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Dear Sir / Madam

CHICHESTERLOCAL PLAN REVIEW —PREFERRED APPROACH CONSULTATION

On behalf of our client Countryside Properties, thank you forinviting us to submit representations on the
Chichester Local Plan Review —Preferred Approach Consultation (“Preferred Approach Local Plan”).

Countryside Properties has recently been appointedas the Council’s devel opment partner for the Strategic
Development Location (SDL) at Tangmere andtherefore welcomes the opportunity to comment on the emerging
Local Plan Review. We would be grateful if the Council wouldtake the comments made below into account, in
accordance with Regulation 18(3) of the Town and Country Planning Act (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012.

Havingreviewed the Preferred Approach Local Plan andthe accompanying Sustainability Appraisal report, our
client wel comes the overall approach taken by the Council andis broadlyin support of the policies and supporting
text setout within the Preferred Approach Local Plan document. Nevertheless, itis consideredthatthereareareas
within the emerging local plan which would benefit from further considerationor whererevised text couldbe
inserted inorder to address potential issues that we have identified. Countryside Properties would welcomean
opportunity to meet with Officers to discuss these matters further, if this would be of assistance to the Council in
its preparation of the ‘Pre-Submission’ draft of thelocal plan.

Our detailed comments on the document, including our suggestions for revised text where this is considered
necessary, aresetoutbelow:
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INTRODUCTORY SECTIONS

Policy / Paragraph Comments and suggested modifications

Paral.27 Paragraph1.27indicates thatthe Council is currently preparing statements of common
ground in relationto the ‘duty to cooperate’ and willplace these on the Council’s website.
This approachis welcomed andisin line with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). However, our client trusts that these statements willbe made available wel |
beforethelocal planis published for ‘Pre-Submission’ consultation.

Paragraph27 of the NPPF states that the statement should be “made publicly available
throughout the plan-making processto provide transparency.” Thisisimportant because
the duty of cooperateis not somethingthat can be addressedretrospectivelyonce the
local planreaches Examination. Therefore, the publication of the statements of common
ground will enable potential issues or gaps incompliance with the duty to be identified
and addressed, well before the commencement of the Examination.

Para2.4 Paragraph 2.4 provides a summarydescriptionof the four settlements outside of thecity
of Chichester that will provide a focus forfuture growth. The bullet point covering
Tangmerestates:

“Tangmere, to the east of Chichester City, is a settlement of some 2,700 people. It hosts a
numberoflocal businesses, and has some dispersed community facilities including shops
and a medical centre. However, it currently lacks many of the amenities and services
normally associated with a settlement of its size.”

Our clientconsiders that the final sentenceis not consistent with the more detailed
description found within paragraph 6.91 of the Preferred Approach Local Plan. Itis
suggested thatthetextis revised to ensure consistency and to highlight the opportunities
to enhancesuchamenities through the policies of both the ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan
and the emerging Chichester Local Plan Review.

STRATEGIC POLICIES

Policy / Paragraph Comments and suggested modifications

Policy S4 (Meeting | Whilstour clientsupports the overall approach set out withinPolicy S4, itis noted thatno
Housing Needs) housingtrajectory has been provided anywhere within the Preferred Approach Local Plan.
The Council willnotethat paragraph 73 of the NPPF now requires strategic policies on
housing deliveryto include a housing trajectory within thelocal plan. We wouldbe happy
to discuss and contribute to this with respect to the assumptions made for the Tangmere
SDL.

Policy S6 (Affordable | Our client does not disagree withthe approach set out withinPolicy S6 and its supporting
Housing) text. However, itis noted thatthe proposed affordable housingtarget has notyet been

viability tested and itis therefore uncertain at this stage as to whether or notit will prove
to beachievable. The updated Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) covers the need for local
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plan policies, including those setting expectations for affordable housing, to be subject to
proportionate viability testing (See PPG Reference ID: 10-001 and 10-002).

