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Executive Summary
East Sussex Highways (ESH), in partnership with East Sussex County Council (ESCC) have developed
proposals to introduce improvements along High Street, Polegate. The main objective of the scheme is to
make the High Street safer for all users to access as well as making it more attractive to visit.
To achieve the objectives of the scheme the following measures are proposed: •

Reducing the existing 30mph speed limit to 20mph along the length of High Street;

•

Improvements to the bus stops outside the Polegate Railway Station and the Downlands Medical
Centre to provide easier bus access and to provide high access kerbing;

•

Provision of dropped kerbing and tactile paving at all pedestrian crossing points; and

•

Repairs to the existing footway surfaces where required.

These measures will improve the experience for pedestrians, particularly those that require dropped kerbs
such as those with mobility or sight impairments, pedestrians with prams / buggies / trolleys etc) as well as
bus drivers and public transport users.
A public consultation was held on the proposals commencing Monday 1 November 2021. All responses were
to be returned by the end of Friday 26 November 2021.
A public exhibition was not held for this scheme but, instead, approximately 6000 letters were deliv ered
around Polegate to ensure that everyone within the locale was given the opportunity to provide comment.
These were in addition to the 30 statutory consultees who were emailed the consultation material direct.
All consultees were invited to provide comment via the ESH Citizen Space portal or by emailing the ESH
Contact Centre.
79 responses were received via the Citizen Space and 25 responses by email – a total of 104 responses. The
return rate equates to approximately 1.7% of the potential, total, number of responses.
59 responses (56.7%) were in support of the proposal to reduce the speed limit to 20mph. 33
responses (31.7%) were against the proposals.
12 responses (11.6%) provided comment but did not, specifically, express support or objection to the
proposals.
Only 6 responses were received from the 30 consultees included on the Statutory Consultee list. From
the comments received the following two issues emerged as the key concerns:•

Action needs to be taken to resolve problems caused by inappropriate parking including the need
for parking enforcement.

•

Speeding was not seen to be a problem along High Street as there are usually lengthy queues and
delays caused by the level crossing.
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Following completion of the public consultation ESCC now need to decide whether or not to progress with
the scheme in its current form.
In light of the comments received it is recommended that a review of the proposals is carried out to
determine whether or not there is scope to incorporate any additional measures into the scheme.
To this end it is recommended that a meeting is held between ESCC and ESH at the earliest opportunity to
discuss the next steps for the scheme.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Introduction
1.1. East Sussex Highways, through their design office in London, has worked in partnership with East
Sussex County Council to promote a scheme to introduce a 20mph speed limit along the whole of
High Street, Polegate.
1.2. The proposed speed reduction extends between the B2247 Station Road at the northern end of High
Street and the A2270, Eastbourne Road, at the southern end. The proposed speed limit will also
extend into each of the side roads by approximately 10m.
1.3. The proposed measures also aim to improve the bus stops adjacent to the Railway Station and
the Downlands Medical Centre by re-aligning the entry kerbing to make it easier for buses to
access the stops and providing high access kerbing to enable pedestrians to a light buses more
easily.
1.4. An informal consultation with the statutory consultees was held in 2020. Comments arising from
this informal exercise were incorporated into the scheme prior to commencing the formal
consultation.
1.5. The formal consultation on the proposals was held between 1 November 2021 and the end of 26
November 2021.
1.6. This report is prepared to record the processes carried out and to record and comment on the results
of the formal consultation.
1.7. All comments received will be assessed and used to shape the final layout of the scheme.
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SECTION 2 – INFORMAL CONSULTATION

