
 
Community Action Newhaven - 

 
℅ Foxhole Lodge, 

Seaford Road, 
Newhaven BN9 0EE 

  
  
Attn : Jeremy Patterson 
East Sussex County council Planning 
By email 

22 December  2017  
 
 
Dear Mr Patterson 
 
Brett Aggregates Proposal - REF LW/799/CM(EIA) - objection 
 
I am writing on behalf of Community Action Newhaven. We are a group of local 
residents supporting other residents who may wish to voice their opposition to this 
proposal, and campaigning for a clean, green Newhaven.  Having listened to a 
number of residents’ views in detail, we object strongly to this development on the 
following grounds: 
 
Incompatibility with  local policies, plans and strategies for the area 

● All planning agreements for Newhaven set out  ‘clean and green’ vision for 
development. This development could not be more contrary to this vision. 
Concrete manufacture is one of the dirtiest industries - both in terms of local 
effects i.e. air quality/pollution, and because concrete is dependent on cement 
which is a major contributor to global warming.  

a. Lewes District Core Plan promises  “regeneration at Newhaven 
associated with the existing port and opportunities offered by the 
renewable energy sector, creating a sustainable tourism economy that 
takes advantage of the district’s key attractions” (p.37)  and has a 
vision of “the town developing as a centre for green industries and 
innovation.“ (p. 96) 

b. Newhaven Neighbourhood Plan (which the port has opted out of) 
promises ‘a hub for the ‘clean and green’ sector.’ 

c. The Port Master Plan - the key document which should underpin all 
development around the port - promises to “invest in infrastructure to 



establish a clean technology and renewable energy business cluster, “ 
(strategic aim 2) 

d. The promise for the Newhaven Enterprise Zone, is ‘sustainable 
development’ via ‘clean, green and marine technology sectors, 
including manufacturing and engineering industries linked to the 
maritime sector.’ 
(http://www.coast2capital.org.uk/projects/newhaven-enterprise-zone.ht
ml ) 

● The East Sussex Waste and Minerals Plan 2013  states that the county has 
sufficient  aggregates at the moment, and identifies North Quay (not this site) 
as a suitable location for aggregates activity. 

● Appendix 15 of the application ‘The Stanmore Report’, seeks to challenge the 
above view in the  Waste and Minerals plan, in order to justify use of this 
non-safeguarded site, by claiming that that North Quay (the safeguarded 
area) is no longer usable for aggregates.It argues that “Access to wharves on 
the North Quay has only been for small vessels which has resulted in them 
being no longer used for sound economic reasons” however this challenge is 
erroneous as this area is frequently used for aggregates unloading and 
indeed a local resident noticed that here was a ship discharging aggregates 
on the North Quay on the very same day that  the Stanmore Report was 
released. 

● The LDC Local Plan states that Newhaven East Quay is designated for 
ferry/marine use and that any land on Newhaven East Quay that is not used 
for Ferry/Marine use should be considered for uses such as housing. 

 
Incompatibility with approval for port expansion granted in 2015 [reference 
LW/15/0034] and failure to carry out mitigation measures required by that 
proposal 

● The permission granted for the port expansion in 2015 was for port related 
activity. Arguably, this could include the importing of aggregates  (Stage 1 of 
this application) provided these were then being shipped to to other sites for 
processing. However there is no justification for carrying out additional 
processing i.e. heavy industry on this location.  It is industrialisation by the 
back door and incompatible with local plans (see above). 

● The approval given in 2015 was subject to a set of mitigation measures being 
put in place including establishment of new area of vegetated shingle to 
replace the one to be lost, and a new nature reserve.  These measures have 
not  been implemented.  No further development should be considered until 
they have. 

● The mitigation measures which have occurred on this site  in terms of the 
reptile relocation exercise have been shoddy and poorly carried out.  The 
fences do not touch the ground (see photos below taken July 2017) and the 
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public regularly walk across the area and damage the fences as it was 
formerly the right of way, making the exercise meaningless as reptiles can 
simply recolonise. No development should be considered until this exercise 
has taken place again with proper measures. 

 
 
Incompatibility with  policies on Tourism including Core Plan & SDNP Draft 
Local  Plan & incompatibility with new hotels. 

