species.   
 

• Careful assessment of the impact of continuing to develop adjacent to the SSSI 
should form part of a new Environmental Statement and submitted to the council for 
scrutiny to ensure the current proposals do not, on top of previous developments, 
cumulatively compromise the integrity of the natural features of the SSSI and its 
environs.  Such an assessment may help identify constraints and limitations to the 
extent of development in line with Natural England’s request to remove part of the 
site from development. 



Planning Policy Comments 
 
 
 
I have reviewed the Scoping Opinion Request letter (letter dated 5 November 2020 by Sea 
Change Sussex).  This site is part of LRA6 (as identified in the Development Management 
Plan 2015). 
 
The site adjourns a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and has a high groundwater 
table, as well as an elevated surface water flood risk within parts of the site.  Updated 
hydrology monitoring should be carried out to: 

• Inform drainage design, including pollution control as set out in DM6; 
• Ensure that there is minimal ecological impact on protected species within the SSSI, 

in particular the hydrological effects on the Marline Stream (with reference to HN8); 
 
I advise the Applicant to contact Natural England for up-to-date advice upon ecological 
matters connected with the site.  In addition, I would recommend that there is consideration 
of possible opportunities for the delivery of biodiversity net gain on site (at least 10% on 
existing) in line with the proposed environment bill and HN8 part c. 



Sussex County Council – Waste and Minerals 
 
 
 
I’ve had a look at the documents and other consultee responses, and don’t think there is 
anything else I need to add. 
 
Whilst the site is within an identified Area of Opportunity in the Waste and Minerals Plan, 
the proposals aren’t for waste and minerals development, although the proposed industrial 
units could be suitable for accommodating a waste management facility. However, in the 
event that a waste development was proposed in the future, this would be a Sui Generis 
use and subject to a standalone planning application, at which point any environmental 
considerations/impacts would be assessed. 
 
On this basis, as the County Planning Authority, we don’t have any comments to make on 
the current proposal. 


	Dear Sir/Madam,
	Yours faithfully,
	Direct dial: 02077141637