Itis considered thatthefirst sentience of Policy S6 is potentially ambiguous and we
suggestthatitisrevisedasfollows:

“The provision of affordable housing will be required forat a targetlevel of at least 30% of
allnewdwellings as setoutin the criteria below:="

Paras4.61-4.65 Defining the Retail Hierarchy

Our clientsupports the statementin paragraph 4.63 that “a further Local Centre will be
developed at Tangmere as the Strategic Development Location is developed.” However, it
is considered thatthe table following paragraph 4.65 is misleading as it defines Tangmere
as a lowerorder‘village centre’. Whilst this is reflective of the current position, it would be
hel pfulif a note could beinserted (for example, underneaththetable) to clarify that
Tangmereis anticipated to transition to become a higher order ‘Local Centre’ during the
plan period. The development of the Tangmere SDLwill support this process, although
significant parts of what will formthe new ‘Local Centre’ remain outside of the Tangmere
SDL policyboundary.

Policy S9 (Retail Similar to the precedingtable, Policy S9 defines Tangmere as a ‘village centre’ basedon its
Hierarchy and current level of services. The remainder of Policy S9 seeks to protect the viability and
Sequential vitality of the higher order retail centres by limiting retail growth within ‘village centres’.
Approach) Whilst we have no disagreement with the objectives of the policy, itis unhelpful in the way

inwhichithasbeen applied to Tangmere wherethereis a clear proposal, reflected within
other parts of the Preferred Approach Local Plan and withinthe ‘made’ Tangmere
Neighbourhood Plan, forthetransitionto a ‘Local Centre’ as part of the devel opment of
the Tangmere SDL.

Itis recommendedthat Policy S9 is clarified to ensure that it will notinadvertently stifle
retail development (or indeed other maintown centre uses)which may be appropriately
located within the emerging Tangmere ‘Local Centre’. Itisalsoimportant that thefinal
paragraphof Policy S9 is applicable to Tangmere, to ensure that the achievement of the
‘Local Centre’ is supported instrategicretail policy terms.

Policy $S10 (Local The second paragraph within PolicyS10 refers to “town centre uses”. 1tis recommended
Centres, Localand thatthis isrevisedto “main town centre uses” to be consistent with the terminology used
Village Parades) within the NPPF andwithinPolicy S9.

The final paragraph within PolicyS10 states: “Other uses will be granted where it has been
demonstrated that all the following criteria have been met:”

This isambiguous and it would benefit from additional clarity to confirm that the policy
hereis referringto proposals for a change of use at existing retail premises.

Paras4.80-4.86 Providing Supporting Infrastructure and Services

The supporting textin this section is broadly supported, althoughit must be recognised
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that, atthis stage, the developer contributions being sought throughthe Local Plan Review
haveyetto besubjectto up-to-date viability testing, althoughwe are aware that this
processis now underway.

Having reviewed the |atestiteration of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)itis clearthat,
for thelarger strategic development proposals atleast, thereis an expectation that
significant levels of new supporting infrastructure willbe funded through Planning
Obligations secured by Section 106 Agreement.

Whilstthis maybean appropriate devel oper contributions mechanism forlarger scale
development, itisimportant to understandthe potential viability impacts thatsuch an
approach would have on scheme deliverability. This is especiallyimportant as the
emerging Planning Obligations requirements would be in addition to a range of further
policy and contribution requirements impacting on the Tangmere SDLincluding: affordable
housing; adopted Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) rates (whicharealso subject to
annualindexation); proposed policy requirements for the adoption of ‘National Space
Standards’;and proposed higher optional Building Regulations (under Parts M4(2)and
M4(3)).

Itis understood thatthe whole-planviability evidence work, now underway, is intended to
serveas evidencefor a review of the Chichester ClLrates. Thisapproachis supported.
However, itis recommended thatthe nextversionof the local planincludes a clear
commitmentto review the Chichester CIL, in parallel with the preparation of the Local Plan
Review. This willhelpto ensurethattheimpact of adopted CILcharge rates, whichare not
negotiable, willnot undermine the viability of proposed development atthe pointit comes
forward, including larger scale devel opment upon which the success of the emerging local
plan depends.

Policy S12 The fourth criterion within PolicyS12 proposes that development should “facilitate
(Infrastructure accessibility to facilities and services by a range of transport modes;”
Provision)

Whilst this aspiration is laudable, it shouldbe recognisedthatis it notalways possible to
achievethisinpractice as the ability to deliver off-site accessibility and different
transportation modes is often beyond the control of developers of anygivensite. The
Council are encouraged to provide further guidance on this point. For example, this could
be achieved by clarifying that developer contributions, to be used to fund future
accessibilityimprovements between a development site andlocal facilities, would allow
for compliance with this criterion of PolicyS12.