● The South Downs National Park Draft local Plan sees Newhaven as the 
‘gateway’ to the South Downs and tourism is seen as central to Newhaven’s 
planned regeneration (p.37 of the Core Plan).  This development is contrary to 
those plans.  

● This development will be the first thing people see when arriving by ferry and 
will create a negative impression of the town.The future viability of the port 
depends on the ferry remaining popular. To realise the aspiration in local 
plans, we should be looking to transform Newhaven into  tourist destination, 
with all the economic benefits that brings but this proposal will damage that 
aspiration. 

● Planning for two new hotels is underway, to which this development will be 
detrimental by making Newhaven less attractive as a tourist destination.  The 
hotel which has just been granted planning permission (December 2017) by 
Lewes District Council is on Beach Road, so extremely close to the proposed 
development and will be directly affected by dust/ noise/ pollution. This hotel 
is thirteen storeys high so will also be affected by the visual impact of hte 
development. 

 
Incompatibility with policies on traffic, Pollution and Air quality 

● Newhaven and the surrounding A26, A27 and A259 are already congested. 
The developers’ air quality assessment - even without a detailed traffic impact 
assessment which should have been carried out (see below)- concludes there 
will be increased pollution at already highly polluted locations near the A259. 



● By stage 4, there would be an estimated extra 148 heavy good vehicles 
added to local roads each day. Although the developers claim in the EIA that 
not a single HGV will use the A259 (after initial stages) there is no means 
included for enforcing this so it is meaningless.  Enforcement of weight limits 
on the A259 is non existent and HGVs use it frequently already. Even if this 
were enforced, the extra HGVs would  be detrimental to the already 
congested and polluted A26 and A27. The Lewes District Local Plan/ adopted 
core strategy 2010-30 (p.125) points out that “On the A27, traffic levels are 
expected to reach capacity in the near future, particularly west of the 
Ashcombe Roundabout where the Highways Agency is forecasting ‘highly 
stressed’ road conditions by 2026.“ 

● In addition, due to traffic from worker journeys to and from the plant, the 
developer suggest that extra peak time vehicles equivalent to a sizeable new 
homes development will be added  onto Newhaven Gyratory / A259 junction, . 
The Core Strategy (& adopted plans) says such a development would be 
contingent on infrastructure improvements at the Gyratory and on the A259. 
This proposal suggests no such improvements. 

● Newhaven residents already suffer serious challenges to health and 
well-being caused by traffic fumes and air pollution in parts of Newhaven 
already breach  legal limits.  Air pollution is linked to cancer, asthma, stroke 
and heart disease, diabetes, obesity, changes linked to dementia and 
premature death. There are no safe limites to air pollution See  “Every breath 
we take: the lifelong impact of air pollution Royal College of Physicians 2016” 
http://bit.ly/1Nv4CIa) and the recently updated December 2017 East Sussex 
County Council Public Health Intelligence briefing: Air Quality in East Sussex 
(http://www.eastsussexjsna.org.uk/briefings  )  

● Increased exposure to traffic fumes, even in areas not currently considered 
unsafe, will detrimentally affect people’s health. Newhaven gyratory is an Air 
Quality Management Area because some emissions already breach legal 
limits. There is  a legal duty to take action and Lewes District Council has 
committed to doing so. This proposal will undermine that commitment. 

●  Pregnant woman, children, the elderly and those already ill are particularly 
vulnerable to air pollution so this proposal has an equalities aspect which is 
not considered..  

● The Air Quality Action Plan (page 26) state that  "Due to the large number of 
sites around Newhaven which have been identified for housing and the 
associated potential growth in traffic that this is likely to generate, t his action 
is critical to ensure not only that air quality improvements come to 
fruition, but that the status quo is maintained. Modelling of air quality using 
relatively crude assumptions relating to traffic growth have shown a potentially 
significant worsening of air quality around the Ring Road in future years in 
relation to the baseline scenario of no growth. It is therefore imperative that 
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the planning system is utilised to ensure that new development can 
support the Air Quality Action Plan, rather than hinder its 
implementation."  This proposal is not in line with the Action plan as policy is 
to improve not to worsen the situation and the proposal acknowledges that 
traffic will increase. 

