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 Q3 This area seems to be entirely suitable for housing development.   

Ifield 

 Q1: The community do have Buchan Park.  Three Bridges 

 Q2: Only if the football club won't use it i.e. If the area is not fenced off to 

stop it being soiled by dogs, used by motorcycles etc.  Gossops Green 

 Q3: Buchan Park is across the road.  Gossops Green 

 The field(s) off Breezehurst in Bewbush are totally unused and would 

make perfect sense to build on since the new area is being developed 

around the corner there is no reason not to. Due to the lack of homes 

possible at Kilnwood Vale it’s not worth disturbing the local residents & 

wildlife or ruining the landscape/views from the golf course.  Pound Hill 

 The site at Breezehurst drive is ideally located for the local shops and the 

playing fields being partly retained would maintain an even balance.   

Bewbush 

Negative Comments 
Green space is well used and valued 

 As per comments already provided I strongly oppose the proposed 

development of the green area of the Breezehurst Drive playing fields. 

One of the main reasons I purchased my home was the fact it bordered 

directly onto the fields and my family has made regular use of the fields. 

Especially my children growing up it has been an area where they have 

played with friends and family.  Bewbush 

 Bewbush has two primary schools so they need this recreation space.  

Children need somewhere to go after school and local clubs/sports need 

somewhere to play.  Bewbush 

 Bewbush is already overpopulated with flats and maisonettes and houses 

with tiny garden please don't take away any more green space it's much 

needed.  Bewbush 

 Bewbush needs its playing fields and should keep them especially it's 

losing the countryside on its border to Kilnwood Vale.  Bewbush playing 

fields are the only open space in the area, and there is already massive 

development further up the road at the new Faygate neighbourhood.  

Broadfield 

 Bewbush playing fields are our 'Green Belt' between us and Kilnwood 

Vale. This space is used all the time, be it for football, rounders, picnics, 

dog walkers, general ball games and kite flying. There are two parks that 
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the A264 Horsham road at the roundabouts is a nightmare! Kilnwood Vale 

is already going to make it a lot worse; it is just too many houses in this 

area!  Bewbush 

 Bewbush playing fields should be left so that Crawley can still retain a 

green border.  It will devalue houses backing onto these areas and they 

are used by families for recreation.  They are important areas for wildlife.  

Bewbush 

 Bewbush West and Breezehurst Drive playing fields are used by the local 

residents on a daily basis.  These areas provide children and families a 

safe environment to be together outside playing sports and picnicking in 

an area where many people do not have their own gardens or very limited 

outside space.  With the development of Kilnwood Vale the local wildlife 

would also be greatly affected.  Bewbush 

 Bewbush West fields is lovely open fields which is used by dog walkers to 

meet up with other dog walkers.  Also the local children get to gather and 

play football and some local teams also play competitive football with their 

families and friends support
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Vale development which is already close enough to the properties that 
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 I am passionately against the development of the West Bewbush Playing 

Fields. This is a fantastic community with a large number of children and 

dog owners. This beautiful green space provides a safe a secure area for 
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requirements and I think developing the whole area at Breezehurst would 

disrupt this balance.  Gossops Green 

 I would object to any further loss of playing field land even if it’s been 

leased to Crawley football club.  Building close to Kilnwood Vale which in 

my opinion is Horsham’s way of keeping a new housing estate as far away 

from Horsham as possible and also not having to worry much about 

schools transport and work.  Northgate 

 In my opinion, the town is already too big. However, history suggests that 

it will continue to expand. This means that either the density within the 

borough will increase or new development will take place outside of the 

borough or a combination of both. Development is already taking place 

outside the borough (Kilnwood Vale) and these proposals and others that 

have come up recently, will lead to us ending up with the worst of both 

worlds. In the case of Bewbush West, I understand that a consultant's 

report said it was under used, and that Bewbush is said to have too many 

parks. Has Crawley as a whole got too many parks? I have sat alone in 

Rupser Road playing fields, and very nice it is too. This is being 'protected' 

yet the Bewbush Parks are not! Is the council chambers underused? The 

new town had its opponents, but I think it was nicely laid out with a good 

amount of open spaces - please leave them alone. Since I read about 

these proposals I have glance across at Bewbush West (a small part of it 

is visible from my house) and all bar one evening (in about the last two 

weeks) has seen teenagers playing football there. The development of 

Kilnwood Vale will lead to increased use at Bewbush west. Breezehurst 

Drive should be kept as a park, but is unsuitable for housing due to traffic 

noise. I don't want the town to expand, but any expansion should take 

place outside the borough. If this is not possible, then it is not possible.  

Bewbush 

 Keep Bewbush playing fields; we have a high population of children that 

need playing areas!  Bewbush 
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 Q1, 2 & 3: All of us who have bought our houses bordering on this 

proposed area did so because we enjoyed the view towards Faygate. 

Brown Bros business ruined this and now you wish to take the last 

vestiges of peace & quiet away as well!  I will fight this proposal every inch 

of the way!! Added to this, the area has for some years been populated 

with all sorts of birds, bats (protected species) & other wildlife which 

should not be changed or reduced in any way.  Bewbush 

 Q4: This area is a valuable recreational resource & will be a visual and 

audible 'buffer' zone between us & the Horsham Road development.  

Bewbush 

 Q4. Bewbush playing fields site forms a useful green corridor linking from 

the Buchan park area (if Horsham retain a green area on its side of the 

boundary) towards the Ifield Mill Pond Meadow.  Southgate 

 Regarding Bewbush West playing fields. There is an abundance of wildlife 
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children use the playing fields instead. It is the main area that they go to 

play after school and during the day, to take this away would prevent them 

from enjoying and active and healthy childhood - surely something that the 

council should be trying to protect and encourage.  It is also used regularly 

by dog walkers, and enjoyed by all the local cats.  This space is also used 

for football at the weekends.  The location of Bewbush West playing fields 

was one of the main reasons why we as a family moved to Crawley as it 

made us feel that we were not living in the middle of a built up housing 

estate and we felt that it was the perfect environment to raise our family in.  

Bewbush 

 We thought Crawley had a green area strategy that preserved green 

corridors (when John Palmer was the relevant council officer).  Bewbush 

houses have little personal space in back or front for play and recreation.  

With Horsham building against the Bewbush border it is vital to keep 

Bewbush playing fields for recreation.  19.06.05 we were told that open 
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 Areas such as Bewbush already have a high concentration of housing 
which results in traffic issues.  To build additional large volumes of homes 
will only increase these issues.  If smaller numbers were suggested I might 
have said Yes.  Ifield 

 Bewbush does not have the facilities to cope with further houses being 

built.  If more houses need to be built within Crawley's borders then we 

should look at other parts of the town rather than just adding them to an 

already overpopulated estate!  Bewbush 

 Bewbush is too full.  Too many people per hectare than any other 

neighbourhood.  No neighbourhood stated 

 The main road is a busy bus route which is made worse by heavy traffic 

from the Horsham bypass as a cut through by drivers trying to avoid the 

main roads more housing will only add to this congestion. With the new 

estate being just across the existing playing field consisting of 2,500 
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and the council at every opportunity seem to be building flats e.g. space 

near Langley Green pub now flats.  Langley Green 

 No more building in Bewbush.  It is full.  Too many people and not enough 

facilities.  No neighbourhood stated 

 Planning for the future is great. Without planning or investing in the right 

things there is no future.  This obviously comes with a cost, with sacrifices 

and it could may well lead to a better brighter future. Or it could lead to an 

over populated town with no space to breath. Neck to neck with your 

neighbours.  There is currently a housing development in Bewbush where 

the old car park used to be, adjacent to the shops. That is land well 

recycled. Can you not find more places such as this in Crawley rather than 

using up the green we all love?   Does Crawley really have the ability to 

maintain a larger host community anyway? What is the impact on the 

environment? The construction works in Kilnwood Vale have forced foxes 

into my streets.  Where will they go to once you remove the little they can 

roam in Bewbush West? This country is not only populated by humans. 

We share the land with animals and they have no say in the matter but 

must adapt to everything we do.   It’s a shame that the view I wake up to 

and admire every day, the area I run along weekly, the area I enjoy to 

escape the town will be replaced by construction and thereafter homes. 

For what? So you may house people that do not work or pay their taxes as 

they are "unable" to do so? So that the quiet and relatively peaceful area 

of West Bewbush may turn into its corrupted sister streets? More people 

with no room to breathe will not be a great idea but what do I know? I’m 

just a person who pays her taxes so you can waste it on something other 

than schools or the health service.   Not sure if you guys have heard but 

Crawley isn't exactly the best place to live. Poor schools, exhausted 

medical centres because there’s not enough staff and recently a higher 

crime rate... If I wanted to live in a city I would have moved to London. As 

a young adult I enjoy watching things evolve, I enjoy seeing improvement 

and I certainly give credit where it is due. There is no credit due here. 

Unfortunately as I don't own the land I cannot stop you from going ahead 

but thank you...to some extent for allowing me to share my views. Perhaps 

I'll vote for another party next time.  Bewbush 

 We have an ever decreasing number of green spaces in the area which 

also includes the devastating impact on wildlife.  Bewbush playing fields is 

an area of beauty and is used by many people.  Also the traffic would be a 

danger to children playing in the ears and our amenities would be under a 

huge strain is doctors etc.  Bewbush 

 We have an under supply of allotments, and I believe some of the 

Bewbush West site should be retained to provide additional allotments. I 

recently considered applying for an allotment in Bewbush but I was 

discouraged and disheartened to see the length of the waiting lists, so I 

have not bothered. Also I believe the woodland at Bewbush Brook should 
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be wholly preserved due to its natural beauty and as a haven for wildlife. 

Any developments in Bewbush West and Breezehurst Drive should leave 

space for recreation, given that both parks and recreation grounds and 

play space in Bewbush appear to be under-supplied.  Bewbush 
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approved by WSCC Highways it was on the understanding that no more 

residential development would be permitted that required vehicular access 

from the Old Horsham Road.  Southgate 

 As a resident of Hillside Close (off Old Horsham Road) and a member of 

the Buckswood Grange Residents Association, I am concerned at the 

impact on traffic movements and pedestrian safety, especially with St 

Wilfrid's school in the vicinity, if 30 new housing units are introduced onto 

the Council Depot site. The residents are aware that a Road Safety Audit 

has been conducted for the Old Horsham Road and understand that the 

recommendations would severely limit the number of properties that can 

be built at this site.  Southgate 

Maintain green space - general 

 I think it is essential in keeping with the original plans of New Towns to 

have significant green space in each neighbourhood. Inevitably the houses 

built in different areas will be similar in size to those already there i.e. 

larger in Goffs park than in Bewbush. But it is essential to give sufficient 

space for sports, dog walking and walking in every area.  Ifield 

 All the time the Government & medical profession are saying we are 

getting fatter & obese and at the same time more and more school playing 

fields & recreation land are being carved up for development. Children 

should be playing out in the fresh air, not stuck in front of the television or 

electronic games & computers. Teenagers should be encouraged to do 

athletics & old people who maybe don't have transport to walk to exercise 

moderately, perhaps with their dogs.  Langley Green 

 As I cannot inspect these sites it is impossible to give a definitive reply.  In 

general I would want the Council to protect parks, playing fields and 

woodland for the future.  Furnace Green 

 At present Crawley has some really lovely neighbourhoods with enough 

green space for children to play and communities to meet - by taking these 

away and building more houses it will be like living in a city where green 

space is a premium.  Broadfield 

 By taking our precious green spaces and hemming us in with more houses 

you simply create worse problems.  Vandalism and antisocial behaviour 

because people have even less opportunity and space. We struggle with 

resources now more housing needs more support with schools, doctors 

emergency services etc. etc. the council needs to support the community it 

has not make the town bigger or more overcrowded. What about healthy 

living, open spaces, fresh air and wellbeing for us and our families?  Is the 

council obliged to bring more people to Crawley? Is it really necessary to 

fill every available space with housing?  Bewbush 

 By the sounds of things" there is unlikely to be enough playing fields in the 

future" if housing takes them over. We need to look after ourselves and 



 20 

our children’s wellbeing now, you can't just presume our children (the next 

generation) will want to set up home in Crawley; we need to do what’s best 

for them now! That means keep our lovely parks for them to use and enjoy 

now, and not have them hanging around the streets (that’s what will be 

left) possibly causing future problems.  Learning from a young age, for 
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 Q1 



 23 

housing.  Let’s keep out green spaces for the future children.  Furnace 

Green 

 We can't keep building on fields and football pitches where will our children 

play this is pushing more on to the streets bored.  Maidenbower 

 We consider any further housing should be on the outskirts of Crawley 

even if it means taking up some parkland. Crawley is already too built up 

and to have any quality of life we must have space, green areas for those 
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 Crawley does not need any more neighbourhoods, if anything the council 

should look at getting a second runway at Gatwick, for more job security 

for its residence.   We already have more than our fair share of immigrants 

without the need for more homes to house them.   Tilgate 

 Crawley has no employment to cater for any more houses to be built.  

Ifield 

 Don’t need more houses!!  Ifield 

 I am opposed to the building of new houses anywhere within the town, 

particularity those being proposed on green areas, such as playing fields 

or woodland.  People need to understand that not everyone can live in the 

South East of England.  There is simply neither the space nor the 

resources.  Bewbush 

 I can't understand the need to continue the expansion of the town. The 

CBC boundary is geographically an artificial construct. We should be 

looking at the whole of West Sussex and beyond with other local 

authorities and central government.  Southgate 

 I do not think houses should keep being built.  I think the town population 

is large enough.  Langley Green 

 I strongly suggest not expanding Crawley but using some of the villages 

and small towns around.  They do have a lot of space compared with 

Crawley which already feels overcrowded and overshadowed.  Northgate 

 I think housing should remain as it is! Why do we need more homes???? 

We have little green spaces left in this town, and the ones we have we are 

passionate about keeping. I do not understand why you need more 

housing ... Maybe more restrictions on WHO is allocated brand new 

housing needs to be looked at rather than taking away our green spaces 

because teenagers can't use birth control properly!!  Bewbush 

 I don't think we should continue to add new builds in increasingly smaller 

and/or inappropriate areas in Crawley ad infinitum.  Eventually we will 

completely run out of space so we need to be thinking more innovatively to 

solving our housing problems and explore use of turning existing excess 

office space in the town into city style housing instead.  One thing I would 

say is that I would like to say that where we do build, can developments be 

built so they do not add to Crawley's already 'institutionalised' feel by not 

building flats/apartment blocks that look like prisons/institutions.   Gossops 

Green 

 Perhaps better sites could be found down towards Bolney or Horsham. 



 25 

counties, there are no maternity units in Crawley, and the park spaces are 

the only areas that you can escape the ill-conceived urban mess that this 

once nice town has become.   No neighbourhood stated 
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 I do not have sufficient local knowledge of the proposed areas to give a 

definite yes or no to any of the proposed sites.  Langley Green 

 I don’t know the Goffs park area so can’t comment!  Bewbush 

 I don't live near these so don't feel I can vote on these.  Pound Hill 

 Flats would be better than houses and possibly place for retirement 

homes.  Langley Green 

 I think we need more housing for them poor couples/families that have no 

hope of housing and have to use their income on private rent!!!  I was born 

in Crawley and have lived here all my life, I understand the need for more 

affordable housing so our children can continue to live in Crawley. At the 

same time you need to take on board the issue that there will soon be no 

room left to develop on. Also the very important issue that we have had 

the same Fire and Ambulance Stations for as long as I have been alive 

and that is 48 years. Considering how large Crawley has become, it is 

extremely urgent and important that they are increased in line with the 

population and the growth area of Crawley, before you increase the 

population further. 
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 We need more space not every nook and cranny filled with ugly cheap 

housing, kick out the Tory scum and build some proper social housing, 

expand the town, give people homes they can be proud of so people want 

to live here. There isn't even the infrastructure in place to handle this 

constant sardine packing building works; you imbeciles are making this 

dive of a town even worse.  Gossops Green 

 While I appreciate the need for new houses, it would seem better to have 

a number of small developments, rather than larger numbers of houses in 

overcrowded areas.  Langley Green  

 Yes you should build homes but Council Homes not private.  West Green 

 With the option of reducing the number of houses to retain a larger open, 

communal space.  Gossops Green 

 

Other land that might be suitable for housing 

Brown Field Sites 
 All the vacant sites on the old industrial park in Manor Royal and Fleming 

way instead of all the green belt areas!  Broadfield 

 As there are many empty offices in the town centre these could be used 

for housing.  Manor Royal was intended as the "work place" for Crawley 

keeping housing, recreation, shopping separate from work.   Perhaps all 

office space should be on the industrial area.   Crawley has none of the old 

industries only support industries so all offices could go there opening up 

many new sites for housing.  West Green 

 Perhaps to answer space shortage, Crawley could reclaim some of ex 

industrial estates, i.e. space where Ikea meant to be build, etc.   Bewbush 

 The town centre should not be extended for shops but revamped 

sympathetically. The increase in online shopping means there won’t be the 

need for traditional shops in the future. The area shops were going to be 

extended into should be considered for housing. Still many unused (and 

never occupied) offices around Crawley (i.e. Station Way) could be 

demolished and used for housing.  Ifield 

 Broadfield, County Oak Retail Park are empty site for Flats or homes. 