The final part of Policy S12 provides guidance on how the Council willrespond to
circumstances where viability evidence has been presented to demonstrate that
infrastructure requirements wouldrender a proposed scheme unviable. The three-stage
sequential approach is noted. However, inorderto increase the flexibility of the approach,
itis recommended thata new bulletis added (between thefirstand the second). This
would indicate that the Council will workwith the applicant to exploreand agree
alternative forms of infrastructure / facility provision that would address the identified
viability concern. This pragmatic approachwould enable facilities orinfrastructure to be
providedin potentially more cost-effective ways andsoavoid the need to defer provision
or consideranyrefusal of planning permission.
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Para5.3 The ninth line of paragraph 5.3 should be worded: “..establishor maintain a strong sense

pfofplace...”

STRATEGIC SITE ALLOCATION POLICIES

Policy / Paragraph Comments and suggested modifications

Para6.92 Tangmere

The fourth sentence of paragraph 6.92 lists arange of benefits the SDLis anticipated to
bring for the existing community. Thelast of theseis “improved public transport services”.
As referred to previously, whilst thisis a legitimate aspiration, itis not normally within the
developers control to ensure thatthedesired publictransportimprovements canbe
secured, andimportantly thatthey can be sustained over thelong term. Therefore, inthe
context of thelikely community benefits being listed here, itis recommended that the
referenceis revisedto “improved public transport services in partnership with the relevant
authorities.”

The lastsentence of paragraph 6.92 states: “Tangmere currently has a relatively high
proportion of social housing and it may be appropriate to diversify housing tenures,
including by providing low cost or shared ownership options.”

Given thatthe need for a diversity of tenures has alreadybeen establishedthrough the
‘made’ Tangmere Neighbourhood Plan, itis considered thatthe above sentence shouldbe
revised to reflect theincreased level of certainty provided by the Neighbourhood Plan.

Para6.93 The final sentence of paragraph 6.93 states: “However, regard will need to be paid to the
open landscape of the area and views from the South Downs must be carefully protected.”

Our client fully supports the objective or protecting the views from the National Park.
However, we would encourage the Council to recognise thatinbringingforward a scheme
ofthe scaleof the Tangmere SDL, itis unlikely thatthere could be noimpactatallon views
fromthe National Park. The appropriate approachisto carefully reduce and minimiseany
potential impactthrougha range of measures that can be explored throughthe
masterplanning anddesign process. Therefore, the Preferred Approach LocalPlanis
correctto seek to minimise such adverse impacts and thisapproach is already set out
within the text of Policy AL14 andis supported. As a consequence, itis recommended that
the supporting textin paragraph 6.93is revised to be consistent with the approachtaken
by Policy AL14, forexample, as follows:

“However, regard will need to be paidto the open landscape of theareaand views to

reducinganyimpact on views from the South Downs mustbecarefullyprotected.”

Para6.94 The first sentence of paragraph 6.94 describes the development that thesiteis anticipated
to deliver. Theidentification of the additional 300 dwellings, to provide a total of 1,300, is
supported. However, it may be helpful to add, atthe end of the first sentence of this
paragraphthatthe precise number of dwellings to be delivered will be determined
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through the masterplanning process.

Para6.95 (1" bullet | The firstbullet point of paragraph 6.95 could be clarified to ensure thatit is consistent
point) with the proposed strategic policies relating to retail development, which we commented
on above. Wesuggestthatthe following revisions wouldachieve this:

“Local community aspirations for existing facilities serving the village, including e-\Village
eentre transforming the existing village centre into a 'Local Centre' focussed around a
village main street, improved/expanded local convenience shopping and enhanced social,
community, recreation, primary education and healthcare facilities,;”

Para6.95 (5" bullet | As expressedabove, whilstthey are fully committed to maximising the potential for
point) sustainabletravel, our client does have some concern about the extent to which
developersareableto bringabout ‘substantially improved publictransport’ without clear
partnershiparrangements with therelevantlocal authorities and the bus operators.
Therefore, consistent with the approach we have recommended elsewhere, we suggest
thatthe 5" bullet point of paragraph 6.95is revised as follows:

“Opportunities, in partnership with the relevant authorities, to provide stHbstantially
improved sustainable public transport services linking the village with Chichester City, to
improve cycle routes to the city, and to provide better transport links to Barnham rail
station and the 'Five Villages'area in Arun District;”