2. Informal Consultation
2.1. An informal consultation was carried out by ESH London office in November 2020.
2.2. From this exercise comments were received from 2 consultees – Network Rail and Sussex
Police, each of whom raised concern about different aspects of the design.
2.3. Network Rail were concerned about visibility to the level crossing being obscured by southbound
buses waiting at the adjacent bus stop. The proposed layout required buses to overhang the live
carriageway.
2.4. Sussex Police raised concern about existing zig-zag road markings that extended into the
circulatory carriageway at the mini roundabout at the northern end of High Street.
2.5. In August 2021, following completion of the informal consultation process, the project was handed
over to ESH Ringmer office to progress.
2.6. The two items raised from the informal consultation were subsequently addressed and the solutions
accepted, respectively, by both Sussex Police and Network Rail.
2.7. Approval was subsequently received from ESCC to progress the scheme to the formal
consultation stage.
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FORMAL CONSULTATION

3. Formal Consultation
3.1. The formal consultation commenced on Monday 1 November 2021 and concluded at the end of
Friday 26 November 2021.
3.2. Copies of the consultation letter and plan were emailed to the Councillors on Friday 29 October to
give them advance notice of the forthcoming consultation.
3.3. 30 Statutory Consultees were sent the consultation material and invited to comment on the proposals.
A full list of the Statutory Consultees is included in Appendix A.
3.4. An exhibition was not required for this scheme but, instead, approximately 6000 letters were
delivered to properties within Polegate to give all residents the opportunity to provide comment on
the proposals. The letters were delivered between Monday 1 November and Wednesday 3
November.
3.5. Copies of the letter and accompanying drawings were also posted on ESH Internet – Citizen Space –
where residents were directed to provide comment.
3.6. A copy of the letter and accompanying plans are included in Appendix B.
3.7. At the close of the consultation period 79 responses had been provided on Citizen Space and an
additional 25 responses had been emailed to the Contact Centre.
3.8. A total of 104 responses were received during the consultation period. This equates to a return rate
of approximately 1.7%.
3.9. Of the responses received:•

59 responses (56.7%) were in support of the proposal to reduce the speed limit to
20mph.

•

33 responses (31.7%) were against the proposals.

•

12 responses (11.6%) provided comment but did not, specifically, express support or
objection to the proposals.

•

Only 6 responses were received from the 30 consultees included on the Statutory
Consultee list.

3.10. A summary of the responses received is included in Appendix C.
3.11. From the comments received the following 2 key items emerged as the main concern of the
residents:•

24 of the respondents commented that there is no, specific, speeding problem along High Street as
vehicles are regularly delayed by the level crossing. The proposed speed reduction did not appear
to be necessary.
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•

23 comments were received concerning inconsiderate parking along High Street and the need
for the existing parking restrictions to be policed. Many the of comments referred to problems
caused by vehicles being parked on footways.

3.14. The next highest ranking comments were as follows:-

•

8 respondents suggested that the 20mph limit should be extended to encompass a wider
area of Polegate, including the side roads.

•

8 respondents suggested that vehicle speeds needed better policing.

•

6 respondents commented that ANPR and / or speed cameras should be introduced to the
High Street.

•

5 respondents believed that the scheme offered no significant benefits and considered it to
be a waste of money.

•

4 respondents asked that consideration be given to the introduction of additional pedestrian
crossing facilities south of the level crossing.

3.15. A summary of the comments received through ESH Citizen Space and by email are included in
Appendices D and E respectively.
3.16. 3 comments requested that consideration be given to the introduction of informal Zebra crossings
as these are currently under trial in Manchester. In response to this specific point if the trials are
successful these features could be considered but only once the full legislation, guidance and
regulation is in place. Until such time these features cannot be introduced onto the Public
Highway.