Brownfield sites should be used to build houses not playing fields and 

parks. Crawley has love parks and open spaces let the people use them!  

Broadfield 

 Crawley town centre! We will need a lot less shops in the future and there 

needs to be a clear and integrated strategy how area's in the town centre 

can be turned into residential districts.  This needs to be tied into the 

Stanhope/TCN development if shops move to the north of the town and 

County Mall remains to the North there will be a swathe of empty shops 

that could be turned in reasonably high density housing. However please 

note the quality of this development needs to be far higher the 
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creating a generation of concrete jungles, where no space is green for 

children families etc. to enjoy for all.  Ifield 

 Look to use up sites where unoccupied offices stand constantly empty.  

Ensure future commercial developments have compulsory provision for 

housing.  Many areas of Manor Royal are derelict unoccupied.  Do not 

take much needed recreational space away before exhausting brownfield 

sites.  Pound Hill 

 Land that might be suitable for housing. South of Stephenson Way, 

adjacent to the footpath from Haslett Avenue to Tilgate - Tilgate Drive 

cycle track. Near block of flats in Dedisham Close, access from 

Greenacres.  Three Bridges 

 Land that is now used as a car park in West Green Drive opposite Asda. 

Could the council buy land where Fairfield House was?  Ifield 

 Knock down old buildings, rebuild on those sites. Re-vamp old buildings 

that have been boarded up. Bewbush 

 It seems that where isolated areas of the town or areas of interest or of an 

historic nature or open areas are proposed for development.  Where infill 

in already build up areas are ignored.  I would also look for more brown 

field options office blo
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 In the long term the Council must look at changes to boundaries or 

merging with other LA's.  Furnace Green 

 I feel very strongly the boundary of Crawley needs to be re-drawn.  The 

best thing about Crawley is its Green spaces.  There are large building 

sites being constructed which will use Crawley facilities, and which are 

essentially part of Crawley and should be included in Crawley but are 

officially Horsham despite being some distance from Horsham.  If there is 
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 CFC should move to a new out of town location to more extensive grounds 

with adequate parking for their future development and league promotion 

prospects - as a private business this should be at their own cost. The land 

could then be used for low-density housing. The move out of the area by 

CFC would relive the local population from the regular influx of visiting fans 

and traffic that currently is a blight on the residential areas and road 

verges surrounding the stadium.  Southgate 

 Desmond Anderson old school sight (two) fenced off and unused.  Three 

Bridges 

 Areas from county oak towards Lowfield Heath are not used.  Langley 

Green 

 Ensuring that empty homes are brought back into occupancy.  Making use 

of brownfield sites including empty or under-occupied retail and office 

space in the town centre.  Southgate 

 Hedgerow House, Rusper Road, Ifield, has 4 acres which they may 

consider selling.  Ifield 

 I have stated elsewhere Ewhurst Playing Fields you should consider land 

and the end of the Mardens and council deport on south side.  From 

middle hedge line to A23, yes, I know it belongs to the school but is not 

used except for a couple of times a year has benefits of access.  There is 

a small plot of land in Mowbray Drive, by garages and flats south of Ifield 

brook. I know it is small but you need every space and any developer 

would cut their arm off to build flats here.   No neighbourhood stated 

 Ifield Park.  Ifield 

 One or more of the playing fields behind Cherry Lane, Langley Green.  

Langley Green 

 Releasing land currently protected for any 2nd runway at Gatwick would 

provide space for many more homes. Specifically the area north of Cherry 

Lane and County Oak.  Ifield 

 Rusper Road playing fields, Ifield.  I believe there is no pavilion or 

changing facilities.  This area does not overlook any existing residents.  

Tilgate 

 Suitable for housing, old Edwards social club site, old Duracell social club 

site, old radiffsion social club site.  Ifield 

 The area that is where Buchan Kennells used to be?  Broadfield 

 From looking at your Additional Sites Allocation Consultation Map, which 

doesn't appear to be up to date as it doesn't show the vast development 

near three bridges square-about, Gaps can be seen in the Ifield and 

Langley areas that aren't marked as playing fields. There is a strip of land 

between Broadfield brook and the A23, Furnace green could be expanded 

up to the railway line and the commercial offices next to three bridges 

square-about (which seem derelict when viewed from the railway) could 

receive a change of use to a quite sizeable residential development.  

Broadfield 
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 Or there is the option of using the area proposed as a travellers site along 

the A264 as a residential development considering your own gypsy, 

traveller and travelling show people accommodation needs assessment 

document states that there is 'no current need'.  Broadfield 

 The farm on the worth way the other side of the M23.  It is large enough 

for a development the size of Maidenbower.  No neighbourhood stated  

 The land between Astral towers and Lowfield Heath roundabout.  The land 

to the right of the footbridge into Goffs Park from West Green to Gossops 
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 Why is the old Ifield Community College site still undeveloped after 8 

years? This site could potentially house hundreds of homes.  Ifield 

 



Appendix B1 - Gypsy and Traveller 

Sites 
Comments made regarding the proposed Gypsy and Traveller sites at 

Langley Walk and Broadfield Kennels. 
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 I feel that a permanent gypsy site should be built in Crawley area because 
communities clash and beliefs get in view of people. (i.e. open family 
cooking complaint because of noise and people feel its wrong but its our 
way)  

 The land at Broadfield Kennels would be ok, but the access on to the A264 
needs to be sorted, we are in need of a Gypsy/ Traveller site, however, what 
must be assured is that you cannot put both parties on the same site!!  I 
have absolutely no problem with where the sites will be it is not going to be 
easy to get these sites included as the racist element in town will be out in 
force, personally I also expect more racism for those Gypies / Travellers all 
ready living within the settled community from the ill informed. As already 
happens. 

 As Secretary of the Sussex Traveller Action Group I welcome the arguments 
put forward for the need for Gypsy and Traveller sites. They are well put and 
convincing on the importance of identifying sites in order to get the Local 
Plan accepted. We have a few comments as below. 

1. We accept that the assessment identifies 9 sites, but are not entirely 

clear if those are sites with multiple pitches or single pitches. Council 
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Alternative sites 

 The site considered and rejected for housing in Stephenson Way (5) might 
work better for a traveller site. 

 Unused land near Manor Royal and around Gatwick Airport, giving privacy 
to the traveller community.  

 I think a better site would be off the A23 near the Lowfield Heath roundabout 
the best way I can describe where is if looking from google earth it would be 
the field in between and Gatwick and the long hall parking as this would 
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 The Broadfield site is not easily accessible & the pedestrian access from 
Broadfield is unlit & little more than a muddy path. The proposed site is also 
in an AONB. 

 I am a member at Cottesmore and we have already suffered several 
vandalism acts on fairways and greens on the Broadfield boundary. My 
fears are that the incident rate will increase with the siting of a traveller park. 
I also believe that since many new housing estates are placed on flight 
paths and suffer noise issues then the travellers should not be protected 
from having to suffer similar nuisance issue.  

 Not only will a travellers fixed site at Broadfield Kennels create untold misery 
for neighbouring areas, and the community but also congestion on the by-
pass that runs alongside the proposed site. As travellers have been know to 
keep to their own rules and not abide by local community (country people's) 
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 I struggle with this concept and understand the argument that is often put 
regarding this community that they need to retain the ability to roam, 
however this does feel like having your cake and eating it. 

 If this site is picked I will sell up and leave the town of Crawley, never to 
return. 

 Wherever they are put these people should be made to pay rent and Council 
tax. 

 It should be abundantly CLEAR to the gypsy and travellers that THEY are 
responsible for keeping the sites clean and tidy, and under no 
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 Why do families of Gypsies & Travellers already in Crawley Housing qualify 
for a site when the offspring of other resident families do not get a chance of 
housing or mobile sites?   

 Why do we need to provide a fixed site for 'travellers'. Either they are 
travellers or they are not. Why should we provide the best of both worlds for 
a way of life they chosen. We object most strongly to a fixed traveller’s site 
anywhere in the uk.     

 Why should travellers who choose to live in this manner be permitted to 
have easy access to the city amenities….? 

 Why should travellers who choose to live in this manner be permitted to 
have easy access to the city amenities…..? 

 If travellers want to settle in one place they should be housed straight away 
and not put on a temporary site.  

 In your FAQ relating to the proposed Gypsy & Traveller sites you mention a 
figure of 77.From previous dealings with the Local Council I am lead to 
believe that there are several thousand waiting on the Council waiting list 
many have been on the "list"(i use the term loosely) many years.I know of 
many who were born and bred in Crawley but still have no idea or any 
likelihood of ever being housed...........Yet the Local Authority 
(surprise..surprise) are going out of their way to accommodate these 77 
individuals at a cost to the local tax payers …...........What is the POINT of 
local elections?. And what’s the POINT of local officials voted into "office" 
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 Too near airport.  

 If the Gatwick Airport 2nd runway goes ahead this site will be blighted by 
noise pollution. Health issues due to kerosene discharge from Aircraft.  

 Gatwick Airport - if a second runway is given the go ahead, there will be a 
dramatic increase in noise pollution and public health issues due to 
additional kerosene discharge from increased aircraft movements. 

 With the possible expansion of Gatwick airport I think the area has enough 
to deal with. 

 With air port expansion in the future this would only be a temporary solution. 
With air port expansion this would just be an additional burden on the road.   

 The location of Broadfield Kennels is a much better option for traveller’s 
suite as it would not impact on any neighbouring community and it would be 
in Langey Green 

 10 fixed pitches will soon become 100!  Plus could be a security risk for the 
airport 

 

Site not suitable – Noise 

 Narrow road. 

 Access from the surrounding roads very difficult as they are narrow and 
parking causes extra problems. 

 If they are travellers then they will not make it a permanent home.  If families 
settle then it will not be big enough to accommodate them. 

 It is stated that the Langley Green site will be exposed to airport noise.  

 Langley Walk is not suitable for the following reasons: noise pollution from 
airport. 

 This area at Langley Walk is a potential site which may be significantly 
adversely affected by noise levels from Gatwick Airports operations. Gatwick 
Airport therefore does not consider the site to be an appropriate location for 
a housing allocation.  

 Not to mention the noise and pollution from the airport. If a second runway 
goes ahead they would be right on the edge of it. 

 Sites such as Langley Walk which may be subject to noise issues 
associated with Gatwick Airport should be avoided. 

 Land north of Langley Walk not suitable because of aircraft noise, I live in 
Langley Walk and we suffer.  

 The area is close to the flight path from Gatwick airport and therefore can be 
noisy at all hours of the day. 

 This locality already suffers to a certain extent from noise and air pollution 
from the adjacent runway at Gatwick Airport.  There are proposals, current 
at the moment, to extend the airport and to provide a further runway in the 
near future.  Given the specific controls on noise pollution, deemed 
acceptable for caravan dwellers in particular, why is it even being 
considered appropriate to develop this site for this purpose? 

 The possible expansion of the airport is another factor, higher noise levels 
etc moving closer to the site.  

 Airport noise very excessive and can only get worse with 
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 I believe the noise from the airport would be an issue for people in a 
caravan.  

 If Gatwick expands area will be blighted by noise which would be particularly 
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 Access to the areas within Langley Green is via very narrow roads.  

 The access to this area through Langley Green is very limited.   

 Access to Langley Walk is already very congested ….. 

 Langley Green access road is too small, and is a very quiet residential area.  

 The area around Langley Walk is totally unsuitable for any traveller site or 
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 The Consultation Questionnaire is unfairly biased towards the Langley Walk 
site because it doesn't point out that there are access problems to the site 
and that it is approx half the size of the Broadfield Kennels area as the maps 
used are to two different scales. 

 The access to this site is very restricted and recently this area has extra 
housing built which has added to this problem.  The addition of any more 
traffic will make this extremely dangerous for existing households. 

 Langley Walk already has access problems with the road turning into single 
lane traffic. Any further developments would only add to this current issue.  

 Where as the Langley Green option has poor road access the infra structure 
is too small.  

 The Langley green site has poor access. 

 Bad access.  

 Bad access and only through housing estates. 

 The Langley Walk site would be accessed via narrow residential roads 
which would put an even greater strain on the current road infrastructure.  

 Bad access. Middle of housing estate. Do any of the people involved in 
planning actually live in Langley Green. I can guess the answer to that one.  

 Additionally, road infrastructure is not capable of taking any more traffic as 
currently parking is on one side of each road.   

 Additionally, road infrastructure is not capable of taking any more traffic as 
currently parking is on one side of each road.   

 Concerns regarding access to the site  

 Concerns regarding access to the site  

 The local community is across the small road 

 The road is too small to turn in  

 Langley Walk, and surrounding roads.  The road infrastructure is not 
capable of taking any more traffic. Currently parking is on one side of each 
road and vehicles make their way in and out to proceed down the road. The 
passing in the street ensure that the road is single lane.   

 Concerns regarding access to the site  

 Concerns regarding access to the site  

 Langley Walk, and surrounding roads.  The road infrastructure is not 
capable of taking any more traffic. Currently parking is on one side of each 
road and vehicles make their way in and out to proceed down the road. The 
passing in the street ensure that the road is single lane.   

 Access to this site is restricted due to width of the Langley walk, also local 
resident parking takes up some of the road  width, if a traveller arrives at the 
site is there room to turn vehicle and caravan around if the site is full? 

 Increase traffic and access to the site is a concern.   

 The surround road is very narrow. 

 Langley Walk already has parking issues.  More housing, etc would add to 
this congestion. 

 Potentially, this could cause an increase in traffic on narrow roads which 
already suffer at busy times. Also, there is the risk of an increase in noise in 
a quiet residential area….. 

 Access via Langley Walk is limited with the road being narrow.  

 Langley Walk is a narrow road and should not be developed further. 
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 Langley walk is essentially a one lane road because of all the parked cars 
and caravans would be too large to go down it.  

 Junction of mulberry road and Langley walk already busy as used as a cut 
through. 

 Road is difficult as it is, and when we had travellers in Cherry lane they 
completely spoiled our fields …. 

 Access in Langley Walk is limited, including emergency vehicles.   

 This area north of Langley Walk would not be good for Gypsy & Travellers, 
they need better access and more space 

 ….foresee a definite problem with access and travel.  Langley Walk at 
present has a lovely countryside a peel (the reason many of us residents set 
up home here) to it. Horse riders, dog walkers, joggers, ramblers and 
cyclists use our walk daily. With this proposal and the ridiculous housing 
proposal ( why no room to add our thoughts and concerns on your previous 
page?) our road will become  unsightly and unbearable with noise, 
disturbance &  safety concerns regarding the amount of traffic. 

 Langley Walk is a quiet area with small, tree lines roads. It is used by horse 
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settlers and have been here for four generations and we have all seen 
Crawley progress and develop over the years, of which we did not agree 
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unlicensed motor vehicles through it, while Langley Green already has its 
own issues without adding more to the mix.  

 This is also a very unattractive tree lined lane and the land is full of wildlife.  

 Reasons: flooding, loss of wildlife, threat to mature oaks, poor infrastructure, 
overload on local amenities. 

 

Site not suitable – negative impact on local community 

 Any further building and incorporation of identified fixed Gypsy and Traveller 
site on only green belt still locally available for neighbourhood recreational 
and countryside exposure between housing and airport will negatively 
impact on prices of existing housing in the area and quality of life. 

 Langley walk has houses right next to the fence of the planned area.There 
garden would back onto the gypsy site.The road way is narrow and it is a 
quiet residential area. 

