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I ssue 2.  
 
I s t he housi ng si t e l i s t ed f or  Canewdon,  j ust i f i ed,  
del i ver abl e wi t hi n t he pl an per i od and consi st ent  wi t h 
nat i onal  pol i cy? What  ar e t he al t er nat i ve opt i ons? 
 
Have t he consul t at i on pr ocedur es been adequat e and compl i ant ? 
 
Woul d devel opment  conser ve t he her i t age asset  of  St  Ni chol as 
Chur ch? 
 
I s t he al l ocat i on cont r ar y t o H2 Sout h Canewdon si nce t he si t e 
l i es t o t he west ? 
 
Woul d SC17 be sound? 
 
We r ef er  t o t he cont ent  of  our  r epr esent at i ons,  t o whi ch t hi s 
i s addi t i onal .  
 
Del i ver abl e.  
 
Ther e i s no devel oper  i nt er est  f or  t he whol e s i t e,  per haps a 
consequence of  t he r emot e l ocat i on of  t he vi l l age,  whi ch 
under mi nes any pr oposal  t o bui l d i n Canewdon.  Wi t hout  t hat  
i nt er est ,  any di scussi on of  del i ver abi l i t y i s specul at i ve,  
wi t hout  f oundat i on.  We ar e awar e of  a devel oper  i nt er est ed i n 
t he Di ocese l and but  we know t hat  t he bungal ow sect i on cannot  
be br oker ed and so t he si t e r emai ns undel i ver abl e.   
 
We not e t hat  t he pr oposed si t e i s onl y hal f  t he Di ocese t i t l e 
r ef er r ed t o i n t he submi ssi on by St r ut t  and Par ker  dat ed 
Januar y 2013.  A modi f i ed pr oposal  mi ght  ext end t he devel opment  
t o i ncl ude t he r emai ni ng Di ocese l and.  Thi s i nvi t es 
specul at i on of  ext ensi on of  t he si t e t o t he west ,  wher e,  as we 
have sai d,  t her e i s no def ensi bl e boundar y f or  sever al  mi l es.  
 
Consul t at i on 
 
Ther e has been none.  Ther e was a si ngl e meet i ng i n 2010.  The 
Chai r  of  t he Pl anni ng Commi t t ee,  Kei t h Hudson,  announced t hat  
Canewdon ‘ had t o t ake i t s shar e’  of  new housi ng r equi r ed by 
t he Gover nment .  That  i s t he ext ent  of  t he pr et ence at  
consul t at i on:  t el l i ng t he vi l l ager s what  woul d happen,  wi t hout  
an opt i on.  
 
We,  t he cont r i but or s t o t hi s st at ement  of  common gr ound,  hel d 
a consul t at i on meet i ng and conduct ed a sur vey of  t he vi l l age 
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i n Jul y 2013.  We have consul t ed t he Par i sh Counci l ,  who al so 
opposes t he pr oposed si t e.  The consensus i s t hat  60 new houses 
i n f r ont  of  t he chur ch ar e unwel come,  because of  t he vi sual  
i mpact  and because a l ar ge est at e of  gener al  mar ket  housi ng i s 
i nappr opr i at e t o t he needs of  t he vi l l age.  The vi l l age needs 
some housi ng,  t he number s t o be det er mi ned by evi dence,  
sensi t i vel y l ocat ed t o mi ni mi se vi sual  i mpact ,  of  smal l  houses 
f or  young peopl e t o st ay i n t he vi l l age i n t hei r  f i r st  home 
and ol der  peopl e t o downsi ze,  l eavi ng l ar ger  houses f r ee f or  
f ami l i es.   
 
 
We conveyed t hese vi ews t o t he Leader  of  Rochf or d Di st r i ct  
Counci l .  Consul t at i on t hat  conf or med t o t he l egal  dut y on t he 
Di st r i ct  Counci l  woul d have ascer t ai ned t hese vi ews at  an 
ear l y st age.  We woul d not  t hen have t he i nappr opr i at e 
pr oposal s cur r ent l y made.  The Di st r i ct  Counci l  has f ai l ed i n 
t he l egal  dut y t o consul t  and t ake account  of  l ocal  opi n i on,  
not  announce a pr e- det er mi ned out come.  
 
Mer i t s  
 
‘ Taki ng a shar e’ ,  as announced by t he Chai r  of  t he Pl anni ng 
Commi t t ee,  Kei t h Hudson,  i s not  a val i d pl anni ng 
consi der at i on.  Devel opment  i n Canewdon,  as pr oposed,  i s 
wi t hout  mer i t .  The si t e has no def ensi bl e boundar y on t he 
west ,  wi t h open count r y and a f ew scat t er ed houses al l  t he way 
t o Ashi ngdon,  some mi l es di st ant .   
 
The pr oposal s make no sense,  ar e not  evi dence based and do not  
consi der  al t er nat i ves.  The i mpact  on vi sual  ameni t y,  
especi al l y t he Chur ch,  but  al so t he open Gr een Bel t  
count r ysi de,  t he uni que qual i t i es of  Canewdon i n scal e and 
l ocat i on,  t oget her  wi t h t he l ack of  i nf r ast r uct ur e and r emot e 
l ocat i on,  ar e al l  ser i ous pl anni ng i ssues t hat  t he Di st r i ct  
Counci l  have f ai l ed t o t ake i n t o account  or  advance any 
di scussi on.   
 
The Di st r i ct  Counci l  def ended a Hi gh Cour t  chal l enge by Cogent  
LLP,  pr omot i ng devel opment  on a s i t e not  di st ant  f r om 
Canewdon.  The Di st r i ct  Counci l  ar gued t hat  devel opment  shoul d 
be west  of  Rochf or d t own cent r e,  wher e i nf r ast r uct ur e,  
empl oyment ,  school s and access t o t he hi ghway net wor k and 
r ai l ways al l  l i e.  The Di st r i ct  Counci l  cannot  now consi st ent l y 
ar gue f or  devel opment  i n Canewdon.   
 
60 houses makes mi ni mal  i mpact  on t he 4, 600 r equi r ed and t he 
negat i ve i mpact  on t he vi l l age and open count r ysi de i s out  of  
pr opor t i on,  compar ed t o t he cor r ect  l ocat i on,  as ar gued by t he 
Di st r i ct  Counci l  i n t he Cogent  case,  on si t es west  of  Rochf or d 
t own cent r e.   
 
Any devel opment  i n Canewdon must  be speci f i c t o t he needs of  
t he vi l l age,  because t he l ocat i on i s t oo r emot e t o cont r i but e 
t o t he gener al  housi ng mar ket  i n Rochf or d.  Unt i l  a pr oper  
assessment  of  l ocal  need i s made,  wi t h evi dence,  t her e i s no 
basi s f or  di scussi ng al t er nat i ve si t es,  t hough al most  anyt hi ng 
mi ght  be bet t er  t han t hi s i l l  consi der ed and i nsensi t i ve 
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pr oposal ,  ar r ogant l y i mposed on t hi s anci ent  set t l ement .  The 
i nconsi st ency wi t h Pol i cy H2 adds t o t he f ar ce.   


