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Paragraph Number 2.6 Policy Reference:

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support Support with modifications Oppose X Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

No explanation provided

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Remove 2.6 and 2.25

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)
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Paragraph Number

2.32

Policy Reference:

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support

Support with modifications

Oppose X

Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

This paragraph states “...and reinstate former A1 shop premises in Ifo

Ifold shop is open and trading 7 days a week.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary) |

d”. Please note the Village

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Remove

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)
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Paragraph Number Policy Reference: EH1- protection of
Heritage Assets

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support Support with modifications Oppose X Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

The document clearly states “Development proposals will be encouraged.....where it is
demonstrated such development will not adversely impact upon the unique character, heritage or
setting of the heritage assets and is not in conflict with the NPPF....”

The proposed site, Land Opposite the Green breaks the EHI policy in that:

1. ltis an elevated, greenfield site — the highest point in the centre of the village and overlooks
the conservation boundary, national trust land and designated green spaces

2. Alarge number of listed buildings and non-designated heritage assets would be negatively
impacted

3. It conflicts paragraph 2.10, 2.15 and 4.2 “to protect and enhance the Parish Landscape and
setting”. It would have a permanent negative and damaging effect on the landscape and
heritage of the village

Taking everything on board CDC'’s allocated site - Land to the North of Little Springfield
(paragraph 1.12) and the fact that an additional site not required, Policy H1 is unnecessary. It
seems inconceivable that an additional site, in an area of such environmental and historical status
would be even considered. There is no sensible argument to keep this site in the plan.

This is supported by the fact CDC approved the selection of Land to the North of Little Springfield
Farm as a suitable site which does meet objective 2.23.

No building development should be encouraged within the boundary of or setting of heritage and
natural beauty.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary) |

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Delete policy EH1

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)
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Paragraph Number

Policy Reference: EE4

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support x

Support with modifications

Oppose Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

Support the use of Brownfield sites to help protect the character and heritage and natural
environment of the area.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)
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Plaistow and Ifold Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Plan. The plan sets out a vision
for the future of the parish and planning policies which will be used to determine planning
applications locally.

Copies of the Plaistow and Ifold Parish Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are
available to view on Chichester District Council’s website:

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplan.

All comments must be received by 5:00 pm on 14 April 2020.
There are a number of ways to make your comments:

e Complete this form on your computer and email it to:
neighbourhoodplanning@chichester.gov.uk

e Print this form and post it to us at: Neighbourhood Planning East Pallant House 1 East
Pallant Chichester PO19 1TY

Use of your personal data

All comments in Part B below will be publicly available and identifiable by name and (where
applicable) organisation. Please note that any other personal information included in Part A below
will be processed by Chichester District Council in line with the principles and rights set out in the
General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and the Data Protection Act 2018, which cover
such things as why and for how long we use, keep and look after your personal data.

How to use this form

Please complete Part A in full in order for your representation to be taken into account at the
Neighbourhood Plan examination.

Please complete Part B overleaf, identifying to which paragraph your comment relates by
completing the appropriate box.

PART A Your Details

Full Name Amber-Jane Stebbings

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email
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Organisation (if
applicable)

Position (if
applicable)

Date 29.04.202030.04.2020

PART B

To which part of the document does your representation relate?

Paragraph Number 1.81.8 Policy Reference:

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support Support with modifications Oppose X Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

1.8 is not correct there is a shop in Ifold and there has been a 30mph speed limit enforced.
Plaistow village school takes children from Ifold and other surrounding villages in addition to
providing a school bus service.

1.8 is not correct there is a shop in Ifold and there has been a 30mph speed limit enforced.
Plaistow village school takes children from Ifold and other surrounding villages in addition to
providing a school bus service.

Taking on board the above facts this makes the argument that Plaistow is suitable for more
housing incorrect.

Taking on board the above facts this makes the argument that Plaistow is suitable for more
housing incorrect.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary) |

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Remove the words “very limited facilities” and remove “several recreational amenities, including a
central village green and weekly Royal Mail Post Office outreach service”

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)





image3.png
IT you have additional representations teel free to Include additional pages. Please make sure any
additional pages are clearly labelled/addressed or attached.
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Paragraph Number 1.1 Policy Reference:

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support Support with modifications Oppose X Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

It is not correct to state “a site in Plaistow is more sustainably located than a site in Ifold, even
within the limits of the ‘service village’ designation”.

Plaistow requires motor transport to access all fundamental day to day services such as
supermarkets, doctors, hospitals — none of these stated services are within walking distance and
require motor transport.

There is a village shop located in both Plaistow and Ifold and residents from both villages makes
use of both shops, there is a school bus that runs between Ifold and Plaistow.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Delete the last 2 sentences from paragraph 1.9, all of 1.10 and all of 1.11

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)
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Paragraph Number 1.13-1.14 Policy Reference:

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this paragraph? (Please tick one answer)

Support Support with modifications Oppose X Have Comments

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

Paragraph 1.12 states that the site “...... proposed by CDC in their Site Allocations Development Plan
Document, Land to the North of Little Springfield Farm has now been formally adopted into their CLPKP in
January 2019 to deliver the indicative housing ..” Paragraph 1.13 and 1.14 grossly exceeds the requirement
laid out in the local plan. The National Planning Policy Framework states in section 14. b): “the
neighbourhood plan contains policies and allocations to meet its identified housing requirement.

The plan has already reached the housing requirement, and this was confirmed by the by CDC, there is
no requirement to add this additional site which is sensitive from an national heritage and environmental
viewpoint.

It is common knowledge that CDC previously obtained the site North of Little Springfield farm and
it was understood that the Steering Committee were asked to remove the additional site
neighbouring from the plan. The recommendation as that this could not take place die to the risk
that landowners could sue. Without any official acceptance of this site in the plan there is no
reason to have any agreement in place and therefore no grounds for legal action.

No official agreements should be in place as yet, unless they are already being put in a draft
document in which case, | ask is this correct legal procedure?

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?

Remove paragraph 1.13 and 1.14 as a site has already been identified and takes care of the
housing allocation for the period. Removing this 2.4 and point 2.23 is fully supported “Meet the
CLPKP indicative housing number of 10 units for the Parish and deliver appropriate housing based
on identified local needs”.

In addition paragraph 3.8 states “..A modern housing development in Plaistow is named Nell Ball

after the knoll.” Its important to highlight that this housing development is made up of a number of
small and moderate sized properties of which some are social housing

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)