● Granting this application would also go against  recently revised (Dec 2017) 
East Sussex County Council Public Health Intelligence briefing: Air Quality in 
East Sussex (http://www.eastsussexjsna.org.uk/briefings  ) which points out 
the importance of planning decision in relation to the Newhaven AQMA and 
that  “Pollution levels in future in Newhaven will be greatly influenced by 
further regeneration and development, and the success of mitigation 
measures.” (P23) 

● The developer’s impact assessment is is flawed in relation to traffic, so should 
not be relied on. It relies on crude percentage calculations  of traffic ‘being 
less than 10.0% in any peak’ (see 5.7) and makes the assumption that 
because it is within a certain percentage range, this will not impact on traffic 
flows on the gyratory and other congested areas- whereas in fact even a 2% 
increase in traffic in an area that is already heavily congested can in practice 
have a major impact. To properly model the real impact on traffic flow would 
require what DEFRA calls a "Detailed Assessment" i.e. proper Transport 
Assessment, and this has not been carried out, and should be. 

● In more technical terms, the advice we have been given is that “traffic 
generated is above the normal thresholds which require a proper impact 
analysis in a Transport Assessment. (100/day, 30/ peak hour). It also impacts 
a  congested road area and an AQMA which even at lower than threshold 
volumes would still require a proper impact analysis. 
We understand that while NPPF is often said to remove these thresholds, in 
fact it places an obligation to consider the cumulative impact (with other 
developments and traffic schemes) which cannot be done without a more 
detailed analysis and the DfT thresholds are still widely used.  Note that this 
increase comes without factoring the extra time all traffic will spend in the 
AQMA when congestion slows average speeds (which analysis is needed if 
DEFRA's LAQM TG(16) is followed). This certainly conflicts with the council's 
duty to meet national targets and almost certainly runs contrary to the AQAP 
that embodies local commitment to the targets.” 

 
Inadequate Information on rail journeys 

● Although the application bring the railhead back into use, there  is no 
information provided in the EIA about frequency of freight movements on 
railway. They could potentially cause more rail crossing closures for each 
freight train and add to traffic congestion. If done at night there will be a noise 
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issue for houses on Transit Road. However as no information is provided this 
is impossible to assess 

● Alternatively it could be the railhead is included purely for ‘greenwash’ 
purposes  i.e. to make the proposal seem to be offering an environmentally 
alternative, and there is a only token usage proposed in terms of the tonnage 
which is briefly mentioned. With the lack of information it is impossible to be 
sure however  the vast majority of journeys both in and out , it seems, will rely 
on HGVs. If this is the case, the bringing use of the railhead should not 
viewed as mitigation against the unacceptable traffic levels when assessing 
the impact of this application. 

 
Additional impact on health and wellbeing  (see also traffic and air quality 
above) 

● Newhaven is an area of deprivation with severe health inequalities.  Both 
direct Industrial pollution and indirect traffic pollution (see detail above) will 
lead to worth health  

● Residential areas are nearby. The discharge hopper is roughly 500 ft from an 
existing residential/leisure area of flats and pub and the earmarked is 
earmarked for substantial future housing (see cumulative impact below)  
Access to the beach is an important facility for local people, who have already 
lost the use of West Beach. Who will want to sit on the beach with their 
children in front of a concrete factory? There will be an additional detrimental 
effect on both physical health and mental health for existing and future 
residents due to loss of leisure facility. 

● The claims in the EIA that there will be zero dust and zero pollution are 
unrealistic and in any case directly contradicted by the design details in the 
application. For example in Figure 13  provision is made at the point where the 
conveyor belt passes over the access road, to protect the road from spillage. 
Clearly there is an expectation that  will be spillage from this belt despite the 
developer’s dentials. 

● This is an extremely windy site. The calculations made on dust are crude and 
do not take into account coastal winds, and the claims that this will be 
‘negligible’ do not bear up. Direct pollution is likely to affect housing in 
Bishopstone as well as in Newhaven. 

● Department for Communities and Local Government planning practice 
guidance on the role of health and wellbeing in planning at 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing  states that: 
“Local authority planners should consider consulting the Director of Public 
Health on any planning applications (including at the pre-application stage) 
that are likely to have a significant impact on the health and well-being of the 
local population or particular groups within it. This would allow them to work 
together on any necessary mitigation measures. A health impact assessment 
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may be a useful tool to use where there are expected to be significant 
impacts.” No health impact assessment has been included with the 
application, and the explorations of health issues are inadequate as the 
analyses of both traffic and industrial pollution claim this will have negligible 
effect when clearly it will, as outlined above. 

