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1. Introduction 
1.1. Battle Town Council (BTC) has applied, through the East Sussex Highways (ESH) Community 

Highways programme, for a feasibility study to be carried out on a proposal to provide a new 
section of footway along the northern side of Netherfield Road between the local shops at 
Netherfield and Netherfield village hall. The scheme has been requested as there is currently 
no footway available and pedestrians wanting to walk to the village hall have to walk along 
the side of the road. The distance between the shops and the village hall measures 
approximately 500m. 

1.2. The purpose of this report is to review the available data and look at options that may be 
available. This review will then seek to provide an indication of potential costs to implement 
any measure that is feasible as well as risks to the delivery of a future scheme.  This will help 
BTC decide whether or not to make a formal application for Community Match funding at a 
later date. 

2. Objective of Scheme 
2.1. The objective of the scheme is to provide a safe pedestrian route between the local shops on 

Darvel Down and the village hall some 500m east. 

2.2 Extending the footway eastwards to the church would be considered at a later date. 

2.3 The Town Council have also asked that the site be assessed against the criteria for Healthy 
Streets. 

3. Existing Situation 
General 

3.1. A site visit was undertaken on Monday 26 September 2022 to collect data on the existing site 
conditions. 

3.2. Netherfield Road is a single carriageway linking with Battle Road at its western end and the 
A2100 London Road at its eastern end.   

3.3. The road is predominantly rural in nature with limited residential development along its 
length. The width of the carriageway over the section being considered for a footway 
measures between approximately 4.8m and 5.50m with very limited verge width along either 
side.  



3.4. The road is reduced in width to 4m in two localised points outside of the village hall where a 
traffic calming chicane feature is installed. 

3.5. There are a number of residential properties along this section and the boundaries generally 
comprise mature hedging which extends almost to the edge of the carriageway. 

3.6. The speed limit along this section of Netherfield Road is 30mph up to a point adjacent to the 
village hall where a 40mph speed limit is introduced for eastbound traffic.  

3.7. A public house is located along the northern side of the road which has a car parking area 
opposite. 

3.8. Overhead statutory undertakers apparatus is located in both the northern and southern 
‘verges’ with poles provided at regular intervals. The poles are generally set back 
approximately 750mm from the edge of the carriageway. 

3.9. Figure 1 shows the section of road included in the current study.  

  

 
Figure 1 – Site Extents  

 

4. Speed Data 
4.1. A 30mph speed limit applies along Netherfield Road between its junction with Battle Road and 

the village hall, where a 40mph speed limit is introduced for eastbound traffic. 

4.2. Speed data was collected in the 40mph limit approximately 100m east of the village hall in 
February 2019.  The results from this survey showed that average vehicle speeds were around 
33mph westbound and 35mph eastbound., with the 85%ile speeds being 39mph eastbound 
and 40mph westbound. 

4.3. Although not current the results from this survey indicate that drivers are adhering to the 
40mph speed limit on the westbound approach to the village hall. 

4.4. No data is available within the 30mph speed limit but it is unlikely that vehicle speeds would 
be in excess of those already recorded. 

The 85th percentile speed is the speed at, or below, which 85 percent of the traffic is travelling, or viewed 
another way, the speed that only 15 percent of drivers exceed. 

The average speed is the speed at, or below, which 50 percent of the traffic is travelling, or viewed 
another way, the speed that 50 percent of drivers exceed. 
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5. Crash Data 
5.1 Information obtained from the Sussex Safer Roads Partnership website shows that there 

have been no injury crashes recorded for the 5 year period up to September 2022.   

5.2 This would mean that the site would not be a priority for intervention measures by ESCC. 

 

6. Feasibility Analysis 
6.1 Where a footway is to be considered this would normally be a minimum of 2.0m in width, with 

1.8m being considered appropriate where space is limited. In rural areas it might be 
considered acceptable to provide a narrow footway measuring 1.2m but this would only be 
appropriate where pedestrian numbers are low and space is severely restricted.  