Para6.95 (7" bullet | The reference within the 7" bullet point to the provision for the expansion or rel ocation of
point) the Tangmere Military Aviation Museum is potentially ambiguous as thereis no proposal
for the Museumto relocate or expandto any part of the Tangmere SDLsite. We have
suggested a minor revision below which more accuratelyreflects theindirect relationship
between the provisionof additional allotment space withinthe SDLsite and the
opportunity forthe Museumto expand orrelocate onto landthatis currently used as
allotments andis controlled by the Parish Council:

“Conserving andenhancing the setting of the historic village (particularly the Conservation
Area), the heritage of the World War Il airfield, including provision for the relocation of
existing allotment space that couldfacilitate the expansion or relocation of the Tangmere
Military Aviation Museum and the potential archaeological /heritage assets of the
surrounding area;”

Para6.95 (8" bullet | The 8" bullet point covers the need to consider ‘shielding’ the homes within parts of the
point) sitecloseto the A27 from potentialroad noiseimpacts. Ourclient considers thattheuse
of the term ‘shielding’ implies some of physical barrier and this may notbethe most
appropriate form of noise mitigation. At the current stage, the technical noise assessment
work has notyet been undertaken and sowe cannotyetbe certainabout which noise
reductionmeasures will be required. We wouldrecommend the following revisionto the
8" bullet point:

“Shielding Noise mitigation measures forefresidential properties fremneoise on the A27,
through forexample the use of acoustic screening,”
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Policy AL14 (Land Whilstour client supports theincreaseinthe anticipated capacity of thesiteto 1,300
West of Tangmere) | dwellings, flexibility is required to ensure the policy canrespond to the site assessment
and masterplanningprocess. Ratherthanbeing expressedas aninflexible minimum, we
would suggestthereis meritin thefirstsentence of Policy AL14 being amended to:

“Approximately 73 hectares of land to the west of Tangmere is allocated for residentialled

development of e-minimum-of-1,300dwellings around 1,300 dwellings, with the precise

numberto be determined through the masterplanning process.”

The third site-specificissue relates to the new or expanded community facilities.
Consistent with theapproach we have recommended above, we suggest the following
minor revisions to aid clarity:

“Incorporate new or expanded community facilities (including transforming the existing
village centre into a new Local Centre a-rewvillagecentre) providing leealconvenience
shopping. Opportunities will be sought to deliver enhanced recreation, openspace, primary
education and healthcare facilities;”

At the fifth site-specificissue, to be sufficiently flexible to respond to the masterplan
processand publicconsultationon this issue, we wouldsuggesta minor addition is made
to thefifth site-specific point to requireimportant views of the cathedral be respected
wherever possible:

“Protect Respect important existing views of Chichester Cathedral spire and reduce any
impacton views from within the National Park;”

Consistent with our comments abovein relationto the deliverability of public transport
improvements over the long term, we suggest the following revision to the seventh site-
specificissue within Policy AL14:

“Make provision forimproved sustainable travel modes between Tangmere and Chichester

City, in partnership with the relevant authorities including mere-directandfrequentbus
senvicesbetweenTangmereand-ChichesterCity-and improved and additionalcycle routes
linking Tangmere with Chichester City, Shopwhyke and Westhampnett. Opportunities
should also be explored forimproving transport links with the 'Five Villages' area and

Barnham rail station in Arun District; and”

As recommended above, we propose the following revision to the eighth site-specific issue
to reduce ambiguity over the nature of the provisionbeing referred to in relationto the
Tangmere Military Aviation Museum:

“Conserve and enhance the heritage and potential archaeological interest of the village,
surrounding areas and World War Il airfield, including provision for the relocation of
existing allotment space to facilitate the expansion or relocation of the Tangmere Military
Aviation Museum.”
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES

Policy / Paragraph Comments and suggested modifications

Policy DM2 (Housing | Policy DM2 sets out the proposed housing mixfor the main anticipated residential

Mix) tenures. Our clientunderstands the importance placed by the Council insetting guidance
onthe mix of homes thatwillbe delivered, and itis alsorecognisedthat proposed Policy
DM2 does contain elements which would appear to allow for wel come flexibility,
particularly as set out within paragraph 2 of the policytext.