 
 
 
Housing and other development - cumulative impact 

● Newhaven’s infrastructure is already overstretched, especially the road 
system (see above).  

● The Conwy tarmac proposal for North Quay (awaiting decision)  estimates ‘12 
movements an hour’ i.e. another HGV every 5 minutes. 

● Newhaven is expected to build more housing than anywhere else in East 
Sussex - The core plan states (p.53) that  Newhaven is expected to take 1677 
out of 6000 new units of housing to be built in the county a a whole.  The 
current population is under 12,500. The cumulative effect of this new housing 
on infrastructure especially roads means it is unrealistic to expect Newhaven 
to cope with industrial development on top - there is a lack of strategic joined 
up thinking here. 

● As well as the indirect effects from road traffic, new housing is proposed 
extremely near this development and will be therefore  directly affected by the 
noise/dust/pollution etc. There is planning permission granted for a housing 
devlepment on land next to the port access road so extremely close to this 
development 
(http://www.planningpotential.co.uk/projects/asda-and-barratt-homes/?id=32 ). 

● The LDC permission granted in December 2013 for a thirteen storey hotel on 
Beach Road also includes residential housing, again unacceptably close to 
this development.  

● Industry and housing don’t mix. Brett themselves pointed this out when it 
successfully  objected to and indeed overturned a housing development 
proposed near one of its concrete batching plants in Peruvian Wharf London, 
on the grounds of ‘noise and air quality issues’ - 
(http://www.constructionenquirer.com/2016/11/22/london-wharf-saved-for-con
crete-batching-plant/  ) 

● This development must not be considered in isolation. The council must also 
consider the cumulative impact on air quality of all future developments in 
Newhaven. The Lewes District Local Plan/ adopted core strategy 2010-30 
(May 2016) 
(http://www.lewes.gov.uk/Files/plan_Adopted_JCS_with_front_cover.pdf  p. 
113)  stresses the need to consider cumulative impact :  

https://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.planningpotential.co.uk%2Fprojects%2Fasda-and-barratt-homes%2F%3Fid%3D32&h=ATPak2pKrNxh8SDjBpc0KKi5x9nY47W5V97SO-Mrzix8e9v73AujnOJgORMaRrRq-mpyoCVjjSgzCl3q1lmgZX9dRmDJcjDbG8_mHifJ0gN5zAR31_JmbKvk4G_FSyVOqO6qqalt
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○ Core Policy 9 – Air Quality The local planning authority will seek to 
improve air quality, having particular regard to any Air Quality 
Management Area (AQMA) designations. Applications for development 
that by virtue of their location, nature or scale could impact on an 
AQMA will be required to [...]   4. Ensure that the development will not 
have a negative impact on the surrounding area in terms of its effect on 
health, the natural environment or general amenity, taking into 
account cumulative impacts.  

● As future developments will also need to consider cumulative impact, granting 
permission this development would constrain the future  development of 
housing and clean and green businesses oppostunities and hinder the 
regeneration of Newhaven. 

 
Incompatibility withs Enterprise Zone Plans and other policies for employment 

● As a community we desperately need the regeneration promised by the 
enterprise zone and welcome it.  However this project will not create the jobs 
we need: 

○ Less than 100  net jobs will be created, too few for this sized site.  The 
adverse impact on local health and local heritage and landscape is not 
justified by the number of jobs created.  

○ Most jobs that are created will be low skilled and low paid - completely 
opposite to the vision of Newhaven’s regeneration and of the 
Enterprise zone and other policies’ vision of skilled jobs and a higher 
value economy 

● The  Employment and  Economic impact assessment is makes an inaccurate 
and indeed somewhat bizarre claim that the jobs created will be in 
accordance with the aims at enterprise zone whilst acknowledging at the 
same that they are mostly low skilled - i.e. the exact opposite. 

● Existing and potential jobs will be lost through the impact on tourism and 
leisure, as industrialisation damages both Newhaven and Seaford’s existing 
tourism industry, and discourage more desirable employment opportunities 
from coming to the area. 