CONCLUSIONS

4. Conclusions
4.1. The level of response received was considered low, with 104 responses being received from a
distribution of approximately 6000 letters. This equated to a return rate of 1.7%.
4.2. Of these 104 responses, however, 57% expressed support for the measures, which does give a
mandate to progress the scheme. 32% of the responses were from residents who did not support
the proposals.
4.3. The response from the Statutory Consultees was low, with only 6 of the 30 individuals and groups
providing comment.
4.4. 24 of the respondents felt that there was no need to introduce the 20mph limit as they did not
consider speeding to be a problem through the High Street. Conversely, however, 8 residents
asked that the 20mph speed limit was introduced over a wider area as they had experienced
excessive speed along their residential roads.
4.5. 23 respondents suggested that improved enforcement was needed to remove bad and illegal parking
through the town, this being one of the key areas where pedestrian safety was cited as being
affected.
4.6. From analysis of the consultation results there would appear to be a majority support for
the scheme.
4.7. If the decision is taken to progress the scheme through to construction it is recommended
that consideration be given to implementing some of the suggestions made, including the
introduction of additional pedestrian crossing facilities along High Street. 4 of the residents
requested that consideration be given to the provision of pedestrian crossing facilities south of
the level crossing. If achievable, this would go some way to achieving the objective of the scheme
to make the High Street safer for all users to access as well as making it more attractive to visit.
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APPENDIX A – FORMAL CONSULTATION

Appendix A – Formal Consultation
List of Consultees
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The following table lists the departments, groups, private and public bodies included in
the formal consultation:-

ESCC Departments
Road Safety Team

Traffic.Safety@eastsussex.gov.uk

Passenger Transport group

publictransport.pts@eastsussex.gov.uk

Parking Team

Parking.escc@eastsussex.gov.uk

Transport Development

DevelopmentControl.Transport@eastsussex.gov.uk

Control
Asset Management

Contracts.ManagementGroup@eastsussex.gov.uk

County Ecologist

kate.cole@eastsussex.gov.uk

County Archaeologist

County.Archaeology@eastsussex.gov.uk.

Senior Asset Engineer (Soft

james.newmarch@eastsussex.gov.uk

Estate)
Landscape Group

virginia.pullan@eastsussex.gov.uk

Planning Team

development.control@eastsussex.gov.uk.

County Councillor
(Current as at 13/09/21)

Postcode BN26 5EP
(Polegate South & Willingdon Watermill ward)

cllr.daniel.shing@eastsussex.gov.uk

District and Boroughs
District and Borough Councils

Use link to website:
https://maps.wealden.gov.uk/WebMap/

District and Borough
Councillors

Postcode BN26 5EP
cllr.oilin.shing@wealden.gov.uk

Councillors in adjacent wards:cllr.angela.snell@wealden.gov.uk (Polegate Central ward)
cllr.raymond.shing@wealden.gov.uk (Upper Willingdon ward)
cllr.stephen.shing@wealden.gov.uk (Lower Willingdon ward)
cllr.alastair.douglas@wealden.gov.uk (Stone Cross ward)

Member of Parliament

No requirement to contact.
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District/Borough Conservation

Jo Tucker – Conservation Officer

Officer

Jo.Tucker@wealden.gov.uk

Towns and Parish Councils
Town & Parish councils

admin@polegatetowncouncil.gov.uk

Other Authorities
Highways England

N/A

Environment Agency

N/A

South Downs National Park

N/A

East Sussex Fire and Rescue

Borough Commander for Wealden & Eastbourne:
Pup.upton@esfrs.org

Police

Chris Cannon:
Christopher.Cannon@surrey.pnn.police.uk

South East Coast Ambulance

Eastbourne, Wealden (Inc. Newhaven), Hastings, Rother

Service

eastsussexmanagers@secamb.nhs.uk

Network Rail

Donald Gilmour
Donald.Gilmour2@networkrail.co.uk

Road User Groups
Bus companies

Stagecoach
dimitri.bridgland@stagecoachbus.com

Road Haulage Association

L.white@rha.uk.net

Freight Transport Association

South East (Kent, Sussex, Surrey) –
trafficorderssoutheast@logistics.org.uk

Access and Cycle Groups
Disability Groups

Debbie Peters - Equalities Officer
Debbie.Peters@wealden.gov.uk

Cycle groups



Cycling UK

cycling@cyclinguk.org

Statutory Undertakers
Statutory undertakers

No requirement to contact

Other
Schools

None

Local businesses/shops

F1 Autocentre
ian.keeley@F1Autocentres.com -

GP Surgery

GP surgery – medical centre
louise.goatcher@nhs.net

Clearchannel

Clear Channel
Samantha.Williams@ClearChannel.co.uk

Residents groups/associations

None

Residents

None
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Appendix B – Consultation Documentation
1)