6.2 From the site visit it was established that there is currently very little verge available in which 
to provide a footway. Along much of the route private boundary hedges extend up to the edge 
of the carriageway and basic site measurements indicated that the centre of the hedges were 
only set back between 500mm and 750mm from the edge of the carriageway. 

6.3 Retaining the hedges and constructing a footway along the edge of the existing road would 
reduce the already narrow road from approximately 5m to between approximately 3m and 
4m which would leave insufficient road width for 2-way traffic. Guidance suggests that for 
rural roads that do not form a part of the key network, a minimum width of 4.8m would be 
required which is sufficient to accommodate light, two-way traffic. Where HGV traffic is 
present, however, this needs to be increased to 5.5m.   

6.4 It was also noted on site that the property immediately west of the village hall is set at a higher 
level than the carriageway. To provide a footway along the front of this property would require 
the removal of the hedge boundary and also the construction of a retaining wall to support 
the property grounds.  

6.5 There are a couple of short sections where it might be possible to provide a narrow footway, 
e.g. fronting the public house, but for the majority of the length there is insufficient width 
available without the removal of the existing hedge boundaries.  

6.6 Where a footway is provided it is also necessary to lay a proper kerbline where none currently 
exists, firstly to guide vehicles away from the footway and protect pedestrians and secondly 
to help prevent errant parking. This, however, would require the introduction of additional 
drainage with the resultant increase in costs.  

6.7 The conclusion from this feasibility analysis is that it would not, realistically, be feasible to 
provide a footway along the northern side Netherfield Road without the removal of a 
significant length of private property boundaries which is unlikely to be popular with the 
community.  

6.8 As an alternative the feasibility study has considered the provision of some form of footway 
along the southern side of the road. Whilst not an ideal solution, due to the requirement to 
cross Netherfield Road to access this, there is potential scope to introduce some form of 
footway provision although, again, this would require the removal of sections of existing 
hedge boundary.  Over a large percentage of its length the existing hedge boundary is set back 
from the edge of the carriageway such that a narrow footway between approximately 1.2m 
and 1.5m wide could be provided although there are still a couple of sections where it may be 
necessary to significantly prune or remove the boundary hedge. The section between Ivyland 
Green Cottages and Stonywood Cottage on the approach to the village hall would require 
hedge removal etc. Drainage would, again, need to be assessed with this option. 



6.9 Early conversation with the appropriate land owners would be strongly advised to ascertain 
whether or not they would be supportive of any proposal to remove / replace their boundary 
hedging or, potentially, be amenable to the acquisition of a strip of land that would enable the 
verges to be widened for the construction of a footway. 

6.10 From this review it has emerged that a route along the northern side of Netherfield Road is 
not realistically feasible but it is suggested that the parish look into the alternative option 
along the southern side if they still seek a continuous footway linking the shops with the village 
hall. 

6.11 Please note that the removal of existing trees and shrubs etc would have to be reviewed as a 
part of an environmental impact assessment to ensure that there would be no adverse 
impacts on the environment.  

6.12 The following images show the existing site conditions: - 

 

 
Image 1 – looking westwards from a point close to the village hall – note the proximity of the 

hedging to the edges of the road 
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Image 2 – looking eastwards from a point close to the public house – note the proximity of the 

hedge on the northern side to the road.  

 
Image 3 – looking westwards from a point close to the village hall 

(Stonywood Cottage on the left). 



7. Healthy Streets Assessment 
 

7.1. In the application for a feasibility study the parish council requested that the site be 
assessed against the requirements for ‘Healthy Streets’. 

7.2. This is a qualitative assessment to assess how ‘healthy’ a street is against a series of 
indicators. From the Healthy Streets Qualitative Assessment guide, a Healthy Street is 
defined as “one in which all people feel welcome, relaxed and safe, where people can 
choose to walk and cycle and spend time.”  

7.3. At this stage of the process a Healthy Streets assessment has not been undertaken as this is 
quite a significant element of assessment work that falls outside of the scope of the 
Community Match initiative and would not be covered by the £500 fee. ESH could, 
however, provide a quotation to undertake a Healthy Streets assessment under a separate 
commission. 