 Living in close proximity to this proposed site, D 12>> BDC BT
1 <age30ose 



 56 

 Langley Walk has equestrian links; people will be less likely to use the 
stables near there. Residential area very nearby as well. Langley Green is 
already overcrowded with lots of new homes being built there recently. 

 I strongly disagree with any sites for travellers ….. … and house prices will 
fall we are the only people who won't benefit what will they bring to our 
society?....  

 Great just what Crawley needs a travellers site NOT. crime is low in crawley 
, with the introduction of these sites I am pretty sure it will rise, you only 
have too look at the problems at Dale Farm several months back. 

 Langley Green has new flats by the parade also new houses at the end of 
Langley Walk I think putting more people in Langley walk will over populate 
it . 

 Close to housing and children’s play centre. 

 When Travellers have parked up in certain areas they have left lots of 
rubbish, messed up the area and in some cases have caused damage, 
which the people of Crawley have had to pay for. So unfortunately they have 
given themselves a bad name. 

 The impact on the value of our homes will most certainly be impacted and 
who is going to compensate us for that? The community has been working 
very hard to improve itself and we do not need to add additional influences 
that could cause more issues.  

 Whatever site is chosen it should be secure and kept tidy and clean - as 
residents we would not want to worry about any unsavoury behaviour. 

 We recently moved to Langley Walk in July last year and one of the main 
reasons for doing so was because of the green land close by. This is not 
only a lovely place to take a walk with the dog it is also home for an 
abundance of wild life including deer. I've spent my life savings buying this 
house with the intention of never moving again in my lifetime. Whether we 
agree with it or not moving a traveller’s site to this location will without doubt 
affect the price of the property in the area and furthermore will force 
residents to sell. I have held off airing my view on this matter in order to give 
me time to get opinions from other residents of Langley walk and 
surrounding areas and it would appear no one I have spoken to wants this 
proposal to go ahead.  

 Totally unsuitable for  Gypsy and Traveller site as this would be right behind 
our garden as we have been stressed by their presence before we are 76 
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 As a resident of Langley Green/Ifield I am getting fed up with everything 
being put onto our doorstep we are already a very diverse neighbourhood 
and have our share of facilities i.e. new Mosque, Psychiatric hospital, new 
Temple The house prices in my area have already fallen and looking online 
since the travellers site proposal has fallen another 5% are we to be 
compensated for this?  Also if the new expansion for Gatwick goes ahead 
won't the money spent building this/ putting in amenities, widening roads be 
for nothing?  This area proposed is in the middle of a residential area that 
will have a huge impact.   

 It would ruin one of the only quiet neighbourhoods in Crawley, also just 
generally having a gypsy site here could cause a lot of problems for local 
residents. It will be an eye sore and ruin one of the last bits of greenery in 
the area.  

 The standard of the new housing on for example Apple Tree farm site is 
very poor and has devalued the area considerably.  A Gypsy site in Langley 
Walk would be undesirable for all local residents.   

 The great possibility of the disruption and trouble that these sites cause to 
the local community should not be underestimated, reference the Dale Farm 
site in Essex. 

 Langley Green has in recent years been over developed with new housing 
within the area with no thought for the infrastructure and roads to sustain it. 

 I really feel for these poor residents. Not only that building this near other 
people's homes will decrease the value of houses. This is a FACT as I know 
people who have had there house values and have been told with just the 
consideration of the area they will never get what there house is worth. 

 The will be a community issue  

 Concerns regarding rubbish accumulation  

 The reason why I do not wish to have the land north of Langley Walk was as 
a permanent fixed site for travellers.  The will be a community issue  

 The will be a community issue  

 Concerns regarding rubbish accumulation 

 Concerns regarding rubbish accumulation  

 Langley Green itself has already had four major builds within the last for 
years. If you pack residents in too tightly you create problems, social 
tensions, vandalism and crime rates rise.  

 Allowing a permanent site in Langley Green would invite serious problems 
for the surrounding area & devalue properties on the area, affecting the local 
shops, schools etc! 

 This area of Langley Green is a particularly affluent and quite pretty part of 
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farm stables and various other  anti social acts.  We already have to put up 
with a noisy airport on our doorstep and a strong possibility of a second 
runway being built close by. It would not stay 10 fixed pitches as over time 
more will be squeezed in illegally .remember the dale farm experience. 

 Unfortunately, I have had to deal with traveller’s illegally setting up site near 
to my home on Broadfield playing fields in the past, and would not support 
the council in any plans for a permanent traveller’s site in Crawley due to the 
mess, noise & anti-social behaviour that comes with the travellers. 

 Property value will also decrease as no one will want to live here. 

 North of Langley Walk, despite the incorrect comments on the assessment, 
is directly attached to the existing settled community - there is no gap as 
stated.  

 Please be aware that this is a significant imposition for the local residents 
(particularly in Langley Green) and quality of life for all should be a 
paramount consideration for our elected officials and their officers, this is not 
just a pin-sticking exercise in a local map, looking for gaps to fill ! Please 
reconsider carefully. 

 There is also lots of housing around here therefore not fair on residents as 
the housing prices would drop hugely.   

 There is one in Brighton close to where I work and it is forever being 
repaired because the gypsies are constantly vandalising the facilities that 
are provided. I also know many people that go to fairly great lengths to avoid 
the surrounding area because of their anti-social behaviour. 

 Langley walk is in the middle of a residential area. This would certainly 
produce a lot of friction between communities and problems of the future 
need to be avoided.  

 Langley Walk is unsuitable because the site would be built in an a 
established neighbourhood where the comings & goings of travellers people 
would be as difficult for the residents, noise etc its as it would be for the 
traveller people.  The traveller children would suffer because of this 
restriction of their life style and freedom.  
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Alternatives 
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 Manor Royal 

 As for alternative sites, I believe that some of the chronically underused 
areas on the Manor Royal estate are assessed as they would have sufficient 
size, access to all of the town's amenities and transportation. A change of 
use would be needed but for the foreseeable future, it is likely that a 
significant area in that vicinity will be undeveloped. 

 Why not situate traveller’s sight in the new Forge Wood development?   
People who move into the new neighbourhood would know from the outset 
that a travellers sight was there, which is better than imposing it on people 
who never expected it. Also the new roads could be designed in such a way 
to make access easier for the traveller’s often large and heavy vehicles. 

 Tricky, nobody wants travellers near them.  Suggest more suitable 
alternatives in Crawley are (http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB194160 
) map areas ref  #9 #3 #4 #5 #6 

 If a site must be built how about the industrial estate? There are plenty of 
empty sites there. 

 Why not consider one of the brown sites in or around manor royal, away 
from residential areas.  

 Alternate sites Manor Royal / Stephenson Way.  

 A much better option would be to use one of the many sites on the Manor 
Royal Industrial Estate which have been unused for years. There is good 
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 Place gypsy and traveller sites away from residential areas - there has never 
been an instance where these sites have a favourable impact.  Make some 
land available in Manor Royal. 

 One of the many unused sites on the Manor Royal Industrial Estate would 
be far more suitable.  
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 Gypsy & Traveller site should be on the outskirts of Crawley. 

 There are a number of issues concerning how these sites operate including 
the noise and pollution caused by generators. I do not think it is suitable to 
have a site near existing housing or a country park. 

 Gypsy & Travellers sites should not be in close proximity to existing housing. 
 

The proposed site in Broadfield is a better site 

 Broadfield kennels is much nearer to the main road, where Langley Walk 
would be too congested…..  

 Broadfield would be most suitable for their needs close to good size main 
roads, shops schools. 

 Broadfield - no knowledge of the local area but there are utilities already 
available at the kennels.  There may still be a problem with the provision of 
school places. 

 You can get a caravan wherever they want to; Buchan park hill proposes no 
difficulty in this,  
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 The Broadfield Kennels site would be better as Langley green is already a 
built up area with many cars and limit access to move up and down roads. A 
travellers site would add to this. Also from what I understand travellers 
would not want to live so close to a residential area so Broadfield kennels 
would a better site. 

 Broadfield kennels is a better site as there would be a lot of noise and 
pollution from the airport. Also as far as I am unaware travellers do not want 
to live in residential areas. Somewhere out of town would be more suitable. 

 Broadfield kennels seems a much better plot as it’s more out of the way and 
will not affect local communities. The land in Langley Walk is often used by 
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 Out of the two sites under consideration Broadfield kennels is better suited 
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going problems with illegal motor bikes using the paths and site proposed 
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 I oppose the proposed plans for the change of Bradfield Kennels. I have 
quoted Crawley District council, WSCC and Buchan Park website details to 
highlight the environmental effects/ concerns such a proposal would have a 
detrimental effect on the local environment and nature and wildlife. Add to 
this the social economic impact on the local community  

 I oppose the proposed plans for the change of Broadfield Kennels. I have 
quoted Crawley District council, WSCC and Buchan Park website details to 
highlight the environmental effects/ concerns such a proposal would have a 
detrimental effect on the local environment and nature and wildlife. Add to 
this the social economic impact on the local community  

 There are enough problems in Broadfield without the addition of a fixed 
traveller site.  We do not understand why travellers would want a fixed site if 
they are by nature travellers.  Wherever they choose as a temporary base 
they will be given whatever care they require. 

 There has already been an attempted to set up a permanent area for 
travellers but they broke their agreement and caused damage and trouble to 
the surrounding area. I would move out of Crawley if a permanent site was 
given to travellers, especially if it was Buchan Park which is very close to my 
home. 
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 Having lived in Edenbridge,Kent  for many years, I have seen the problems 
caused by a permanent Gypsy site and therefore feel strongly against this 
idea for crawley. 

 However, I am of the opinion that we should not provide any permanent 
facilities for travellers, as they are TRAVELLERS, clue in the title(!) …… 

 We should not have permanent Gypsy & traveller sites 

 Do not agree that gypsies and travellers be allocated sites to set up. 

 "An absolutely definite no" to even consider a traveller site in Langley Walk. 
The access is my main concern. This is a small lane with parked cars at all 
times on one side of the road and lorry and caravan access will almost be 
impossible.  

 I would not like a site in Crawley full stop.  I do not wish to have my Council 
tax spent on Gypsies or travellers. 

 I would not be in favour of having a permanent gypsy or traveller site in 
Crawley. 

 I don't agree that any sites should be used for a permanent gypsy and 
traveller site  

 



 74 

 I would also like to pose the question 'Have the local Gypsy and Traveller 
Community been consulted as to the size, location, suitability and 
accessibility of this site, for their future needs? 
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 You state there is little space for more housing then build council housing in 
these spaces…  

 

Ok with the site if Gypsies and Travellers pay for it 

 …The only way they should be allowed a permanent site is if they pay 
council rates up front in advance and with regards to utilities they should be 
issued with a top up key.  

 This site should only go head if they are going to pay towards the site 
(council tax), rubbish collecting etc. 

 Gypsy (genuine) should be given every opportunity to have a stopping off 
point during their travels providing they pay for the amenities provided. 
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disadvantaged regarding local community ties. Should they chose to stay in 
Crawley permanently they might consider settling in a house. 

 Security issues 

 Not enough space for accommodation. 
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homes and property the welfare of our children and also the value of our 
properties are at stake  

 Please do not consider travellers in Buchanan kennels, they will be too near 
a heavily populated neighbourhood 

 Land at Broadfield Kennels has previously been rejected for development on 
the grounds that the only access is via the fast lane of the A264, a busy, 
unlit dual carriageway. The development of the large Kilnwood Vale estate 
nearby will result in an increase in traffic along this stretch of road. The only 
pedestrian access is via an unlit, unpaved underpass and a steep, high bank 
with badly maintained steps. There is no disabled access and nowhere to 
provide a bus stop.  The land is also a designated AONB and is home to a 
large variety of wildlife. Crawley's Green Spaces Strategy quotes that the 
council is committed to ""recognise the wealth of wildlife in Crawley and try 
to ensure that these areas are protected and enhanced. 

 The steep drop off to the south of the land also makes it an unsuitable 
choice for a residential plot.  

 Concerned Buchan park could be polluted for fishing and conservation area 
wild life not to mention the number of families on nature walks and dog 
walking this is a lovely area would be a shame if the area was not looked 
after. 

 Broadfield Kennels site. I do not think that it is suitable for the following 
reasons 

 It is isolated from the rest of Crawley by a major road. 

 Access is difficult for both pedestrians and wheeled transport. 

 The small site could preclude the provision of permanent supervision of the 
site. 

 High cost of making the site suitable for occupation. 

 Buchan is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI)  

 Buchan is a Site of Special Scientific Interest. (SSSI) 

 Buchan Country Park has won the Green Flag Award which recognises the 
best green spaces in the UK. 

 Buchan park is a key part of the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. 

 The park is on the urban fringe so is already under pressure from the 
growing town's population. 

 Buchan park is recognised as a site of National & scientific importance .  It 
has been entrusted under the care & stewardship of our current Crawley 
councillors, to preserve this local treasure for future generations. With 
growing development pressures all over the south east, this site will be of 
growing importance for future generations.  For the current councillors of 
Crawley to even propose endangering such a site, is an exemplary example 
of extremely poor, wreckless planning at the expense of future generations 

 I do not think that land next to open space such as golf course or forest is 
suitable for either traveller site or other housing development.  

 Worried about the connection between them and the park and may be the 
miss use of the park. 

 The site near Broadfield should not be used as a new site for Gypsy & 
travellers because the wild life that live there will be affected and the 
travellers will take over our lovely Buchan park and destroy  more of our 
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me that you are trying to put this problem on already deprived areas 
because the residents of nicer areas of Crawley will be more likely to 
complain. Otherwise its a bit of a coincidence that you have chosen 
Broadfield and Langley Green as choices! 
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 Langley Walk site might be more suitable for housing - has this been 
considered as a possibility?  

 

Other 

The West Sussex Fire and Rescue Service have a responsibility under the 

Fire Services Act to accommodate any future development and the current 

and future strategies will be designed to manage the risk appropriately   
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Appendix B2 - Gypsy and Traveller 

Sites 
Comments made regarding the proposed Gypsy and Traveller sites at 

Langley Walk and Broadfield Kennels. 

Broadfield site – people who said YES 

Langley Walk not suitable 

 The Langley Green site has poor access, the land floods as do the drains 
and sewage as they are already running at capacity. local residence have 
had planning applications refused by the council as they wish to preserve 
the aesthetic look of the street scene surely a site of this nature is going 
against there own policy! the wildlife habitat would be destroyed and this is 
right next to the fields which were recently protected as part of the queens 
jubilee!  

 Land north of Langley Walk not suitable because of aircraft noise, I live in 
Langley Walk and we suffer. How about off the spur road leading to the 
crematorium noise would be less and there are trees and near access to 
open road, as they are travellers. 

 The site off Langley Walk is not suitable for fixed pitches for several 
reasons; this area of land has poor drainage so is very wet in the winter. The 
access down Langley Walk or through the current housing is poor and so 
extra traffic is likely to cause issues. The local school is already under 
pressure and so may not be able to cope with the extra children. The area is 
close to the flightpath from Gatwick airport and therefore can be noisy at all 
hours of the day. 

 If a traveller site is situated at the end of Langley Walk …….. It has 
happened here before when travellers were parked nearby for a short time. 
Our house and car insurance will go up and our houses will decrease in 
value - this may not be a concern for the council but when you have worked 
hard all your life to buy your own home it is beyond the pale to have the 
value slashed by a development such as this. Rest assured that the 
residents of this area will not let this happen without a fight. 

 Langley Walk is a flood area, wild deer roam, and access is limited & roads 
too narrow due to residential proximity.  

 Broadfield kennels has greater access for vehicles but Langley Walk is 
already congested with current residents’ vehicles. 

 Langley Walk has equestrian links; people will be less likely to use the 
stables near there.  Residential area very nearby as well. Langley Green is 
already overcrowded with lots of new homes being built there recently. 

 Langley Green has new flats by the parade also new houses at the end of 
Langley Walk.  I think putting more people in Langley Walk will over 
populate it. 

 Also Langley Green being one of the oldest estates many people have lived 
here for years and are very nervous of this happening. 
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 Access in Langley Walk is limited, including emergency vehicles.  If the 
housing goes ahead I do not believe the houses will sell so readily.. They 
might sell more cheaply but their insurance costs will be higher. 
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recreation activities the other alternative is cherry lane but that has some 
anti social issues associated with it 

 I my self and have difficulty in walking and use this space to undertake my 
daily excise, 

 "North of Langley Walk, despite the incorrect comments on the assessment, 
is directly attached to the existing settled community - there is no gap as 
stated. The adjacent land is too close to the water course so additional 
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paramount consideration for our elected officials and their officers, this is not 
just a pin-sticking exercise in a local map, looking for gaps to fill ! Please 
reconsider carefully." 