Consultation Letter

2)

Small-Scale Plan (back to back with letter)

3)

Full scale Plan (available to view online during consultation)
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APPENDIX C – CONSULTATION RESPONSE SUMMARY

Appendix C – Consultation Response Summary
KEY
COMMENTS RECEIVED BY EMAIL
In support of proposals
Does not support proposals

COMMENT
Speeding not considered a problem especially during day. Level crossing
causes delay.

COMMENTS
RECEIVED THROUGH
CITIZEN SPACE
In support of
proposals
Does not support
proposals
Prefers not to say
TOTALS (No.)
24

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Bad parking needs sorting out / policing
20 limit should be extended to include
the side roads.

23
8

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Traffic speeds need enforcing / policing.
Speed / ANPR cameras needed.
Waste of money - no significant
improvements / proposals.
Removal of parking space by medical
centre not a good idea.
Ped crossing needed south of level
crossing.

8
6
5

1
1
1

1
1
1

1
1
1

1
1
1

1
1
1

1
1

1

1

5

1

1

1

1

1

4

1

1

1

1
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1

Consider the 2 mobility hubs proposed
in the BSIP bid.

3

1

1

1

Need informal crossings as per
Manchester trial.
Pedestrian guardrailing should be
retained. (1 x partially sighted resident
uses them as a guide)

3

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

More seating and trees needed.
Needs a pedestrian crossing near to the
school.
Make St John's junction one-way in /
out.
Disabled space needs to be provided in
the layby fronting and opposite the
medical centre.

3
3

1
1

1
1

1
1

2

1

1

2

1

1

Footbridge needed over railway
Ped crossing needed on west side of
roundabout on B2247.
Additional traffic calming measures
should be introduced.
Better ped crossing facilities needed
north of level crossing - especially when
traffic queues because of the crossing.

2
2

1
1

1
1

2

1

1

2

1

1

Major issue for pedestrians is drivers
overtaking traffic queuing at the
crossing

2

1

1

Box junction marking is needed at High
Street / Roy Martin Way
Box junction marking needed at High
Street / St John's Road

1

1

1

1
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SECTION 5 –

Northbound bus stop needs to
accommodate 2 buses - it's a waiting
stop.

1

1

Additional bollards needed to stop
parking on footways.
High Street should be made on-way.
Improved signage from Station to bus
stops would be useful.
Footway by Dinkum PH too narrow.
Better signing asking drivers to turn off
engines at crossing.
Remove all parking from the bus laybys.
Alter traffic flow directions on Church
Road, St John's Road and Albert place.

1

1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1
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APPENDIX D – ESH CITIZEN SPACE – RESPONSE SUMMARY

Appendix D – ESH Citizen Space –
Response Summary
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SECTION 8 –
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Note:- a full printout of the consultation comments received through Citizen Space is
available if required. These have not been reproduced here due to space limitations
(approximately 88 x A3 pages printed full size).

Summarising the results:50 responses were in support of the proposals
28 responses were against the proposals
1 responder preferred not to say.
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APPENDIX E – EMAIL RESPONSE SUMMARY

Appendix E – Email Response
Summary
Note:- a full printout of the consultation comments received by email is available if
required. These have not been reproduced here due to space limitations
(approximately 35 x A4 pages printed full size).
Summarising the results:9 responses were in support of the proposals.
5 responses were against the proposals.
11 responders did not express a preference.
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