 

8. Design and Supervision Cost 
 

8.1. From the feasibility analysis it has been established that it would not be feasible to provide a 
footway along the northern side of Netherfield Road without significant impact on hedge 
boundaries, which is unlikely to be popular with the residents.  

8.2. An alternative option would be to consider a footway along the southern side of the road but 
this, again, would still require the removal of sections of mature hedging and, potentially, the 
acquisition of private land.  

8.3. Where it is established that a scheme is feasible this report would usually include an indication 
of the likely design and construction costs, enabling the applicant to determine what funding 
would be required. In this instance, however, with the uncertainty that a scheme is achievable 
that would have the full support of the residents, the preparation of these budget costs has 
not been carried out.  

8.4. As a very ball-park figure the construction of a new footway with kerbing, edging and drainage 
is likely to be a minimum of £100,000 to £150,000 + design and supervision fees. Land costs 
and any alterations required to statutory undertakers apparatus would be additional. 

8.5. It must be noted that ESCC’s contribution towards the cost of any measures is limited to 50% 
of the overall costs but capped at £50,000. Contributions are also dependent on the potential 
for any scheme to meet the objectives of the ESCC Local Transport Plan. 

8.6. Should the Parish wish to progress with a scheme an itemised design and supervision cost will 
be provided which will include both preliminary and detailed design work together with any 
associated costs e.g. topographical survey, investigative cores and, potentially, legal costs. 

 
Risks to delivering scheme 

8.7. The following table summarises the risks identified in delivering this package of measures. 

Table12: Risks to delivery  

Risks Mitigation Measures 
Capital Cost to implement scheme 
considered too high for County Council to 
part fund  

Early engagement with County Council 
Offices through Community Match 
Application process 
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Scheme not supported by the community 
leading to increased design time and cost 
to address objections to the project.   

Parish to conduct earlier stakeholder 
engagement before application stage to 
ensure there is support to the project.  

Scheme not supported by Statutory 
bodies and stakeholder groups, including 
ESCC Road Safety leading to abortive 
design costs or protracted design phase 
to re-develop options or address 
objections to the project. 

Early engagement with stakeholder groups 
is required to establish if the principals of 
the scheme are acceptable, preferably 
before application stage. 

 

Loss of hedgerow not supported by the 
community. 

Parish to conduct early engagement with 
the residents etc. 
 

Land dedication required or compulsory 
purchase – both, potentially, time-
consuming processes. 

Parish to conduct early engagement with 
the land owners. 
 

Insufficient details of the site, such as 
underground apparatus and base mapping 
data to sufficiently develop a design to 
give confidence in scheme costs 

To be reviewed at each stage of the scheme. 

  



9. Conclusions and Recommendations 
9.1. BTC would like to construct a new length of footway along the northern side of Netherfield 

Road to provide a safer route for pedestrians travelling between the local shops and the village 
hall. 

9.2. Based on data collected on site this desktop study has looked at the feasibility of providing 
this footway and concluded that without the removal of a significant section of mature hedge 
boundaries, it is unlikely that a scheme could be delivered. As well as the hedge removal it is 
likely that an additional 1+ metres of private land would be required along some sections of 
the road to enable a minimum width footway to be constructed. This would require the 
current landowners to agree to a dedication of the land as public highway or the local 
authority to acquire the land by way of compulsory purchase. 

9.3. An alternative option to provide a footway along the southern side of the road has also been 
considered and this does appear to have merit, although this would still require the removal 
of sections of mature hedge boundary and, possibly, the acquisition of private land.   

9.4. It is unlikely that there would be local support to a scheme that has such a dramatic impact 
on the locale and the removal of existing mature hedging may not be permitted on 
environmental grounds.   

9.5. It is recommended, in the first instance, that the parish undertake further consultation with 
the community to gauge the level of support to a scheme that has this level of impact. If the 
community fully supports the measures it is recommended that the parish contact ESH to 
discuss the next steps.  