 

 

Site unsuitable – negative impact on community 

 Whatever site is chosen it should be secure and kept tidy and clean - as 
residents we would not want to worry about any unsavoury behaviour. 

 Why do we need to so this unless they are monitored closely, ….. 

 Conflicts of interest with existing residence. 

 Site too close to existing properties. 

 Access problems. 

 Too near the children's playing field and play ground. 

 Too close to residential properties, Cul de Sac not good road for additional 
traffic. 

 The land is also used by tenants as stabling and consideration should be 
given to them or there. Use rather then a new community moving in and 
getting preferential treatment. 

 Transport another issues.  The area is a quite road and not suitable for 
caravans  

 Noise pollution, already noise levels have increased since the new housing 
next to temple  

 Issues around access 

 Noise pollution already there has been and unease of traffic noise due to 
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 Additionally, road infrastructure is not capable of taking any more traffic as 
currently parking is on one side of each road.  The area is also known to be 
affected by flooding. 

 Road is to narrow to deal with extra traffic and large vehicles. The land often 
gets boggy when it's rains. If travellers want to settle in one place they 
should be housed straight away and not put on a temporary site. With the 
possible expansion of gatwick airport I think the area has enough to deal 
with. 

 Difficulty accessing site/ Camp could encroach on farmland/ river - rubbish 
could cause pollution and devastating effect on wildlife/countryside 

 Too near residential housing/noise levels/ too close to noise from 
aeroplanes taking off and landing at Gatwick. 

 Travellers can be difficult neighbours. 
 

Broadfield is the better site 

 Broadfield would be most suitable for their needs close to good size main 
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 The Broadfield Kennels location seems for more suitable. Travellers often 
move in large vehicles (vans, trucks etc).  These would not be easily 
accommodated in the Langley Walk site, whereas, Broadfield Kennels are 
located next to a much more suitable road for large vehicles.  Broadifield 
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 Langley Walk does not have good access.  Fire engines have trouble getting 
aloing the road to fires and trapped animals.  There is also a lot of wildlife, 
flora and fauna.  The abundance of trees shield residents from aircraft noise. 

 Contrary to the council's own site assessment, I believe, that this proposal is 
NOT sufficiently separate from a main residential area, unlike the Broadfield 
Kennels' site. The Langley Walk site would be accessed via narrow 
residential roads which would put an even greater strain on the current road 
infrastrusture. Of the two sites, Broadfield Kennels is more conducive, as it 
is not directly beside existing residential areas.   

 Broadfield Kennels Kennels
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 Broadfield Kennels would be best suited to this development as it is a 
spacious site, with access from main roads and is also in close proximity of 
schools and shops etc.  

 The 'old kennel' site would be perfect if we are required to give them 
anything at all personally they should have to pay all taxes first however 
from a local point of view this is the least interferring with the residents of 
crawley. I would not have them anywhere near my home and most people 
will agree you will face huge resistance where ever it’s decided to put 
them...  

 They deserve quality of life too. The Buchan site would be perfect. 
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 Traveller sites should not be located within residential areas.  Living as a 
traveller is a choice and whilst their choice is respected, travellers must 
accept their living spaces on the outskirts of built up cities or pay the normal 
grading of Council Tax as those residents in the residential areas.   

 Positioning the site away from housing areas would make for more 
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 A total of 20 families doesn't sound unreasonable, wouldn't overburden the 
area's facilities, and goes some way towards satisfying the Council's duties 
in this regard 

 It’s a difficult one we do need to provide suitable sites and if we do so it 
might help to break the nomadic existence and bring some of the travellers 
to realise they are part of our society and should conform to those 
standards.   

 Gypsy (genuine) should be given every opportunity to have a stopping off 
point during their travels providing they pay for the amenities provided.  

 I am not aware of any potential alternative sites but Crawley desperately 
needs to fulfil its responsibility to provide legal and dignified sites. Not only is 
this an ethical issue, but it would also give greater force to eviction of  illegal  
sites and help to end the devastation and cost of cleaning up the detritus 
from such encampments. 

 It seems surprising that Gypsy families’ children might want to go back to 
caravans but very reasonable of the council to make the offer 

 

 

Questions that still need to be answered 

 Hygiene - Will there be a toilet block and will they use it? 

 I cannot judge Gypsies or Travellers as they have done no harm to me. Will 
they be paying taxes though? Or will we be paying for their up keep? 

 Question is why there is a requirement for a permanent site. My 
understanding was that there did not want permanent site… 

 Why do families of Gypsies & Travellers already in Crawley Housing qualify 
for a site when the offspring of other resident families do not get a chance of 
housing or mobile sites?   

 Why not leave the gypsy people that we have in the houses that they have 
at the moment and the children will move into the community like all other 
children? 

 

No to any site 

 However, I am of the opinion that we should not provide any permanent 
facilities for travellers, as they are TRAVELLERS, clue in the title(!) …. 

 If they are travellers then they will not make it a permanent home.  If families 
settle then it will not be big enough to accommodate them. 
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 The financial benefits of providing sites are stated but could be emphasised 
with the approximate annual cost for evicting unauthorised encampments as 
against the cost of providing sites. 

 The explanation for the shortage should be more specific about the bunding 
(blocking access to) common land such as Ditchling Common, Henfield 
Common, Devils Dyke and other previously accessible common land, 
whether in the Crawley district or in nearby locations. 

 Given the difficulty when two sites were proposed several years ago, plans 
must be put in place to inform local residents that such sites are in place 
throughout the country and cause local people no disturbance. 

 It should be abundantly CLEAR to the gypsy and travellers that THEY are 
responsible for keeping the sites clean and tidy, and under no 
circumstances should the cost be borne by the Crawley tax payers 

 Problem parking and accessing the site / too near  existing housing/ land 
should be used by people to walk dogs and enjoy the countryside / too near 
to airport noise 

 My company used to have storage at these premises and they are very 
secluded and away from other people who may right or wrong be intimidated 
by them (Broadfield Kennels Q10). It looks okay but I don't know the area 
enough to make a proper comment. 

 

 

Broadfield site – people who said NO to the site 

This group should not be treated any differently 

 Gypsies housing needs should be dealt with the same as any other 
persons. i.e through housing lists and qualifying to be on them. 

 I do not see why any section of the community needs special privileges at 
ratepayers expense. 

 Why are these people given anything…They should be made to wait on a 
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born in Crawley and whose parents have lived here all their lives, have no 
chance of getting council accommodation in Crawley. My eldest child is 25 
years old and as she has worked hard in her chosen career, she is unable 
to get on the council house waiting list as she is earning.  Why should 
Gypsy/Travellers get priority?? 

 If they are happily settled then why would land need to be set aside. The 
land would be better used for housing for the many families that need 
houses now.  

 By definition Travellers would not stay long term so it is unlikely they would 
be disadvantaged regarding local community ties. Should they chose to 
stay in Crawley permanently they might consider settling in a house. 

 Travellers should be just that travellers. If they wish to have permanent 
land entitlement they should integrate into society and get on waiting lists 
… 

 If the G's & T's are in houses why give then sites, and why give them sites 
in the first place, as their title means that they are travellers.  

 …  Why is it that the Broadfield site can be developed for gypsies but not 
for development of homes? 

 I don't feel that people who choose to travel and class themselves as 
Gypsies and Travellers should be given houses which they will leave when 
they choose to travel when there are people in the area waiting for houses 
as a permanent point to live.  This applies be sites as well.  

 Gypsies and Travellers are by definition on the move. Why do they want 
houses to live in when they happen to be in the area?  When there are 
people on waiting list for years. 

 Broafield Kennels - This is not a suitable site as it is to near to Tollgate Hill. 

 No sites should be offered.  They need to be brought into normal housing 
….The council should not be promoting a travelling lifestyle.  This town 
has already spent enough money over the recent years trying to keep then 
from parking on Crawley land. I totally reject any money spent on cleaning 
up their dirt and mess.  Put them in council housing so they can eventually 
live like the rest of us.  Do not encourage their way of life.  

 Do not understand why the need to spend money for the travellers children 
to have a site when my children who have lived in Crawley all their lives 
cannot get a council house. Perhaps money should be spent on housing 
life long Crawley residents and not travellers. 

 We should not use council funds to build sites for traveller families children 
when local families cannot get housing also if they are living in houses 
they are not travellers 

 Remaining in one place for a period of time allows people from this group 
to access education and health services, which is often not the case if they 
are travelling around the country. Then they should buy a house like the 
rest of us. 

 Travellers by definition are people who do not want to stay in one place. 
Therefore if they do decide to stay in one place they should have to 
rent/buy a property and pay council tax and other utilities just like everyone 
else. The council should not be responsible  

 Land should be used to build houses for the residents of Crawley, those 
who cannot afford private rent or mortgages  
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about Buchan and Broadfield there is no need to ruin such a lovely and 
important part to the local community.  

 Don't make BF and Langley Green any more undesirable than they 
already are. Why should we house travellers who only cause trouble when 
they arrive in town? 

 Broadfield has a bad reputation as it is adding a traveller site will just make 
it worse 

 Any neighbouring houses will lose value and this is totally unfair for the 
people who have worked hard and respectfully all their lives.  A large 
number of residents in Crawley also live in fear of threats and violence 
from the travellers and will not be able to feel at ease in their own homes.  
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here. With the possibility of this site being introduced i feel my family would 
have no alternative but to consider moving from the area, although this 
would be at a considerable loss due to the reduced house price. 
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 Adamantly against this site where kennels were. This is much too close to 
the amazing Buchan park where the dogs are walked, children from 
schools visit in large groups with teachers. The park rangers have done an 
exemplary work and take great pride in all they do….. This is a free park 

http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
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Numbers 1 and 2 Laundry Cottages are also owned by WSCC and are 
rented by the Senior Ranger and one Countryside Ranger. 
WSCC also holds the freehold for 2.5 hectares of unimproved grassland at 
the entrance to the park. This area does not currently form part of the 
country park. Since 2004 it has been threatened twice with development. 
In 2004, in a Local Development Framework consultation document, 
Horsham District Council identified the site as a location for housing. 
Following local opposition and representations from park staff and County 
Council specialists the site was withdrawn. In October 2005 the field was 
the preferred site option to re-locate the Broadbridge Heath Highways 
Depot. WSCC property department carried out survey work as part of a 
feasibility study. This proposal is currently shelved. Any development of 
this green field site will impact on the rural nature of the park entrance. If 
the site was to form part of the country park, there is considerable potential 
for use by groups for educational purposes. Improved access would also 
allow an additional circular route to Target Hill Local Nature Reserve. 
There are several Easements and Wayleaves applying to the park most 
notably regarding the installation of a water main over Target Hill. A small 
plot of land is leased to Cottesmore Golf Course. 
An area of 5.3 hectares of Target Hill is under a 10 year Defra Countryside 
Stewardship Scheme for lowland heath restoration (appendix 8.4). This 
agreement expires in 2012. From 1996 to 2007 two Forestry Commission 
Woodland Grant Schemes covered the whole park. 
In October 2000 WSCC entered into a 10-year management agreement 
with Crawley Borough Council to manage 3.36 hectares of land under a 
Countryside Stewardship Scheme for lowland heath restoration.• 
Bio-diversity - The diversity of habitats and landscapes provide suitable 
interest for both amenity and educational use. The ecological diversity of 
some of the habitats is low, due to unfavourable management in the past, 
particularly felling of most of the woodland during World War 2. All the 
habitats present have been created by human management of the site 
over a long period and thus cannot be described as natural. However they 
have all been on the site for a great length of time and have a natural 
feel•. The presence of a site that has such high value for both amenity 
and nature conservation is rare in the context of the urban fringe of 
Crawley.• 
Management Objective 1 
Maintain a high standard of habitat management to ensure the site retains 
its Site of Special Scientific Interest and Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance designations. 
Management Objective 2 
Enable people of all abilities to safely visit, enjoy and understand the park 
and the wider AONB countryside, and involve the local community and 
volunteers in its development 
Management Objective 4 
Promote sustainability issues such as re-cycling, green energy, food miles 
and wildlife friendly gardening and the health benefits of an active lifestyle 
Point 3 producing a programme of graded health walks in partnership with 
Crawley Borough Council and Gatwick Greenspace Partnership. 
Management Objective 5 
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Liaise with local landowners to encourage landscape and bio-diversity 
improvements, as specified in WSCC Land Management Guidance Sheet 
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than 10 per ha; above this the value of the heath for other species can 
become compromised, depending on local circumstances. Prevent 
bracken invasion of heath by herbicide treatment (N.B. mowing or rolling is 
unsuitable as a method of bracken control as it would have to be done 
during the nesting season of nightjar and other ground nesting birds). 
Grazing: Extensive grazing enhances the vegetation structure, restricts 
invasion and incidentally increases the number of dung insects, some of 
which are important elements of the nightjars diet. 
Bare ground: All the above help to create and maintain bare patches of 3-5 
m2 within the heather-dominated vegetation and at the base of small trees 
(1-3 m tall). This provides nightjars with suitable nesting habitat in areas 
where the heather cover is otherwise too dense for sufficient natural sites 
to be available. 
Conifer plantations: Clearings (over 10 hectares) restocked within 10-0 1 108.02 5--

http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanParkMP_LowRes.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanParkMP_LowRes.pdf
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earlier this year, events planned all through the summer for families etc. 
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_
Background-Objectives.pdf 
The education service has undertaken school visits, holiday clubs, very 
able pupil courses, adult education courses and out of school group visits. 
The park is increasingly popular with cub and beaver groups• 
Such activities would experience safeguarding issues as the exact nature 
of people close to school, club and beaver groups could result in the 
educational aspect of Buchan park being lost to schools and cub and 
beaver groups. 
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_
Background-Objectives.pdf 
West Sussex County Council holds the freehold for the Country Park. 
Numbers 1 and 2 Laundry Cottages are also owned by WSCC and are 
rented by the Senior Ranger and one Countryside Ranger. 
WSCC also holds the freehold for 2.5 hectares of unimproved grassland at 
the entrance to the park. This area does not currently form part of the 
country park. Since 2004 it has been threatened twice with development. 
In 2004, in a Local Development Framework consultation document, 
Horsham District Council identified the site as a location for housing. 
Following local opposition and representations from park staff and County 
Council specialists the site was withdrawn. In October 2005 the field was 
the preferred site option to re-locate the Broadbridge Heath Highways 
Depot. WSCC property department carried out survey work as part of a 
feasibility study. This proposal is currently shelved. Any development of 
this green field site will impact on the rural nature of the park entrance. If 
the site was to form part of the country park, there is considerable potential 
for use by groups for educational purposes. Improved access would also 

http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanPark_Background-Objectives.pdf


 109 

Maintain a high standard of habitat management to ensure the site retains 
its Site of Special Scientific Interest and Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance designations. 
Management Objective 2 
Enable people of all abilities to safely visit, enjoy and understand the park 
and the wider AONB countryside, and involve the local community and 
volunteers in its development 
Management Objective 4 
Promote sustainability issues such as re-cycling, green energy, food miles 
and wildlife friendly gardening and the health benefits of an active lifestyle 
 Point 3 producing a programme of graded health walks in partnership with 
Crawley Borough Council and Gatwick Greenspace Partnership. 
Management Objective 5 
Liaise with local landowners to encourage landscape and bio-diversity 
improvements, as specified in WSCC Land Management Guidance Sheet 
HW2, to complement work at Buchan Country Park. We aim to achieve 
this by  
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heathland) the habitat remains a scarce one. 

http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanParkMP_LowRes.pdf
http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/leisureandtourism/prow/pdfs/BuchanParkMP_LowRes.pdf
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 Buchan is a Site of Special Scientific Interest. (SSSI) 

 Buchan Country Park has won the Green Flag Award which recognises 
the best green spaces in the UK. 

 Buchan park is a key part of the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. 

 The park is on the urban fringe so is already under pressure from the 
growing town's population. 

 The land boarding the park proposed as the traveller's site, is an important 
buffer zone to the nature within the park. 

 Crawley has several areas of derelict land sites (other alternatives), so 
why use risk an important SNCI/SSSI site. 