● Marketing has only just started on the Enterprise zone. Time is needed to 
allow the right companies to be identified for this highly desirable site, which 
benefits from a subsidy paid from public money.  

 
Visual impact  

● This is a unique location where the South Downs meet the sea.  
● The proposed building will devastate iconic views from Newhaven Fort, 

Seaford, Seaford Head and the South Downs National Park at Tide Mills. 
● The proposal contravenes Lewes District Council  Local Plan for the “open 

aspect of Seaford Bay” 



● The visual impact assessment is completely inadequate, as outlined in the 
damning objection by the South Downs National Park  

 
Biodiversity Obligations/ Destruction of vegetated shingle habitat/ damage to 
wildlife and species loss 

● East Sussex County Council, like other local authorities, has a legal 
obligation to conserving biodiversity as outlined in Section 40(3) NERC The 
duty extends beyond merely conserving what is already there, to carrying out, 
supporting and requiring actions that may also restore or enhance 
biodiversity.  

● If this application is passed, East Sussex County Council would be failing in 
this legal duty: 

○  firstly  because of indirect effect on adjacent Tide Mills (which is barely 
mentioned in the EIA).  

○ Secondly due to direct effects on the the site, especially on the rare 
vegetated shingle habitat, 

○ Thirdly due to direct effects on the  marine environment via the port 
expansion and destruction of the East Pier. 

●  Please note that whilst the port expansion has a permission granted 
previously in 2015, this development will enable that permission hence these 
issues need to be fully considered with this application. 

● In more detail, the biodiversity issues which county councillors need to 
consider in order to meet their legal requirements are: 

● Dust from industry and traffic pollution will affect the fragile ecology of 
the Tide Mills Nature reserve immediately adjacent and potentially 
wider areas of the national park (see notes above on inadequate 
accounting for dust in the EIA) 

● This application will damage an internationally recognised  area of 
vegetated shingle, of outstanding importance for wildlife, and lying 
within the ‘Living Coast’ UNESCO Biosphere area.  

● Natural England Commissioned Report NECR054 - Coastal Vegetated 
Shingle (publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/83001)  stresses that 
Vegetated shingle is a Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitat 
because it is so rare and so valuable for wildlife.  

● The East Sussex Vegetated Shingle Management Plan (Tim Smith 
2009) points out that Tide Mills (west)  ‘exhibits an extremely good 
example of a vegetated shingle habitat’ and suggests possibilities for 
habitat expansion. 
(https://eastsussexgovuk.blob.core.windows.net/media/1946/shingle_m
gmt_plan.pdf )  

● The same publication points out (on page 10) the importance of shingle 
beaches as a form of coastal protection and flood defence - particularly 
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to chalk cliffs. Note that  here are chalk cliffs on both sides of this 
beach and recent high profile collapses at Seaford Head.  

● The Habitat action plan for sussex  (HAP) contains the following 
objectives and targets, which this application fails to address: 
8. Action Plan Objectives and Targets 

● Maintain and where possible improve the ecological integrity of 
coastal vegetated shingle in Sussex.  

● Maintain and expand the range of coastal vegetated shingle in 
Sussex.  

9. Action Plan Targets  
● Maintain the total extent of coastal vegetated shingle habitat in 

Sussex with no net loss, and the structures, sediment and 
coastal processes that support them. 

● Nearby Tide Mills is an important site for Ornithologists as it regularly 
hosts rare migratory birds - the South Downs National Park response 
amongst others points out that as well as direct damage caused by 
development, development on this site will affect nearby Tide Mills, 
which is part of the national park. 

● Ringed plovers and wheatears nest in the shingle and are easily 
disturbed. Further, spoonbills, avocets and a serin visit the site. 

● Stone Curlews nest adjacent to this site and they are on the NERC list 
as a species of principal importance. They are identified as requiring 
action under the UK BAP and are regarded as a conservation priority.  

● The Pier that this proposal would demolish i.e. which is directly affected 
is  an important open structure for wintering Purple Sandpipers and 
many bird watchers come to see those each winter.  Purple Sandpiper 
has been given an 'Amber' status by the RSPB (less than 300 breeding 
pairs in the UK). 

