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| ssue 2.

Is the housing site listed for Canewdon, justified,
deliverable within the plan period and consistent with
national policy? Wiat are the alternative options?

Have the consultation procedures been adequate and conpliant?

Wul d devel oprment conserve the heritage asset of St N chol as
Chur ch?

Is the allocation contrary to H2 South Canewdon since the site
lies to the west?

Woul d SC17 be sound?

W refer to the content of our representations, to which this
is additional.

Del i ver abl e.

There is no devel oper interest for the whole site, perhaps a
consequence of the renote location of the village, which
under m nes any proposal to build in Canewdon. Wt hout that
interest, any discussion of deliverability is speculative,

wi t hout foundation. W are aware of a devel oper interested in
t he Di ocese | and but we know t hat the bungal ow secti on cannot
be brokered and so the site remains undeliverable.

W note that the proposed site is only half the D ocese title
referred to in the submi ssion by Strutt and Parker dated
January 2013. A nodified proposal m ght extend the devel opnent
to include the remaining Diocese land. This invites

specul ation of extension of the site to the west, where, as we
have said, there is no defensible boundary for several mles.

Consul tati on

There has been none. There was a single neeting in 2010. The
Chair of the Planning Conmttee, Keith Hudson, announced t hat
Canewdon ‘had to take its share’ of new housing required by
the Governnent. That is the extent of the pretence at
consultation: telling the villagers what woul d happen, w thout
an option.

We, the contributors to this statenent of comon ground, held
a consultation neeting and conducted a survey of the village



in July 2013. W have consulted the Parish Council, who al so
opposes the proposed site. The consensus is that 60 new houses
in front of the church are unwel cone, because of the visua

i npact and because a | arge estate of general market housing is
i nappropriate to the needs of the village. The vill age needs
sonme housing, the nunbers to be determ ned by evidence,
sensitively located to m nimse visual inpact, of snmall houses
for young people to stay in the village in their first honme
and ol der people to downsi ze, |eaving |arger houses free for
famlies.

We conveyed these views to the Leader of Rochford District
Council. Consultation that conforned to the | egal duty on the
District Council would have ascertained these views at an
early stage. W would not then have the inappropriate
proposal s currently nmade. The District Council has failed in
the legal duty to consult and take account of |ocal opinion,
not announce a pre-determ ned outcone.

Merits

‘Taki ng a share’, as announced by the Chair of the Pl anning
Comm ttee, Keith Hudson, is not a valid planning

consi deration. Devel opnent in Canewdon, as proposed, is

wi thout nerit. The site has no defensi ble boundary on the
west, with open country and a few scattered houses all the way
to Ashi ngdon, sone mles distant.

The proposal s nake no sense, are not evidence based and do not
consider alternatives. The inpact on visual anenity,
especially the Church, but also the open G een Belt
countryside, the unique qualities of Canewdon in scale and

| ocation, together with the lack of infrastructure and renote
| ocation, are all serious planning issues that the District
Council have failed to take in to account or advance any

di scussi on.

The District Council defended a H gh Court chall enge by Cogent
LLP, pronoting devel opnment on a site not distant from
Canewdon. The District Council argued that devel opnent shoul d
be west of Rochford town centre, where infrastructure,

enpl oyment, schools and access to the hi ghway network and
railways all lie. The District Council cannot now consistently
argue for devel opnment in Canewdon.

60 houses nmakes m ninmal inpact on the 4,600 required and the
negative inpact on the village and open countryside is out of
proportion, conpared to the correct |ocation, as argued by the
District Council in the Cogent case, on sites west of Rochford
town centre.

Any devel opnent in Canewdon nust be specific to the needs of
the village, because the location is too renpte to contribute
to the general housing market in Rochford. Until a proper
assessnment of |ocal need is made, with evidence, there is no
basis for discussing alternative sites, though al nost anything
m ght be better than this ill considered and insensitive



proposal, arrogantly inposed on this ancient settlenment. The
i nconsi stency with Policy H2 adds to the farce.