 Buchan park is recognised as a site of National & scientific importance.  It 
has been entrusted under the care & stewardship of our current Crawley 
councillors, to preserve this local treasure for future generations. With 
growing development pressures all over the south east, this site will be of 
growing importance for future generations.  For the current councillors of 
Crawley to even propose endangering such a site, is an exemplary 
example of extremely poor, wreckless planning at the expense of future 
generations? " 

 Broadfield  kennels should not be used for a gypsy site as the area it 
surrounds is of natural beauty and a  sanctuary for wildlife and fauna . Our 
precious green spaces are being destroyed …. 

 Both proposed sites are on green fields; Broadfield Kennels would have an 
adverse effect on Wildlife especially endangered species such as 
KnightJar, Biodiversity, Waterways and wider implications on access to 
and rom the site.  The Broadfield Kenensl site is surrounded by Forest and 
parks of outstanding beauty, the intended redevelopment would also 
involve cutting several protective trees and loss of the amenities. 

 

Site not suitable – access/ traffic 

 I believe that this site at Broadfield Kennels will be unsuitable due to the 
steep access to this site on a very busy bypass.  

 There are no save roads/paths/street lightening at Buchanan kennels.  

 Land at Broadfield Kennels has previously been rejected for development 
on the grounds that the only access is via the fast lane of the A264, a 
r( )
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 It is unlikely only 10 pitches will be on site. The Broadfield kennels does 
not have suitable access for caravans. 

 Broadfield Kennels site. I do not think that it is suitable for the following 
reasons 

 It is isolated from the rest of Crawley by a major road. 

 access is difficult for both pedestrians and wheeled transport. 

 the small site could preclude the provision of permanent supervision of the 
site. 

 high cost of  making the site suitable for occupation. 

 Extra traffic it will cause Crawley on the whole is not an acceptable place 
for a traveller site. 

 We have in the past lived near a Gypsy camp site and found that the crime 
wave went up and the property value went right down.  

 Buchan Kennels is not the right place as there is fast road road A264 and 
will make it congested. 

 It's not a suitable site for travellers + gypsies accommodation as the motor 
way is close by and could be dangerous….. 

 

Site not suitable – infrastructure 

 Also, the schools need to be considered as it could have a detrimental 
effect on them. 

 In both locations it would also have a big impact on the infrastructure of 
the area. 

 Broadfield kennels is not an appropriate site as it is too close to broadfield 
estate and there are not enough amenities for them, the schools are full up 
to capacity, The NHS are full to breaking point , the sewage etc are under 
strain as is the water pressure.  

 Buchan park and this side of town will soon be bombarded by a new 
housing estate Kilnmead Vale which will create more activity around this 
side of town  eg. , traffic schooling etc,  

 The site is too close to the A264 road which is a very busy road, the land 
they  would settle on has no lighting also it has a deep slope almost like a 
cliff edge, there is no  public transport, no pedestrian paths (only a slopey 
dirt track with no access for wheelchairs or prams,  

 

Alternative site – away from settled community 

 I agree they need somewhere but maybe an option where it wouldn't affect 
the local community already established there…  In France they have 
allocated sites for travellers and these are always located away from 
residential areas but within easy access of shops etc and these sites are 
always very clean. 

 Could these sites not be included in a less populated area?   

 Traveller communities and indigenous populations don't mix well and no 
site near housing areas will be conducive for either communities 
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accommodate the requirement for a site, it also has a bus stop very close 
by. 

 Gas Holder Site, North East Sector. 

 The peripheral business/industrial area would afford good vehicle access 
and suitable transport links into the town centre to utilise local amenities.  

 Next to delta force paint ball site 

 What about the Forge Wood area? 

 Stephenson way 

 Horsham or Hayward’s Heath 

 Site should be provided by Horsham dc as it has a far larger land area to 
choose from 

 There is land just opposite the M23 Moto service station at Pease Pottage 
(sometimes used as a car-boot sale area) which could be developed as a 
Traveller site. There would be little foreseeable access difficulties and 
disruption to existing residential areas. 

 …. consider the old areas of the town.  Industrial estates and further out of 
town towards the airport… 

 The Broadfield site is the lesser of the two evils, however this is not ideal.  
Why not use the old industrial areas e.g. the old glaxo site or elsewhere 
away from the … majority.   

 Both sites are too close to existing houses….. then look for a suitable site 
on the industrial sites. 

 Why has this moved from the pound hill area that was mentioned a few 
years ago to the above sites? Why are CBC always looking at LG and BF? 
Is it because you feel the people in them areas don't mind? Well we do, it's 
our homes and lives that will be affected. You have loads of other land that 
you can put this site at, e.g. In town centre, park area near Tesco’s three 
bridges.. 

 None of the above. How about other open land in other parts of the town?   

 How about pound hill area that's was mentioned a few years ago?" 

 Industrial estate where there is no one to upset! 

 If a site has to be in Crawley then why not Pound Hill on the green area by 
the Tavern on the green? 

 Why not situate traveller’s site in the new Forge Wood development?   
People who move into the new neighbourhood would know from the outset 
that a traveller’s site was there, which is better than imposing it on people 
who never expected it. Also the new roads could be designed in such a 
way to make access easier for the travellers often large and heavy 
vehicles. 

 Tricky, nobody wants travellers near them. Suggest more suitable 
alternatives in Crawley are 
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 Turners Hill 

 Is Horsham Copthorne or Crawley Down being considered for traveller 
sites.  

 Maidenbower has a lot more room to accommodate the travelling 
community as it is more spacious.   

 Poles Lane should be considered as it away from many people who are 
likely to reject Buchan and Cherry Lane 

 Neither the travelling community nor local residents would wish the site to 
be in the middle of a residential area so the obvious site would be at 
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No provision should be made 

 I live in Langley Walk, have worked very hard all my life to buy my house 
and I am not prepared to have all of that taken away from me. If we have a 
traveller site across our road we will never feel safe and will live in 
constant fear of our houses being burgled and our property being 
vandalised. We will never feel safe to leave our homes unattended. The 
children here like to play outside, but we will never be able to let them do 
this for fear of them getting hurt. It will be a living nightmare and we will 
never be able to sell our properties as no one in their right minds would 
buy a house opposite a traveller site, our houses would loose value and 
we would end up in negative equity. We only moved in to our house in July 
2012. I am devastated to think that you are considering using this lovely 
area to accommodate travellers. This is a wonderful place to live. The 
fields opposite are full of wildlife, foxes, deer, rabbits and many people 
walk their dogs there. I would be too afraid to walk my dog for fear of her 
being stolen; I won't even be able to leave her in my own back garden 
unattended. You are going to be putting hardworking, honest people under 
undue pressure and already the thought of this happening is making me 
feel stressed and unwell. I bet not one of you that have been involved in 
this proposal live anywhere near this area and would not in a million years 
want a traveller site built at the end of your road! If you go ahead with this 
proposal you are compromising our safety, our health and our financial 
status. Think how you would feel if you we're to be put in this position. 
There should not be a traveller site at all in Crawley, be it in Langley Green 
or Broadfield. It's not fair; we would all be living in constant fear. 

 Out of principle, I cannot agree to providing any land for such use and any 
money being spent on providing for gypsy and traveller sites.  I know there 
are problems with the existing non-arrangements but site provision will not 
the problems, they will just change the type of problems and raise costs. 

 No site should be allocated from taxpayers money 

 Great just what Crawley needs a travellers site NOT…. 

 I don’t think travellers should be given sites at all 

 We don't want them here, ….. 

 There should not be any allocated site for travellers in Crawley! 
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 Don’t think we should give them land …. I am particularly worried about 
Buchan Park. 

 This is a national and country wide problem, Crawley has very limited 
space for housing and must not be required to provide a site….WSCC 
should work with Crawley BC to find site (if really needed) I shall be 
contacting Henry Smith on this subject.  

 I disagree in principle with the concept of Traveller sites…. 

 … Totally unacceptable. 

 Without a doubt No. 

 I would hate to see Gypsy sites in the Crawley area, if this happens 
Crawley will never be the same again and it will be regretted in the 
future… 

 We really do not want Gypsy sites in the Crawley area…. 

 I don’t agree with any permanent sites being allowed 

 As a generic rule, travelling sites cause problems in the local communities 
- whether or not individuals feel that this comment is morally correct or not, 
history shows it to be absolutely true. It would be unfair, dishonest and 
completely immoral to impose problems on current resident who have 
made their home in the area. 

 None, why are we paying to accommodate them in out town?! 

 No sites should be considered for permanent Gypsy/Traveller sites…… 

 There shouldn’t be a site at all full stop ….. 

 None 

 There should be no permanent fixed gypsy and traveller site located on 
either of these two areas. Land should not be used in this way and such a 
development in any area will have an adversely detrimental affect on the 
local areas and town as a whole.  

 Stop finding land to build new homes, Crawley is already unpleasant 
enough …. 

 Don’t have any gypsies here 

 …. There is just no need for these developments.  

 I disagree strongly….. 

 There should not be a permanent gypsy or traveller site… 

 I do not see why there should be any reason to encourage gypsy travellers 
in and around the crawley area!!!!  

 There has already been an attempted to set up a permanent area for 
travellers but they broke their agreement and caused damage and trouble 
to the surrounding area. I would move out of Crawley if a permanent site 
was given to travellers, especially if it was Buchan Park which is very close 
to my home. 

 I do not!! want travellers within the area of broadfield. 

 No-one wants them anywhere 

 Having lived in Edenbridge,Kent  for many years, I have seen the 
problems caused by a permanent Gypsy site and therefore feel strongly 
against this idea for crawley. 

 If this site is picked I will sell up and leave the town of Crawley, never to 
return." 

 We should not have permanent Gypsy & traveller sites 
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 Langley Green access road is too small, and is a very quiet residential 
area….I really feel for these poor residents. Not only that building this near 
other people's homes will decrease the value of houses. This is a FACT as 
I no people who have had there house values and have been told with just 
the consideration of the area they will never get what there house is worth. 

 We need to keep some 'green' areas for: wildlife habitats, flood protection, 
areas for recreation for children & families, dog walkers etc. etc. Crawley 
has already had considerable 'green' areas consumed by new builds and 
is gradually becoming a concrete jungle. Langley Green itself has already 
had four major builds within the last for years. If you pack residents in too 
tightly you create problems, social tensions, vandalism and crime rates 
rise.  

 Langley walk has houses right next to the fence of the planned area. Their 
garden would back onto the gypsy site. The road way is narrow and it is a 
quiet residential area. 

 It would be an environmental hazard, and with the position of a new 
runway coming for Gatwick, this will be in very close proximity to any new 
development in this area. 

 Bad access and only through housing estates. 

 Bad access. Middle of housing estate. Do any of the people involved in 
planning actually live in Langley Green? I can guess the answer to that 
one.  

 Too near airport. Bad access. will spo4.23 TtI4s5(a)-6(o)-3(w)1u 
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 With gypsy and Travellers the biggest challenge is to integrate them and 
create opportunities for them to genuinely participate in the city.  It’s about 
urbanizing  people not urbanizing land… 

 Travellers do not integrate with the community…. 

 Both these sites will cause too much animosity in an already tense area. 
And there would be no way of integrating the traveller people effectively  

 

 Concerns about how a site would be managed 

 This site should only go head if they are going to pay towards the site 
(council tax), rubbish colle
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available to the residents through the websites, notice boards and from 

Councillors and the Office. 

 

 

Broadfield Site – those people who DIDN’T KNOW whether it was a good 

site of not 

Comments about the Langley Walk site 

 Land is liable to flooding 

 Problems at Langley Walk with flooding - this year has been particularly 
bad.  

 Flooding - there is a high risk of constant flooding in the area. Any new 
properties or travellers site will increase the run off for the area and 
increase the risk of flooding. 

 There is a hig
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Gatwick Airport therefore does not consider the site to be an appropriate 
location for a housing allocation.  

 Infrastructure - an intolerable burden will be placed on the existing 
community. 

 Gatwick Airport - if a second runway is given the go ahead, there will be a 
dramatic increase in noise pollution and public health issues due to 
additional kerosene discharge from increased aircraft movements. 

 If the Gatwick Airport 2nd runway goes ahead this site will be blighted by 
noise pollution. Health issues due to kerosene discharge from Aircraft. The 
Langley Green site is half the size of the Broadfield Kennels site for the 
same 10 pitches.  

 

 

Site unsuitable – Access/ traffic 

 Access is limited 

 Access to the side would be difficult. 

 Site unsuitable. Poor access also 

 Access to Langley Walk is already very congested 

 Access from Langley Walk and surrounding areas - the road infrastructure 
is not capable of taking any more traffic. Langley Walk is very narrow 
without pavement on one side. It is totally unsuitable for any heavy traffic 
to undertake any construction work.  

 Langley Walk already has parking issues.  More housing, etc would add to 
this congestion. 

 Concerns regarding access to the site, Langley Walk is a cul-de-sac.  

 The road infrastructure is not capable of taking more traffic. Access to the 
site whilst under construction is unsuitable for heavy vehicles.  

 Access via Langley Walk is limited with the road being narrow.  

 Langley Walk is a narrow road and should not be developed further.  

 This site is too close to homes.  Junction of mulberry road and Langley 
walk already busy as used as a cut through.  

 Road is difficult as it is. 
 

Site unsuitable - infrastructure 

 Capacity at local school.  Children from the local area are already being 
sent to schools across the town.  Utilities will have to be provided at 
Langley Walk.   

 There may still be a problem with the provision of school places. 

 School capacity will. 

 Too close to already well built up area.  Existing amenities and 
infrastructure already under pressure.  

 Will impact negatively on existing infrastructure and housing prices in 
nearby vicinity.   
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 There have already been electrical power problems in Langley Green due 
to underground cable burning out; this will only exacerbate the problem. 

 Poor infrastructure, overload on local amenities. 
 

Site unsuitable – negative impact on community 

 



 125 

 As we live on the road to the said land we know the area very well and 
there foresee a definite problem with access and travel. Langley Walk  at 
present has a  lovely countryside a peel ( the reason many of us residents 
set up home here) to it. Horse riders, dog walkers, joggers, ramblers and 
cyclists use our walk daily. With this proposal and the ridiculous housing 
proposal ( why no room to add our thoughts and concerns on your 
previou
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No sites should be found in Crawley  

 No alternative sites to be in the Crawley area 
 

I need more information 

 I know very little about the Gypsy and Traveller community and would 
prefer to have some idea of what their requirements would be before 
making a decision on either of these sites. 

 I think there should be a space but don't know which would be best as 
both have issues (access and noise) 

 Broadfield site could make the travellers feel more isolated from the rest of 
the community. Is this something they prefer? To what extent are they a 
travelling community that want stopping off points for a few days at a time?  
Or are they looking for a fixed site where they stay for long periods - or 
permanently?  If what is needed is a stopping off point, then perhaps 
Broadfield site is more suitable, providing the access can be organised. 

 

This group should not be treated differently 

 It is discriminating to have ghetto sites for travellers. We don’t have 'sites' 
for other ethnic minorities in the town - it is not right. Travellers housing 
needs should be dealt within the same way as everyone else’s - through 
council housing list
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Appendix C - Cemetery 
Comments made regarding the proposed site of a new cemetery at 

Ewhurst playing fields 

 

People who said yes thought... 

It is needed 

 Seems a 'no brainer'. If snell hatch is full and we want a cemetery in the 
town then this has to be a good proposal. 

 Every person has the right to be buried in the town where they have spent 
their life. Providing a place for people to come and pay their respects is a 
good way to ensure that certain areas are maintained to a certain standard. 
A cemetery is not an offensive or disrespectful site and could potentially be 
used by many community members.  

 We need a new cemetery 

 I agree that Crawley needs a new cemetery. 

 It is a good idea.  People need it.  To be buried near family.  Near their 
locality to go to memoried their death. 

 Seems to me to be a good idea it’s got to go somewhere, toilets are there 
also a church, easy access to main road on the way to crematorium 

 Necessary because of the growing population in Crawley and the plan to 
build thousand of houses just makes it a priority.  

 

If that is the only site ..then I agree 

 I would prefer it to be elsewhere however if that means going out of town 
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 If another site becomes available in Crawley then I would like to consider it. I 
have selected yes only because I do not want it to go out of town otherwise I 
would have selected no as I do not really agree that it is a suitable place for 
a cemetery.  

 Whilst I feel it would be a great shame to loose such a decent area of "free 
space" which is regularly used by a great many member of the community, I 
do agree that the need for another cemetery does need to be addressed for 
obvious reasons. 