The housing mix proposed within Policy DM2 has been informed by the latest version of
the Chichester Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA, January
2018). However, for market homes itis evidentthatthe proposed mixseeks a higher
proportionof smallerhomes than is supported by the evidence within the HEDNA. Thisis
particularly the case when Table 69 of the HEDNA s considered, as this disaggregates the
anticipated housing mixrequired by each of the different areas within Chichester District.

Overall, and notwithstanding the variation noted between the evidence baseand the
proposed market homes mix, itisimportant to remember that the Chichester HEDNAcan,
atbest, only provide a snapshotintime of whatis needed across the District. This
evidence cannot provide a definitive picture as to the demand for different types of homes
in specificlocations, norcanit predict future need and demandbeyondthevery early
years of the plan period. Therefore, whilst our client supports the aspiration to achieve an
overall housing mixthatis broadly balanced throughout the plan period, it would be

hel pful if a specified mixwere notintroduceddirectlyinto policy. However, if the Council
does propose to maintaina specified housing mixwithin PolicyDM2, itis considered that
this shouldeither accurately reflect the evidence within the latest version of the HEDNA,
or the Council should provide alternative evidence to justify varying the specified mixfrom
thatindicated inthe HEDNA.

Paragraph3 of Policy DM 2 is considered to be ambiguous. It appears to be seeking the
deliveryof specialistand accessible housing and housingwhich meets peoples needs over
their lifetime. However, it does not make any reference or connectionto Part M4(2) of the
Building Regulations, which provide the nationally prescribed standards for accessible and
adaptable dwellings. Our client considers that the focus and requirements of this
paragraphshouldbeclarified. Itis alsorecommended that the requirements to be made
should be subjected to appropriate viability testing to ensure that the costsinvolved in
achieving thesearetaken into accountinlight of other policy requirements and financial
contributions that will be expected of residential development.

Policy DM2 alsorequires, within paragraph 6, that “all housing should be designed to meet
the Nationally Described Space Standards (orany replacement standards)”. We note the
intention of the Council to provide evidence as part of the revision of the Planning
Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD. However, no revision to that document has yet
been published and we would encourage the Council to consult on this revised SPD as
soon as possible so thatthe evidenceis available for review and comment.

Again,itisalsoimportantthattherequirementto apply the nationally described space
standardsis subjected to appropriate viability evidence, in line with national planning
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policy and the PPG. This will ensure it does not constitute a barrier to the delivery of
development upon which the success of the local plan depends.

Policy DM8
(Transport,
Accessibility and
Parking)

The final sentence of paragraph 4 of Policy DM8 states that: “Development should
incorporate the requisite infrastructure necessary for charging plug-in and other ultra-low
emission vehicles”.

This is considered to be ambiguous and clarificationis sought over the meaning of
“requisite infrastructure”. For example, whether this means the provision of cabling
withintheroadsonly, orinfrastructure “to thefront door” of each property. Thereisa
considerable cost difference between the two and this should be factored into the viability
testing thatthe Council is currently preparing for.

Policy DM16
(Sustainable Design
and Construction)

Paragraph4 of Policy DM16requires that: “the energy supplied from renewable resources

to be maximised to ensure that at least 10% of the predicted residual energy requirements
of the development, after the standards in point 2 and point 3 are achieved, is met through
the incorporation of renewable energy.”

The wordingof this element of Policy DM16 is consideredto be prescriptivein natureand
thereforeinflexible. The policy makes no reference to “fabricfirst principles’ which provide
analternative approachto reducing carbonemissions. Afabricfirst method, rather than
renewable energy, canreduce the need for maintenance during the building’s life.
Buildings designed and constructed using the fabricfirst approach aimto minimise the
need for energy consumptionthrough methods such as maximising air -tightness, using
super-highinsulationand optimizing natural ventilation. Focusing on the building fabric
first,is generallyconsidered to be more sustainable than relying on energy saving
technology, or renewable energy generation, which can be expensive, can have a high
embodied energy and may or may not be used efficiently by the consumer.

Policy DM28 (Natural
Environment)

Paragraph5 of Policy DM28requires development to show that both theactual and
perceived identity of a settlementis maintained. However, our client’s view s that
attempting to make a decisionon the basis of a perceived rather than actual impactis
ambiguous and open to subjectivity. This is because any decisionwould be based on an
individual's own experience and bias, making it challenging to achieve consistencyin
decision-making. Itis recommended that Paragraph 5 of Policy DM28 is revised as follows:

“The individual identity of settlements-actualorperceived; is maintained andthe integrity
of predominantlyopenandundevelopedland between settlements is not undermined.”