● The adjacent Tide Mills is also well known among Butterfly enthusiasts 
as it has several stands of Broad-leaved Everlasting Pea which acted 
as a staging area for The Long-tailed Blue butterflies which are 
attempting to extend their range from the continent and colonise our 
shores. In the summer of 2015 a great many Butterfly enthusiasts 
visited Tide Mills in August and September in the hopes of seeing this 
migratory butterfly and it was one of the key sites for them to make 
landfall and breed.  

● The best stands of the Pea plants are to be found scattered around the 
West End of the site proposed for the development i.e. directly affected  

● The  moth Glyphipterix equitella, which has been proposed as a 
rare/endangered red data book species (awaiting status) breeds at 
Tide Mills.  We are told that Tide Mills is the only site it has been seen 
at since at least the 1930's in Sussex. The area where this 



development is proposed houses the best area for the moth’s food 
plant Biting Stonecrop (Sedum acre). Biting Stonecrop does grow at 
other nearby sites such as at Cuckmere Haven and at Lancing but 
probably not in sufficient quantity to support the moth.  Destroying this 
habitat will directly affect this species and indeed could directly cause 
its extinction in the county and indeed wider as it is not recorded in 
either Kent or Hampshire. 

● The Seahorse Trust inform us that there are two records directly off 
Newhaven of three animals, all Spiny Seahorses (data supplied by 
CEFAS) and additionally there are a number of sightings on either side 
off Eastbourne, Brighton, Worthing etc. They suggest as this is a well 
know seahorse  summer breeding area and an overwintering area for 
both Spiny seahorses (Hippocampus guttulatus) and Short Snouted 
Seahorses (Hippocampus hippocampus) and as they are covered by 
schedule 5, section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, it would be 
wise to invoke the Precautionary Principle in relation to seahorses. 

● Local residents have pointed out this is an important spawning area for 
fish. The Angling Trust  - Sussex Marine Region - reinforce this view in 
their objection and point out that since the 2015 permission they have 
been monitoring the juvenile recruitment area surrounding Tide Mills. 
The port expansion will have a detrimental impact on the adjacent 
Marine conservation zone so designated in order “ to conserve the 
diversity of nationally rare, threatened and representative habitats and 
species” (https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/ 
marine-conservation-zone-designations-in-england ) 

● In their consultation response to the 2015 port expansion application 
which is enabling this proposal (reference above) Natural England 
raised concerns about  the impact on the vegetated shingle; that the 
proposed nature reserve area in mitigation is incorrectly sited; on the 
impact of dredging; and the impact to the Beachy Head West Marine 
Conservation Zone. They stated  “The proposal has the potential to 
directly or indirectly affect the features of the Beachy Head West MCZ. 
The application will therefore require an assessment under Section 126 
of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 to determine whether there 
is any significant risk of the proposal hindering the conservation 
objectives of the MCZ. The assessment will need to consider the 
significance of impacts to the MCZ features. We believe that measures 
raised by Natural England have not been addressed and that this 
survey has not taken place. 

 
Other Planning Authority and residents’ views 
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● Many residents in Newhaven already feel ignored by the county Council. 
There is a long history of industrialisation by the back door and a series of 
inappropriate development being foisted on the community against our 
wishes. We would draw attention to the substantial number of individual 
objections received to this development as well as the high level of public 
concern expressed in other channels e.g. social media. 

● Damning objections have been received from other planning authorities in the 
area i.e.  Newhaven Town Council, Seaford Town Council and  the South 
Downs National Park. The District Council is awaiting discussion. 

 
CAN therefore calls on East Sussex County Council to reject this application. 
Councillors will lose all credibility if this proposal is agreed when it so blatantly goes 
against the agreed vision and strategies for the area , which they should be 
championing and helping to implement. 
 
We also call for the strengthening of partnerships to form common purpose, across 
local government and other stakeholders including Newhaven Port Authority. If this 
were to happen effectively, then such misplaced applications would be less likely to 
arise.  
 
We would also ask the the County Council go a step further and  to take a proper, 
strategic look at  where industry can and should go in our congested county. This 
should be based on a fair sharing out of industry across our region. Newhaven 
simply cannot continue to be the place where everything that is more difficult to place 
in the rest of the county, from housing to industry - gets dumped. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Emily O’Brien 
On behalf of Community Action Newhaven 
 