 Although not ideal at all, I understand that this has to be done and that it has 
to go somewhere. It just seems a shame that it is proposed that so many 
open green areas and playing fields may be lost. 

 

Alternative sites 

 Could the land at the side of Goffs Park just over the railways line from Snell 
Hatch be utilised first? 

 Maybe alternative near crem.  Balcombe Road area. 

 East of Balcombe Road would make a good cemetery. 

 I would say yes but I would say Site 7 Tinsley Lane equally has good bus 
routes to it and has enough drains on it for toilets in several locations & the 
dust from the industrial units next door won't worry people. and the deer 
living in Summer.   Wood would be safer without people living up close to 
them.  

 Can this proposal not be incorporated into the NE sector development? 

 But I suggest to look outside the borough for burial grounds also.  This is in 
my view as viable alternative.  Land in Crawley is scarce and we need any 
spare lane to build homes for Crawley people (affordable homes not private) 

 Although 'yes' also look at other sites within and outside the boundaries of 
Crawley 

 I am unaware of the soil conditions but the land near the crematorium near 
Forge wood not suitable?  

 

Good central location 

 The site would probably be a good location for a new cemetery especially as 
it also has the bushes already surrounding the proposed area.   

 I agree with the new siting, it is central for those people that will access the 
cemetery, the flooding at Snell Hatch is beyond belief, when I visit Snell 
Hatch after the rain, I have to wade to the plot,  

 

Proximity to existing cemetery 

 Proximity to existing cemetery makes this site seem best option.  

 Seems a sensible place, much needed and close to existing site. 
 

Don’t forget the leisure use in the design 
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 Alternative, improved sports facilities should be provided in a new area to 
compensate for the loss of this facility. 

 It would be a shame though to lose the facility of sports and play over the 
entire area and I feel it should be considered as to whether part of this area 
could remain as a playing field. 

 Although the playing fields are well used, it is hoped that the proposed 
cemetery would only be built in stages, to allow for the gradual relocation of 
the sports facilities. 

 Only 50% of this land should be used for this but we still need to keep a park 
here. 

 We need to make provision for our town's future, the playing field is barely 
used and those who do use it can use the Ifield Playing field off of Rusper 
Road.  

 Ifield has a variety of parks/playing areas, so this would not mean taking all 
these areas away from the local residents. 

 Yes BUT only if other playing fields are enhanced in Ifield - playing field 
facilities must not be reduced - it is not the way to go.   

 I can understand the argument for placing the cemetery where you have but 
the prospect of all the playing field being taken up is a shame, would there 
be a solution to only designate up to 3/4 of the space for cemetery use thus 
preserving some recreational use? 

 

Not worried about loosing recreational space 

 Don't really think it should be used for sports as people like peace when 
visiting the cemetery.  

 We currently have a few recreational areas in Cawley (if you don't build 
houses on them!) so extending a cemetery so local residence can be laid to 
rest is a good idea. 

 There is a set car park and good access routes to/from the site and the area 
is large enough to last a long time.  I can see no reason not to have this 
here the field are used by dog walkers and a couple of football teams which 
could easily go elsewhere.  
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new cemetery should be landscaped in a way that there is a border of high 
shrubs and trees on the Ifield side.   

 

Ideas about how the site could be used 

 CBC need to ensure that there is sufficient provision is made for faith based 
burials e.g. Muslims and Jews.  

 Implement a rule that a note is put on each existing grave, if it is not 
removed within one calendar year, and the grave is claimed, fig it up, burn 
any remains and store the ashes within a large building with plaques on the 
walls and then reuse unused graves for new deaths.  

 I would like to see head stones standing or laying down   (there are little 
drawings of the head stone on the survey)  

 The layout I agree with my Husband  

 Possibly a pedestrian link between Snell hatch and new site. 

 There should be thought given for those who would prefer a GREEN burial 
as the nearest field is miles away and getting there defeats the whole E.C.O. 
ethics 

 

No to housing 

 At least it wouldn't mean even more housing in already-full-to-capacity Ifield. 

 I would rather it wasn’t and that people were encourage towards cremation 
however I would rather the site remain greenish rather then housing.  

 At least here it would stop any more housing on this plot of land. 
 

Think about the impact on local residents 

 Point well made. I don't plan on being buried so not a problem for me but 
looking outside my box; this is a question best asked to those that live 
beside the site.  

 I know the area well only one set of flats overlook the site so there will be 
minimal disruption to locals.  

 Compensation should be given if it can be proved property values have 
dropped. 

 Existing car park would need extending as it gets very busy when parents 
are delivering and picking up pupils of St Margaret's school.  The Mardens is 
full with cars at these times and congestion is common. 

 

Other 

 In respect, the playing field are so many Crawley, yet we have not produce 
and International start any sport apart from Box.  Therefore make a good 
use of the land for the cemetery good ?? with the existing c8sband 
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People who said no thought... 

Don’t take our playing fields/ green space 

 It seems slightly immoral and depressing building a cemetery opposite an 
old people’s home and using land that is needed for the local school and our 
local children to remain active and healthy.  

 Using playing fields would mean less space for community sports, football, 
green areas.   

 If Crawley has no statutory duty to provide a cemetery why are we doing so.  
As we are so short of suitable green land and the pressure is on over the 
coming years for very more housing should we not fight to keep our much 
needed space for recreation. 

 Further development of playing fields should be avoided if at all possible.   

 As space in Crawley is so precious/scarce, can we afford to use ground in 
this way? 

 We have very limited open spaces in Crawley as it is; you are taking away 
more green fields and building on every available space.   

 This country already lacks the open playing areas and now you want to take 
yet more away! This is absolutely ridiculous! You also state that sports will 
only be able to be played for short term, where are people supposed to go 
then to walk their dogs, exercise, play sports, and enjoy the open space and 
fresh air once you take over the whole area with a Cemetery which is not 
welcomed? 

 The ****** council are already taking away all our playing fields, and the 
****** county council are selling off school fields. 

 Keep the playing field for the people of Crawley. 

 There are not enough playing fields in Crawley so using one for a cemetery 
is not an option. 

 Do not take anymore green space. 

 Yet another Playing Field to be taken away from the youth of Crawley 

 A new cemetery should not be placed in Ewhurst Park because it is 
essential to keep the green land we have to keep kids active and to avoid 
turning into a concrete city like Croydon! 

 In my view the recreational facilities of the town should not be converted for 
other use. 

 Ewhurst Playing fields have been there for the use of the living since the 
building of Crawley by the New Town commission and to take it away now 
would be a crime .As for what the local residents & Councillors think of this 
proposal just wait & see. 

 At a time when there is an identified need to improve the health and fitness 
of our young people, how can you even consider removing this facility?  Is it 
really a good idea to suggest that sports should continue alongside a 
cemetery?  Neither party would consider that to be acceptable - the noise 
and bustle of football etc is hardly conducive to the (expected) peace AND 
quiet of a place of rest. 

 I do not feel this is a good idea, do you not feel that enough playing fields 
are being lost already.  Ewhurst playing field is by far the best soccer pitches 
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in crawley with fantastic drainage and just about suitable parking for the 
fields and the near by school.  

 Activities for kids are limited and areas should remain for family sports 

 Losing a valuable recreation space such as this would be a real shame, as it 
is always so well used by the local community. 

 Taking a recreational ground for this purpose does not seem sensible 
considering the lack of alternative areas for general outdoor activities. 

 Leave the playing fields alone.  

 We are losing many green areas already. With government encouraging 
people to exercise more to combat obesity levels, green spaces like this 
must be preserved for Crawley's rapidly expanding population.  

 There are few enough sports fields in the town without using this site.  

 But most of all loosing another green area is totally unacceptable, especially 
with all the new flats being built in Crawley which do not have access to a 
garden. 

 But most of all loosing another green area is totally unacceptable, especially 
with all the new flats being built in Crawley which do not have access to a 
garden. 

 Please leave our playing fields alone! 

 There seems to be an attack on playing fields . There must be more suitable 
sites for this other than losing another playing field 

 Loss of playing fields such a precious commodity   

 This Playing field was considered by the planners of the new town in the 
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 Playing fields within the town should not be developed. I do not believe this 
can be the ""only suitable site"" as you state. You should consider further 
and look wider a field if necessary.  

 We cannot lose anymore playing fields.   

 We cannot afford to lose more playing fields. 

 I do not think they should use this site as it is recreational ground for 
children  

 The area as it states is a PLAYING FIELD and is used for recreation 
purposes for the community. 

 As we should be keeping the playing fields for our children to become 
healthy citizens 

 I think it would be better to use land that is not recreational. 

 It needs to be kept as playing fields for children to play on 

 Community green spaces/playing fields should not be considered for the 
new location of a new cemetery. The Government and the Health services 
are always talking about the rise of childhood obesity, therefore to take away 
this popular playing field makes no sense at all. If we lose our green spaces 
we will become a concrete jungle like Croydon.  

 We are encouraged to take more exercise and there is general concern 
about the increase in obesity in our children and at a time where school 
playing fields are being sold off for development, housing or super markets, 
we should be looking to maintain these sports fields for the use for which 
they were developed.  

 We are loosing more and more green space in current residential areas 
which is NOT acceptable and should be challenged.   I do not live in this 
area but object as this will impact everyone in the short and long term!  

 To many recreation grounds are being taken away!!!! 

 I believe the benefit of local sports facilities, which can be used every day by 
the residents, out ways the inconvenience of having to travel outside of town 
to visit a cemetery. From my personal experience, people only visit 
cemeteries on significant dates- 2or 3 times per year.  

 We must do all we can to keep our green areas available for future 
generations otherwise we will find ourselves with a lot of residents and no 
space for activities. We do not want an unhealthy town and we should 
encourage residents to use the fields. 

 NO RECREATION SPACE OR GREEN SPACE should be used for anything 
other than it was intended when Crawley was developed.  

 This land is in the middle of an existing residential area and is currently used 
as playing fields.  I strongly disagree that ANY green space that is STILL 
available should be LEFT for the purpose that it was indented and for the 
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 Crawley is very populated and it would be unfair to all the residents that live 
here to deprive them of open playing fields and areas for a vacant space 
such as a cemetery. 

 Like so many of the proposals, the council seem to be considering all the 
current Playing fields/recreation areas, it is no wonder our children have 
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 Playing fields are essential for children,  

 Keep playing fields for playing on.  

 Loss of public playing field, which is closest to both Langley Green and 
Ifield.   

 There is already a major obesity epidemic that needs to be addressed. 
Taking away the few grounds which enable people to live an active life is 
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 This is the only area for young children can play and have fun. So many 
things these days cost but this one area they can have picnics , play ball, 
rounders etc for FREE.  

 There is precious little green area in Ifield - the land at St Margaret’s has in 
the past 25 years been massively developed removing play areas from 
Children. The land was designated a green area when the town had 50,000 
people - now there are over 100,000 surely the last thing we need to do is 
loose this precious area. It is government policy to make people more 
active. 

 Structured groups like football that are keeping children healthy like 
government policy will all stop. It is no good preaching to children at schools 
if you’re going to take away all their green space to exercise. 
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 The loss of valuable [space] for playing fields for the young and old 

 Open green space which is lacking in this area for the general public 
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the border of Langley Green and West Green as well, it is used by these 
residents also.  

 This park is used by Dog Walkers and Adult/ Children's Football Clubs, and 
if the Councillors cared to come and look in the park during the week and 
especially on a Saturday and Sunday morning they will see that this is well 
used and loved area of Ifield.    

 This is a very important recreational site for families surrounding the area in 
Ifield, West Green and Langley Green. I am extremely surprised to discover 
that you are even considering turning this pleasant green space into a 
Cemetery. I do not believe this can be the only suitable site. Please do not 
go ahead with this. 

 This should NOT be allowed to happen. The playing fields are widely used 
and this will displace children and adults that use both the fields and 
recreational facilities here.  

 More importantly over 150 girls and boys are playing football every Saturday 
and Sunday as well as training during the week  

 This are is currently used by local people for a number of reasons, Exercise 
dog walk etc.  But more importantly the fields are used by the 2013 Sussex 
County Girls Football Club the Crawley Wasps Ladies Football club      
Football is played Wed, Thursday and Sunday.   The Crawley Wasps are an 
excellent advert for Girls Football in Crawley  and they consistently  achieve 
well   in the FA League football.    This open space is much valued & used.  

 The location is currently used by children and adults to play and exercise 
and walk dogs. 

 It would be very unfortunate for this facility to be lost.  Keep it for the Living 
especially the Kids who are happy excising and enjoying life. 

 This playing field is well used by football teams of both sexes for most of the 
year. It is one of the few sports areas that has access to a small dressing 
room and access also to water. It is well positioned as far as access to the 
roads is concerned.  

 It would be a sad day to see such a frequently used piece of green land 
used for this purpose. It is used almost every evening for football training 
and dog walking and for socialising.  I believe if too many playing fields are 
built on that the youth of today are being further restricted in the places they 
can go which would in turn increase the risk of anti-social behaviour to 
increase. 

 This park is used by Dog Walkers and Adult/ Children's Football Clubs, and 
if the Councillors cared to come and look in the park during the week and 
especially on a Saturday and Sunday morning they will see that this is well 
used and loved area of Ifield.   

 The football pitches and park are in constant use. 

 The playing fields are an essential local amenity.  They are in use from 
530am every day by dog walkers, runners and walkers.  The fields are also 
used by a range of youths clubs for football, including children’s teams.  To 
replace the fields with a cemetery would be a disgrace.  This is a residential 
area that needs local playing fields.  The high level of usage of the fields 
indicate how valuable they are to the local community. 

 This is a well used playing field with park are, and should not be used.  
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 People use the field. If we are to be proud of our greenbelt, we are to 
embrace it. It serves as recreation space and an aesthetically pleasing site; 
like many, I think it acts as nice green barrier between Ifield's neighbourhood 
and the A23.  

 This is development at the expense of recreational space, and potentially to 
the detriment of the local youths health, as it is frequently used for sporting 
recreational activity.  

 Where will children play or train for activities if this will be used for other 
priorities/ where will children play? Encouraging them to stay indoors? 

 This is a playing field? Where will the child be playing when this is gone? 

 This is development at the expense of recreational space, and potentially to 
the detriment of the local youths health, as it is frequently used for sporting 
recreational activity.  

 This would only be a short tem solution and therefore not worth the loss of 
such a well used playing area.  

 The field is widely used by children after school and at the weekend for 
football and other activities with their parents (ball games, flying kites and 
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 I feel it would be a great pity to take over the very ancient and beautiful 
Ewhurst field. The field is used frequently by well organised groups of 
children as well as by football teams and the town should be proud. I love to 
take a deck chair out there as we do not have a sitting space in miffield 
Court Gardens.  

 It is used constantly for sport, for children and adults and keeps children 
from hanging around and getting up to mischief out of boredom. Can not 
give any opinion about other parts of Crawley as live only lived here 5years 
and not familiar with other parts. 

 The field is used continually every Saturday and Sunday….. There are 
various clubs who also use the field. I am strongly against the cemetery 
there put in the playing fields as that of the residents gave the field and they 
would not … is the looking at a cemetery there. The government are always 
…. getting children to be more active and on the field there are a be of 
children playing games- a cemetery…. ruin it all 

 Everyone needs outdoor space to relax in- it is nice to wander around a sit 
down on a bench and this scheme would take this away from us. In the 
summer people like to picnic- play games, walk dogs and generally enjoy 
open space but the scheme would end this. It is intimated that if the scheme 
went ahead it would beneficial to people attending funeral or visiting after 
because they would be easy access. The crematorium is on the outside of 
the town (no bus service) but is used far nire tgab a cemetery - so why can 
not a cemetery be built on the out skirts also? Youths clubs would have to 
go to West green evidently - are youngsters expected to cross the dual 
carrigeway? All the clubs that used these playing fields love playing here 
and the car parking is so good.  

 Ewhust playing fields are necessary green space for families to use for 
leisure activities 

 Well used by children, dog walkers, families, people just out for walks 

 Playing fields are for children to play in, swings are provided and people 
take dogs so they can run about. 

 The fields are well used by football teams for matches and training.  More 
girls are taking up the sport my great granddaughter aged 9 plays and 
comes to Ewhurst playing fields from Tilgate 

 B) This would deprive the community of much valued recreational space - 
many organised sports groups use these playing fields as do informal 
groups.  Also used by dog walkers 

 This is a very popular playing field with all age groups.  Local football and 
rugby teams use this field for training and for matches.  Families use it for 
recreational purposes.  Walkers and joggers together with dog walkers use 
this field. 
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 My son has trained and played football for years on this playing field. 