POLICIES MAP
Policy / Plan Comments and suggested modifications
PlanAL14 Plan Legend

Whilstthe policies map’s definition of the Tangmere Strategic Site Allocation is broadly the
sameas that withinthe adopted Chichester Policies Map, we note thattherearea number
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of relatively minor changes proposed. Itis therefore considered thatthe legend provided
stating “Existing Strategic Site Allocation” is misleadingasitis notidentical to thatthe
adopted Policies Map. We recommend thatthe legend is revised to clarify this, for
example, by adding “(including minor boundary changes)” to the legend.

Land west of ‘Kimkarlo’, Church Lane

We note thatthe small parcel of land to the west of ‘Kimkarlo’ on ChurchLaneis proposed
to be omitted fromthe policy boundary of the Tangmere SDL (Policy AL14). Given that this
parcel now benefits froma planningpermissionfor the construction of two dwel lings, this
proposedchangeis supported.

Land northof24 & 25 Saxon Meadow

Itis noted thatthe proposed definition of the policyboundary for Policy AL14 omits a
small parcel of land to the north of 24 and 25 Saxon Meadow. This land is included within
the current definition of the Tangmere SDLwithin the adopted Policy Map (seeimage
below). Our client can see no reasonto omitthislandanditis recommended thatitisre-

instated, consistent with the existing definition of the Tangmere SDL boundary.

D

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

Assessment Criteria | Comments and suggested modifications

A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) report accompanies the Preferred Approach Local Plan
Countryside Properties have reviewed the SAscoring withinthe Appendixto the SA
(Strategic Development Location Assessments updated from the Initial Sustainability
Appraisal (May 2017)) andwould like to make several comments on s pecific assessment
criteria. Theseareasfollows:

1a(Biodiversity Loss | Our client notes thatthe site has secured a minor negative (red) scoring, yetthereis no

10
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and habitat
fragmentation)

referenceto any specific evidence base that supports this conclusion, or which confirms if
the ‘bird species of note’ are protected species and thereforeif any negativeimpactis
justified. Itshouldbe noted that majority of the siteis currentlycomprised of arable
farmlandwith limited areas of potential higher ecological value. Further, inorderto secure
planning permission for this site our client will undertake a comprehensive ecological
assessment of the site which will identify the biodiversity assets andimplement the
necessary mitigation to ensurethese are notlost to the community. This will also highlight
the opportunities for the proposed scheme to make ecological enhancements. On this
basis we would recommendthatthescoreis changedto atleastneutral (amber),if nota
higher positive score.

6a/ 6b (Encouraging
modal shift and use
of networks for
cyclists and
pedestrians)

The Tangmere SDLis ideally placed on the edge of Tangmere for residents to access the
villageandwider key services and facilities (suchas thosein Chichester) via walking,
cyclingandpublictransportation, all of which will be strongly encouraged through good
design and a sustainable transport strategy. Itis also the case thatthe proposed scheme
will enhancethelevel of |ocal services through the expansion of the existing village centre
to a ‘Local Centre’. This would be well located to meet the everyday needs of both new
and existing residents of Tangmere. On this basis our client believes that the current
negative (red) scores should be changed to a positive (green) score.

7c(Conservation of
historicassets)

As partof any planning application, appropriate heritage andarchaeological surveys will
be undertaken to identify any sensitive assets and ensure appropriate mitigationthrough
good design. On this basis our client suggests thatthe current negative score (red) be
changed to neutral (amber).

8a/ 8b (Housing
need and provision
of housing mix and
tenure)

Our client strongly supports the SA’s conclusion that Land West of Tangmere will make a
strong positive contribution (dark green) to the provision of much needed private and
affordable housing with a range of sizes and tenures. Countryside Properties will work
proactivelywith Chichester District Council and Tangmere Parish Council to ensure this s
delivered as part of a sustainable new settlement extension.

Wetrustthattheabove commentsare helpful and lookforward to participatingin the next stage of the local plan
review. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you would like to discuss our comments further or require any

additional clarification.

Yours faithfully

Mewe_

Peter Home
Associate Director

peter.home@turley.co.uk
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