 Also the fields are used for football training and football matches, families 
and dog walkers 

 Ewhurst playing fields should not even be considered.  People use them on 
a daily basis for leisure activities.   

 

The land should be for the living 

 If people want to be buried it should be made an expensive option.  Why let 
dead people take up the space that living people should be using. 

 There is not enough space in the town to bury people. Preference for the 
dead over the living is bonkers. If people's religious beliefs mean they have 
to be buried then they should make private provision for this. I thought there 
had been separation of church and state a long time ago. 

 I feel very strongly that the land should be used for the living; they are called 
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 Sanitizing land by using it for cemeteries is also not a good use of a limited 
resource - cremation is a far better option 

 You should encourage people to be cremated rather than buried.   
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Traffic problems 

 Town area is already congested approaching town is difficult. 

 Why take away our playing field and cause total traffic congestion with 
funeral cars. The new housing is already going to create a traffic problem - 
perhaps doing a traffic count. The excuse of the Ifield station being in close 
proximity is rubbish - eg there is no rail link for the crematorium!!! No No NO    

 This is valuable leisure land and would cause traffic problems. 

 Residents will be adversely affected by what is already a very busy junction 
both from Langley Green and also the roundabout from Gossops, Town 
Centre and the Industrial Estate. Access into Ifield is already limited with a 
small mini roundabout. 

 Very close to the school which would cause lots of congestion  

 Both Ifield avenue and the A23 is very busy especially in rush hour, a slow 
procession of a hearse and cars going to a funeral could lead to a complete 
traffic standstill 

 Another issue relating to this location is the amount of traffic using the 
surrounding roads. The boundary at one end of this site falls at the busy 
junctions of Ifield Avenue / Ifield Drive and Crawley Avenue. There are a 
total of four schools and three pre-schools located in Ifield Drive and every 
school term day sees endless queue's of traffic at least twice a day as 
parents deliver and collect children. Add to this the anticipated general 
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 Ifield roundabout and Ifield drive have traffic congestion in the middle of the 
day as well as driving rush hours. Traffic will increase when the large 
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 At certain times of the day these would not be adequate parking space as 
the parents of children at St Margaret’s school use the car park. It is really 
not necessary for the new cemetery to be near Snell Hatch.  
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space for sports but what children want to go and play next to a cemetery? 
Children will be too frightened to even visit the field!  

 A Cemetery is looked upon as a dark and some what scary and dull 
atmosphere and place, why would any resident wish this upon themselves 
or their families? Residents pay their council taxes not for you to bring this 
upon them!  

 Has any consideration been given towards residents of the area? I believe 
the answer to this is no!" 

 Definitely unsuitable. Far too close to the school. Could you imagine burying 
your loved ones with children shouting and playing out in their school field at 
break time and lunchtime not to mention sports days and after school sports 
clubs! Also there is a nursery in the grounds of the school. Crying toddlers 
etc. Nightmare! I  

 This location has elderly retirement flats near it; I think it would be in bad 
taste to expect elderly retirees to be overlooking their possible final resting 
place. The site is too prominent; it would need to be landscaped to shield it 
from view of residents in area. 

 I can't believe this is the only site available for a new cemetery. Its location 
seems totally unsuitable, in full view from a new development of retirement 
homes and taking away the sports/play facilities that are much used. It 
wouldn't have any of the quiet atmospheres that make a cemetery a 
peaceful, reflective place for bereaved relatives to visit. The noise from the 
bypass would be very intrusive. 

 It's a play area and also it's overlooked by a main road at the moment. Not 
very private. 

 One side of the park is overlooked by Ewhurst Road which has both an old 
people’s home as well as all of the houses being occupied by elderly people 
waiting to take up their places in the proposed Cemetery. This is hardly fair 
considering that many of them have only just moved there. 

 I don’t live near this site so personally would not effect me but I believe a lot 
of residents maybe upset by this and believe a site should be found which 
does not affect local residents. 

 This site is totally unsuitable for a cemetery for numerous reasons. Too 
close to residential areas including retirement homes. 

 I realise that you have to find somewhere to build a cemetery but it is hardly 
a good site, in the middle of a built up area surrounded by busy roads, close 
to schools and next to a retirement home. 

 Any new cemetery should be on a peripheral location which is easily 
accessible yet not going to cause problems for local residents as is the case 
with the proposed Ewhurst field site. 

 Where are kids going to play, in the road? 

 To put it in Ifield would not be fair to the existing residents and schools who 
already have a problem with parking. 

 In a residential area, very popular fields with families (one of the most 
popular in the area), if you take away all the green space, where are our 
children going to play?   

 Plans say initially fields could still bee used for play etc until cemetery more 
full, who would want their children playing by some graves and what grieving 
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families would want children to play there?  Bad bad idea and there MUST 
be other options in more remote locations 

 I don't think a cemetery on a part of public play area is a very good choice.  
It will be close to a school which is also wrong.  The playing fields are used 
for football matches and there is also a play area which makes this an 
unsuitable site. 

 To close to school children shouldn't see grieving families. 

 I visit friend in the Mardens that overlook Ewhurst Playing Fields. One of my 
friends bought her flat because "the view" was pleasant. She feeds birds 
and I have seen flooding on this field in wet weather, we watch families 
walking their dogs. It’s safe for children to play football. Personally I would 
not like this to be the site for the much needed cemetery. I see that the 
community need it and it is well used. The elderly need to look out and see 
people.  
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 Would you like to look out of your window and see graves all day.  The one 
that thought if it should go and live there. Thank you! PS this is a place were 
old people live.  

 As this site is overlooked by flats owned by elderly residence I find this very 
insensitive.  

 Our kids love playing there! We walk past this park to school every morning 
and I would hate for them to walk past a cemetery everyday! It will definitely 
be an eye sore and wouldn't be a good location. We don't need it in the 
middle of our neighbourhood!  Please don't destroy our neighbourhood and 
the best park around. 

 Cemeteries should rather be on the outskirts of town!  

 View from my house is entirely of the playing fields - one of the main 
reasons I bought the property.  By building a cemetery on this land you will 
be forcing me and my family out of our home and devaluing my property in 
the process. 

 I have worked hard to afford a special home that will see my family grow up 
in and won’t stand for the council to force me out as a deflated price.   

 I do not think it is a right place for a cemetery, being it will be very close to 
retirement housing.  To me it seems not enough thought has been given to 
peoples feelings.  

 It needs to be outside Crawley not near residential properties or ext to a 
retirement complex, are you insensitive!!! 

 Also why should the residents of the residential flats for the retired next to 
the park have a cemetery to look at? A very insensitive decision by 
someone. 

 Unsuitable location next to Retirement Homes and playing field.  We already 
have a crematorium, why encourage more land usage.  

 It is also near to a complex for older people and I feel it would be a little 
insensitive to the residents including those in Ifield Drive and Ardingly Close 
to have to look across at the cemetery and put up with additional traffic it 
would bring.   

 Totally the wrong place, between the A23, Ifield Drive, Ifield Avenue, a 
Junior School and retirement homes overlooking. 

 I don't know if others share my concern with the fact that this land is actually 
within close proximity to the McCarthy & Stone project, and may seem 
rather insensitive to subject elderly people, on mass, to a depressing view. 
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quiet restful area to say goodbye to loved ones, and being sandwiched 
between the A23 and Ifield Drive is certainly not the right area. 

 The cemetery needs to be in a place with peace and quiet, not next to a 
major road.  

 My idea of a site would be a nice quiet and peaceful place, this is certainly 
not. Snell Hatch was opened in 1925, prior to the new town being built; 
therefore houses and buildings were built around it.  

 On a busy road 

 People need to pay their respects at a cemetery, how can they do this along 
such a busy road? 

 The proposed site is much to near a school. Parents use the car park at 
least twice a day. You can imagine the noise generated by these children 
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driving along Ifield Drive when it rains will see the water flooding out of the 
field. 

 The playing field often flood and water flows across Ifield Drive. 

 The site is subject to flooding. 

 It DOES flood. 

 The land was once farmland, the area now containing the children's 
playground was a pond. The pond was eventually drained into the culvert 
that runs parallel to the A23, Crawley Avenue, to enable the land to be used 
for sport, namely football. At times of high rainfall this area remains prone to 
flooding and the land becomes waterlogged. 

 The house of Ewhurst Place is moated, though unsure of the source of the 
water there is a good chance that it is fed from a natural spring that is known 
in the vicinity as can be confirmed by inspection of the natural well located at 
No. 36 Ifield Drive. It seems to me that there is a distinct possibility that the 
course of this spring could run beneath the land suggested for use as a 
cemetery. 

 And has an in depth study of the ground water conditions been done and 
how much will it cost to dispose of the leach out from the site. 

 Ewhurst playing fields we very sure of flooding in bad weather. Also is a very 
popular and necessary walkway a playing space for children.  

 In recent years, the site has suffered from significant pooling in poor weather 
and any additional development would widen this problem to the wider, local 
community.  

 It makes no sense to move a cemetery here especially since the area gets 
really boggy during rainy periods.  

 Bad drainage.  

 Ground is also prone to flooding.  

 Drainage is in fact poor! After heavy rain the field is like a swimming pool for 
days.  

 Liable to flooding - on the site of a future farm pond.  

 Contrary to the statement in the Plan, the soil and the drainage by the 
existing Ewhurst play area by the oak trees is horrendous. Every time it 
rains, the area floods, and large amounts of water leak onto the road leaving 
every pedestrian with a choice of being sprayed by cars or crossing over the 
road. The eastern end of the area is most unsuitable for anything other than 
a football pitch. 

 The Ewhurst playing fields do not enjoy good drainage; in fact some paths 
are waterlogged for most of the winter months.  

 Firstly, the soil and drainage conditions make it a good site because of the 
following local knowledge: Local residents have known for years that these 
fields become waterlogged so much so that water is regularly seen to be 
pouring out of the field into Ifield Drive. On many occasions the drains along 
Ifield Drive only just cope with the flow of water one reason for this may be 
that the field used to have a pond located where the children’s playground 
area is located.  

 This area along with many other parts of the field regularly get water logged 
so much so that the secretary of the Ladies Football Team the Wasps who 
use this field to train and play their home games on reported to me on 24th 
June 2013 that, 
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consideration. Again is there not space adjacent to the Crematorium or on 
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 Another site should be found perhaps the area 'ear marked' in Langley 
Green for a travellers site.   

 A green field in the countryside should be used with restrictions on size of 
memorials and the amount of concrete in any plot to maintain the essential 
green nature of the field.  Cemeteries can be very green if planned 
appropriately.  There is no need for an in town cemetery. 

 There are more suitable sites for a new cemetery - further out of town and 
maybe near the current crematorium; there is plenty of used land that I am 
sure could be obtained for such a purpose; NOT someone where in the 
middle of a residential area!!!   

 The cemetery doesn't need to be near Snell Hatch - the Crematorium isn't. 

 Use fields on edge of town for new cemetery spaces. There are plenty of 
them out in Charlwood or Horley direction.  

 Perhaps it would be best to start looking for sites outside of the town and 
access the suitability of these before using more land within the town centre.  

 Can land near to the crematorium be considered? 

 Land to the West of Rusper Road..Ifield  

 A new site should be considered outside of town  

 A more suitable plot would be somewhere similar to the crematorium 

 Why not use Ifield Park instead? It’s close to the cemetery that is there 
already and is used a lot less often than Ewhurst playing fields. 

 Personally I believe an out of town area should be found, if for no other 
reason but to keep at least a small part of Crawley green.  

 What is wrong with land by the crem. 

 Why not situate the new cemetery in the new Forge Wood development?  
The cemetery will be close to the crematorium and may therefore encourage 
cremations rather than burials, which would relieve pressure to find burial 
grounds in future.  People who move into the new neighbourhood would 
know from the outset that they will be living next to the facility. 

 Adequate sites can be found out of town.   

 Why not use the Buchan park kennel area for a new cemetery 

 Why not develop lane near where the crematorium is.  
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 A site should be found beneath the flight path of Gatwick Airport as noise 
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 A cemetery outside of the town is acceptable in the circumstances. Crawley 
will expand further and a cemetery is a destination most often reached by 
car - Snell Hatch cannot be said to be well served by public transport. 

 Balcombe Road East - keep near crematorium. 

 Should be localied outside town 

 h) You should look for a site to the east or north of Crawley, perhaps near to 
the present crematorium 

 What about Tinsley Lane - it would make a wonderful cemetery. 

 Use money to buy land on the edge of the borough for a cemetery instead of 
loaning it to other boroughs. 
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 This site may last a few years but as it has a defined boundary; it also will 
run out of space.   

 50 years also doesn't seem that long a period to accommodate burials. 

 I also oppose the cemetery here as the area is in relative terms quite small - 
in a few years you will need to find another area. This will create such a 
piecemeal approach to this.  

 Snell Hatch was built before most of the houses near it and now the space 
there has been exhausted the site being suggested is not large enough to 
accommodate the amount of graves that an expanding town will need and 
there will have to be another site found in about 30 years.  A much bigger 
site would be more appropriate. 

 Finally, you state the site has enough space to accommodate burials for the 
next 50 years. This seems to me a short term solution for a long term 
problem.  

 My reasoning for this is as follows. Snell Hatch Cemetery was opened in 
1925 and the expected closure is in 2 years time, as burial space has been 
predicted to run out by then. So by 2015 Snell Hatch would be closed after 
being open for 90 years. 

 This is not only a Crawley dilemma but a national one. In 2007 Harriet 
Harman the then Government Justice Minister said all designated burial 
space in England and Wales will be full in 30 years.  

 Yet the present day planners of Crawley Borough Council want to close 
down a very active sports field and much valued green space which will only 
be available for 50 years as a cemetery. 

 Please tell me where the forward planning is in this decision... The planners 
have determined that the 'life span' of its new cemetery will be 40 years less 
than its old one!  

 This then raises the future question of which Crawley green field site in 2065 
will the council have to use then? 

 With this in mind, the solution is clear; the only site for a new cemetery 
which can be used longer than 50 years is outside the borough.  

 Clearly the treatment of the dead is a sensitive subject. Ewhurst playing field 
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 I don't see the relevance to the comment 'It is also close to Snell Hatch 
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 Obviously we need extra burial space but not with the loss of somewhere for 
children to play safely. If Ewhurst Playing Fields are used then replacement 
recreation areas should be put in place. 

 I appreciate that space needs to be identified but I don't think the playing 
field should be used. Other Towns must be facing the same problem, have 
other ideas been considered?
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 I have concerns for the residents of Millfield Court, some of whose rooms 
overlook the playing fields. 

 

Alternatives 

 I assume additional space is required for a new cemetery and ask if space 
might be allocated on the edge of the towns boundaries rather then in the 
centre. 

 To me the proposal to use land at Ifield Hall makes more sense even though 
it could end up under the flight path. 

 I can totally see the need for a new cemetery but would the natural 
secession not make sense just to go over the railway and use some off goffs 
park with I’m sure would be a much nicer place to be a final resting place 
being somewhere that once you would of come and enjoyed the place as a 
family as I’m sure almost everyone in Crawley has been to goffs park, I’m 
not saying use it all but maybe if we lost the pitch and putt bit it would just 
make sense as snell hatch is just the other side of it  

 and then make the rest off goffs park a historic park " 

 How
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Traffic problems 

 Plus it is near St Margaret’s school so there would be a problem with 
parking around there. 

 While the need for a larger cemetery is fully understood, the Ewhurst 
Playing Fields may not be the best choice in my opinion. The area is 
surrounded by busy roads which so not make for a peaceful setting.  

 

OK with suggested site 

 However, we need some where to bury our dead and if it is the only option 
then it is better than out of town." 

 At the end of the day, if a cemetery is needed, then one is needed. And if 
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and detrimental to the neighbourhood and just add to the urban ghetto sprawl 

making life here even more miserable and depressing. (Resident of Bewbush) 

 

Need a balance 

A suitable compromise would be to protect the western of the two fields and 

develop the back corner of the fields the other side of the football pitch. 

Bewbush already has issues with youth disorder and low-level anti-social 

behaviour, the removal of this open area completely is likely to both increase 

this problem and push it further into the residential estates or focus it around 

the shops in Dorsten Square." (Resident of Bewbush) 

 

Breezehurst Drive 

Breezehurst Drive playing fields. This is the only open playing fields for the 

Bewbush neighbourhood. 

 

Breezehurst Drive playing field should be protected, and greater use 

encouraged. Bewbush is seen as one of the less desirable areas of Crawley 

and the removal of this green space will significantly add to the poor 

perception of the area. 

 

The Local Plan should be looking to protect as many open public spaces as 

possible. The Bewbush West playing fields and the playing fields at 

Breezehurst Drive should be two in my local area that should be protected 

and not used for development. 

 

Bewbush Millpond 

Bewbush millpond and surrounding banks. A haven for bird life (Resident of 

Bewbush)  

 

I live right next to the lake in Bewbush and think we are so very lucky to have 

such a beautiful, green and woodland space. The wildlife is wonderful and the 

whole area is enjoyed by young and old alike, so this area needs to be 

protected and continue to be maintained. (Resident of Bewbush) 
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The Mill Pond area should be protected, it is of great value to the local 

community of both Ifield and Bewbush, both areas being densely housed, it is 

a breathe of fresh air (Resident of Bewbush) 

 

 

TILGATE 

Ely Close; 

Community use/keep green lungs 

There are a number of what might be described as green lungs, small areas 

of undeveloped land that are used in ad hoc ways by residents, which may 

mean little to the council but are important for local residents - an example of 

this is 
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In particular I am interested in Ely Close and ensuring it is seriously 

considered being designated as a Local Green Space.  This particular area is 

used by the majority of the houses surrounding it and many other residents 

who live nearby, it has been a much-valued green space by everybody 

including those whom have lived in the area since the houses were built.  
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present.  It is also important for the existing green spaces to left as was 

originally intended as breathing spaces amongst the houses (Non-resident) 

 

Yes, the open space behind Ashdown Drive, Nash Road, Chantry Road, and 

Whittington Road in Tilgate is used as a safe space for local children to play 

together whilst being overseen by their parents and neighbours. It is a lovely 

secluded and safe space which is becoming very rare.  Vehicle access to the 

green space is exceeding difficult and so it is unlikely to be reasonably 

practicable to develop in any case and would be strongly objected to on that 

basis. " (Resident of Tilgate) 

 

There are a number of green / open spaces within the neighbourhood of 

Tilgate, all of which are a very important part of the local community.  They 

are the green lung for local residents provided tranquil and most importantly a 

safe place for youngsters to play.  They provide a haven where people can 

hold gathering and they contribute to the areas just the same ways as village 

greens.  The sites are as follows: 

Ely Close 

Peterborough Road 

Chichester Clo
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creatures that live there just yet...i mean what would be the point they don’t 

get a say anyway do they? (Resident of Broadfield) 

 

BROADFIELD 

Broadfield Park 

Rathlin road playing fields and Broadfield park along the dual carriageway 

from the stadium to Cheals roundabout should all be protected. (Resident of 

Broadfield) 

Broadfield Park/playing fields. 

Target Hill Broadfield. 

Land around Buchan Park and adjacent area." (Resident of Broadfield) 

 

Broadfield Park. Lovely park used by the local community that are unable to 

get to Buchan Park or Tilgate park. (Resident of Broadfield) 

 

Broadfield Park - where the discovery school is and lake Broadfield 

Conservation area with the duck pond and with the wood where bluebells 

grown and including the playing fields (Resident of Broadfield).   

 

Broadfield Park and Rathlin Road playing fields are important to young people 
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suggest that it might also be a site of historic importance.  (Resident of 

Broadfield) 

 

LANGLEY GREEN 

Willoughby Fields 

Willoughby Fields as it is a barrier between Crawley and Gatwick Airport 

 (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

Wildlife 

Adjacent Willoughby Fields across to Cherry Lane, in Langley Green. This 

would help create and preserve at least some kind of green corridor and 

space for nature in the advent of Airport expansion or other development. 

(Resident of Langley Green) 

 

Willoughby Field and Brook should be protected as a local green space and 

conservation area because of its distinctive vegetation and wildlife. There are 

bats, kingfishes, deer, foxes, rabbits, bees, butterflies, owls, etc, all Living 

there. (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

The land currently not developed adjacent to Langley walk through to 

Willoughby fields should be protected due to its vast array of wildlife which is 

increased by the flooding.   This makes the diversity greater.  The trees in the 

local area provide the community with a noise buffer from the airport whilst 

maintain a very country feel. The aesthetics of the area is of country rather 

than concrete! (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

The land currently not developed adjacent to Langley walk through to 

Willouby fields should b protected due to the variety of wildlife plants and 

animals, also the trees etc provide a natural buffer for the local community 
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home to an abundance of wildlife which has recently been documented by 

artist and nature enthusiast.  It is also used by a multitude of walkers, on a 

daily basis.  (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

 

Community use 
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Open space to be protected is land / fields form Langley Walk to Bonnets 

Lane, to include Willoughby Fields, there are deer, foxes, rabbits & rare bats 

and many birds, wood peckers,  See PC 

Wildlifephotography@yahoo.co.uk/pennyseverythingnature 

This young lady has photographic evidence of bats. There are many wild 

flowers & insects, in these meadow s that are just going to be lost of 

developed on.  (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

Pollution 

Land north of Langley Walk, Burlands is a strategic gap between the existing 

residents and Gatwick Airport. Significant noise and air pollution is already a 

major consideration and in view of potential addition of a further runway, this 

area should suffer the threat of no further development as it has already 

suffered enough  (Resident of Langley Green) 

 

No other green space 

The land between Langley walk and Gatwick Airport should be protected. 

Tilgate & Furnace Green have Tilgate Park; Southgate has Goffs Park; Three 

Bridges & Pound Hill have Gratton Park and Ifield has Brook Meadows 

Bewbush has Bewbush Water Meadows and Gossops Green has Ifield 

Millpond area. With Broadfield having Buchan Park as its open space, it 
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Ewhurst Playing fields, Ifield.  (Resident of Ifield) 

 

 

Yes - see attached re Ewhurst Playing Fields. (Resident of Ifield)  

 

Community use 

Ewhurst playing fields - used by local people all the time and no other nearby 

open space for children to play on.   (Resident of Ifield) 

 

Yes, Ewhurst playing fields.  People from Langley Green, West Green as well 

as Ifield use this facility.  It is very important to the local community.  It is also 

the only accessible space within walking distance for those residents of 

Millfield court retirement apartments with limited abilities.  This site could be 

enhanced with some picnic tables and benches."   (Resident of Ifield) 

 

Yes.  Ewhurst Playing fields.  People from Langley Green, west Green and 

Ifield use it.  It is very important to the local community.  It is the only 

accessible green space within walking distance of the retirement apartments 

with limited abilities  (Resident of Ifield) 

 

Ewhurst Place playing field used for football & children's play area. Only 

space available Lower East Ifield & West Langley Green.   (Resident of 

Ifield) 

 

Ifield Brook Meadows 

Ifield Brook meadows is an important site that must be conserved and remain 

unchanged. Please work hard to ensure this area is protected and not built on  

(Resident of Ifield) 

 

I am opposed to any development on Ifield Brook meadows or Rusper road 

(or any other open space, park, green etc.). However, i doubt that a space 

being designated as a local green space protects it from development. For 

how long is this protection granted - for ever? Buchan park is a country park, 



 183 

but it didn't stop them building a dual carriageway through it. (Resident of 

Bewbush) 

 

Community use 

It is too close to Ifield Brook Meadows which is to be designated a local green 

space and hopefully later la local nature reserve.  We need to preserve such 

areas in close proximity to area valued by the community.  

 

Q19. We support designation of Ifield Brook Meadows as green space (a) for 

its environmental diversity as a former water meadow (b) for its place on the 

greenway millennium walk (c) for it link between two historic areas of Ifield 

(Resident of Soutgate) 

 

The land at Ifield Brook is running and used by many for recreation such as 

dog walking. It would be fantastic to keep this area as a local green space. 

(Resident of Pound Hill)  

 

Ifield Brook Meadow is a beautiful part of old Ifield and enjoyed by young and 

old and nothing must be built on this site (Resident of Ifield) 

 

Wildlife 

The area west of Ifield Brook Meadows should also be designed as a local 

Green space (ie land within the marked landscape character edges.  This will 

allow Ifield Brook Meadow to ˜breathe as a local green space and also as a 

local nature reserve at a later date.  

 

Flooding and therefore not appropriate for housing 

Thank you for the proposal of Ifield Brook Meadows as a Local Green Space. 

But really the whole adjacent area to the west, extending to Rusper, is a flood 

plain - as anyone who has partaken in the organised walks will tell you.   

Unfortunately this comes under the Horsham District, although the area has 

Ifield Post codes and as such should be part of Crawley. Cannot CBC push 

for a boundary change? (Resident of Ifield) 
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Ifield Brook Meadows is unsuitable for housing due to frequent flooding. The 

area supports a wide variety wildlife (Resident of Ifield) 

 

Buffer zone between the airport 

 

We agree with all the reasons you give for the designation of Ifield Brook 

Meadows as a Local Green Space.  In addition the meadows contribute to the 

'well 
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Ifield General 

More should be done to protect what little there is left of the old part of 

IFIELD.  The land previously used for the social club - opposite The Gables 

Nursing Home in Ifield Green should be purchased and developed as a 

recreation ground to replace that used for the new cemetery. (Resident of 

Ifield) 

 

This land forms a fundamental part of Ifield Village conservation area and as 

residents it is important to keep this as local green space as it is a unique 

area for wildlife, flora and fauna.  If the new runway is to be built in a few 

years and Ifield and the surrounding countryside loses a vast amount of its 

green space it is essential that this area is retained for the public and nature." 

(Resident of Ifield)  
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Don’t protect certain areas of the park. 

I have issues with Goff Park the majority by the child play area is very pretty 

and worthy of protection on the other hand you house probation services in 

one of the most beautiful houses in Crawley. the 'triangle' is frequented by 

drug users and should be closed off from the public (this is within Goff Park) 

the areas off Rusper road shouldn’t be built on for flood reason in my view 

however this is not to say in the future they shouldn’t be therefore we 

shouldn’t protect it.. (Resident of Pound Hill) 

 

Southgate Playing fields 

The woods and playing fields in Southgate between Furnace Green and 

Southgate home to the skate board park among others  (Resident of 

Southgate) 

 

Southgate Playing Fields and the woodland by the Hawth should be protected 

both providing much needed open space in the centre of town. (Resident of 

Southgate) 

 

Other Southgate sites 

The land next to the allotments at Baker Close/Malthouse Road. This is used 

by children playing ball games and also by dog walkers. In any case, access 

would be very difficult if houses were to be built here. (Resident of Southgate) 

 

POUND HILL AND WORTH 

Burley’s Wood 

Wildlife 

Burleys Wood also should be r
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The woodlands between Pound Hill and Worth, and Buchan Park (Non-

resident) 

 

Grattons Playing Fields  

Gratton Fields  (Resident of Furnace Green) 

 

1) Grattons playing fields and adjacent green fields east of railway line. 

Maidenbower 

 

Milton Mount 

Milton Mount and surrounding lake and parkland. 

 

Worth Church 

Please keep the open land around Worth Church free from any development.  

Please ensure that Pound Hill playing fields are never built on. (Resident of 

Bewbush) 

 

A) Ensure the land around Worth church remains free from building 

 B) Keep Pound Hill playing fields free development. (Resident of 

Pound Hill) 

 

The green space around Worth Church is most important, ancient woodland, 

unploughed meadows, ancient quarry, lakes, ancient scheduled monument. 

(Resident of Pound Hill) 

 

FURNACE GREEN 

The Hawth wood if it is not already designated as one then it needs to be 

(Resident of Southgate) 
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3)Woodland to the west and south of the Hawth Theatre. (Resident of 

Maidenbower) 

 

Furnace Green playing fields and all other playing fields (resident of Ifield)  

 

I believe the playing fields in Furnace Green parallel to the railway line, this is 

an important space for the residents of both Furnace Green and 

Maidenbower. (Resident) 

 

GOSSOPS GREEN 

Woldhurstlea woods. Gossops green  (Non-resident) 

 

 

NORTHGATE 

The open space adjacent to Northgate Avenue, next to the footpath behind 

the collage, and at the back of houses in Friars Rookery. This land is an 

historic part of old crawley and used to be an attractive green area when the 

trees were trimmed and the grass cut by the council.  Apart from the memorial 

gardens (no vending vans please) this is the only green space left in the town 

centre and would improve the look of the approach to the new North Crawley 

Development, if it could be taken over by the council. (Resident of Three 

Bridges)  

 

Keep the Memorial Garden.  (Resident of Tilgate) 

 

Northgate Park (Resident of Northgate)  

 

The area of open space at the rear of Central Sussex College along which a 

public footpath connects Haslett Ave East and Northgate Ave, should be 

obtained from private ownership and maintained as a public open space.  The 

land provides a useful open space between the commercial centre of the town 

and the residential area. (Resident of Three Bridges)  
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OTHER SITES 

Buchan Park 

As well as protecting this area, the area adjacent to Buchan Park should be 

brought inside the umbrella of Buchan park for its future protection and 

development to 
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All current allotments. Also consider designating any spare sites for use as 
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The Local Plan should be looking to protect as many open public spaces as 

possible.  (Non-resident) 

 

Every green space in our town should be protected, Buchan, Tilgate, Goffs, all 

of the playing fields... everything. Stop taking away our green spaces and 

start protecting them!  (Resident of Bewbush) 

 

I propose that there should be no more development anywhere in Crawley     

(Resident of Bewbush) 

 

It’s an asset which is utilised and needed by the community   

Yes. Open recreational space is an asset to the community and allows people 

to have quality time with their friends and families. 

 

As much priority needs to be given to preserving and creating open 

recreational space for our growing population if we do not want to see 

Crawley deteriorate into a mass urban sprawl devoid of any sense of pride 

and pleasure in their community. (Resident of Pound Hill) 

 

Green space is important to the town and building here would destroy this for 

the footballer, dog walkers, walkers, kids playing and the history of the 
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Children need space to play in a safe environment, outside of their homes. 
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Preserve for future generations 

We need to keep all of Crawley's green spaces green for future generations. If 

it was right for the previous planners to designate these green places as the 

towns population expanded, we most certainly need to keep them for the 

future residents of Crawley. (Resident of Ifield) 

We need to protect these sites for our future generations. (Resident of 

Bewbush) 

Yes we need to protect open space for future generations. (Resident of 

Ifield) 

Children need open spaces to play and learn about nature.  (Resident of 

Pound Hill) 

All of our town's open public spaces should be protected for future 

generations to enjoy for years to come.  Even though Crawley is a large town, 

the initially well thought out development plan from the 50's ensured future 

populations would have lots of recreational areas to enjoy, lets preserve them 

and not risk a housing block on every corner!  (Resident of Langley Green) 

It is already built up in many areas and we should strive to keep our green 

spaces for future generations to enjoy. (Non-resident) 

 

We need to protect the physical environment and look of Crawley 

All green spaces within neighbourhoods should be protected by the Local 

Green Space, where they are surrounded by existing dwellings.  These areas 

are considered invaluable by residents and locals-alike, as we all live in 

densely populated, built-up areas, surrounded by the concrete of houses and 

shops etc., these green spaces provide a much needed breathing space 

between those living there.  (Resident of Furnace Green) 

I feel very strongly that we should keep any GREEN AREAS in the Town, we 

are in danger of becoming a complete concrete jungle. There are other areas 

in the Town the Industrial Estate has been laid bare Thales and Edwards for 

example could be used for housing. (Resident of Ifield) 

The whole ethos of Crawley new town, it is the idea of an open town with it's 

green spaces being it's unique selling point. To keep slowly reducing it's 

green sites, would turn Crawley into a concrete conurbation. (Resident of 

Broadfield) 

Because it is the original part of Crawley (Resident of Ifield) 
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To much of our green space has been taken for development over the years 

we should keep as much as possible so as not to become a concrete jungle 

like London (Resident of Broadfield) 

Crawley is very scarce for new residential space, however we can not allow to 

plaster every bit of green with concrete. Council should find other ways than 

just on expense of existing residents. Let's not change Crawley into another 
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Q14 &  15 We would like to ensure that the pond area shown on your map is 

re-incorporated into the park (it is currently fenced off) also we support your 

other designation proposals.  (Resident of Southgate) 

 

  

 


