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Introduction and Background

This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulati@ecf04P5(2). Part 5
of the Regulations sets out what a Consultation Statement should contain:

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proNeggtbourhoodDevelopmentPlan;
(b) explains how they were consulted,;
(c) summaisses the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed in the eapusadhoodDevelopment
Pan.

This statement has been prepared Bsttle Steering Group on behalf 8attle Town Councilo accompany its submission to Rother District Council

of the Battle Civil ParisNeighbourhood PlarBattle CPNP) under section 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2@4part ¢ the formal

submission of theBCPNRor Examination, there is a requirement for thiewn Council as t he *qual i fying booslied to il
with the community and relevant bodies.

NOTE: This document repr esent snd&teerirgiGaypsesporses. lbshould e naed that ie thesRegulatomilgd n t s
PreSubmi ssi on document, the word “Objective” was used i hasbeencedtdd f f er e
to remove “Obj emhkiitviedn™a.nd i nsert “A
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01 Objectives of the ommunicationand engagemenstrategy

1.0.1 The aim of theBCPNRommunication strategy was to have a clé@mework which showed how the Steeringo@p would involve as much dfe
community as possiblaroughout all consultation stages of Plan development so that the Plan was informed by the views of local people and other
stakeholders from the start of the Neighbourhood Planning pracess
A communicatiorstrategywas established to:

1. promote a high degre of awareness of the project;

2. invite residents to join the team advising tiewn Councijl

3. encourage everyone to contribute to the development of the Plan;

4. promote consultation events;

5. provide regular updates on the status of the Plan and its development

1.0.2 The objectives of the Communication and Engagement Strategy are to:

l

= =4 =4 =4

Provide better communications which meet the needs of the target audience, ensuring a better understanding of their regfsisemdehe
outcomes we deliver

Deliver a plan whicks understood by all

Allow the community and other interested parties the opportunity to help formulate the plan

Ensure that all stakeholders are aware of how the process works and who is taking the plan forward on their behalf

Provide appropriate conswtion and communications to all stakeholders on the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan at each and every stage
which includes gathering their approval

Engage with Rother District Council on how the consultation, set out in the statement will be carrasatdudw this will be evidenced from

a community perspective

1.0.3 The strategy was published on the webdit&://battleneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/information/communicatiorstrategy. The full communication
and engagement strategyocumentcan be viewed i\ppendix 1.
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02 Consultation tmeline

2.0.1 Thetable belowoutlinesthe key points of communitgngagement and consultation which has shaped the production oBtide CP NP

For copies of engagement literature and resources used, refer t@#tde CP NFZonsultation Statemat Appendix It is important to note that
minutesof steering group meetinglsave been published throughout the process and key documents published including results from the call for
sites process.

Date Type Details

2015

20-02-2015 | BTC action BTCapplied for Neighbourhood Area (from RDC)

14-04-2015 | BTC action BTC received Neighbourhood Area (from RDC)

22-07-2015 | Steering Group formed Steering group formed

01-08-2015 | Press Release Aug 2015 press release

13-11-2015 | Newspaper article Call FoiSites advertised in Battle Observer

30-11-2015 | Call For Sites submission deadline | Call For Sites replies due in by 30/11/2015

2016

1801-2016 | Public survey Survey to ascertain the wishes of parish residents. Sent to all residents by post

29-02-2016 | Survey deadline Deadline for evidence survey

01-07-2016 | BTC publication Article included in BTC quarterly newslettgrage 4

2017

01-03-2017 | BTC publication Article included in BTC quarterly newslettgrage 8

01-06-2017 | BTpublication Article included in BTC quarterly newslettgrage2 and 3

04-04-2017 | Newspaper article Maurice Holmes articleAdvertising the upcoming event on 27/28/29 April
Initial PublicConsultation. Progress of the NP was presented at the Battle Annual

27-04-2017 | Public event (presentation) Parish Assembly evening of 27th

28-04-2017 | Public event (consultation) Initial Public Consultation. 28th and 29th April at Battle Memorial Hall

01-11-2017 | Newspaper article Maurice Holmes articleVolunteers and appointment of DM as consultant

2018
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Date Type Details

2302-2018 | New website New website launched. Date uncertain

16-03-2018 | Newspaper article Paragraph in Maurice's regular Netherfield column

23-03-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update Introduction, Website/press, Advert for parish assembly

24-04-2018 | Public event (presentation) Display boards at Parish Assembly

27-04-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update "What buildings should be protected" / Heritag@rking party

25052018 | Newspaper article Observer update Character Appraisal, Geographical area, and travel

22-06-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update LGS, SSSI

27-07-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update LGS / historical / Reg14

24-08-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update "Do you live in a heritage home?"

18092018 | Newspaper article Observer update AECOM / Traffic light system

26-10-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update AECOM / SHLAA / NPPF

30-11-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update Overview, progress, sites, AECOM

28-12-2018 | Newspaper article Observer update AECOM, SHLAA, number of sites

2019

25-01-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update Progress / AECOM / Public Realm

22-02-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update NPPF

01-03-2019 | BTC publication Article in BTC quarterly newsletter page 7

22-03-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update Screening, SEAs, SAs

26-04-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update Advertising ofupcoming consultation

30-04-2019 | Private event (presentation) Presentation of the Neighbourhood Plan and it's progress to Battle Town Counci
Presentation of potential preferred development sites, at Battle Memorial Hall.

04-05-2019 | Public event (consultation) Over150 attendees

10052019 | Newspaper article Observer update Report on the public consultation May 4th

12-05-2019 | Social media Creation of facebookage https://www.facebook.com/BattleNeighbourhoodPlan

13052019 | Newspaper article Observer update A news article published in Battle & Rye Observer

10052019 | Newspaper article Richard Gladstone's Observer report on May 4th presentation

ConsultationStatement
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Date Type Details
21-05-2019 | Private event (presentation) Presentation to newly elected Battle Town Councillors
24-05-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update Public consultation on sites under consideration
01-06-2019 | Newspaper article Article in Battle TowtCouncil's June town magazine
28-06-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update AECOM and design codes
26-07-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update CIL calculations / skate ramp
23082019 | Newspaper article Observer update Mentions John Howell meetingnd progress of other parishes
27-09-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update History of steering group members

Observer update Explanatiorof Reg14, RDC, planning inspector. Mentions youn
25102019 | Newspaper article persons survey
22-11-2019 | Newspaper article Observer update Green gaps, youth survey, Regulation 14
01-12-2019 | BTC publication Article in BTC quarterly newsletter page 8
2020
03-01-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update Assetts of community value
24-01-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update Regl4 consultation now on

Following up from Maurice's meeting on 20/02/2020, the NP's information sheet |
22-02-2020 | Flyer for Netherfield distribution correct some inaccuracy and miigormation
28-02-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update Feedback requiredjommunity Aspirations, CIL
27-03-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update- Thankyou to respondents, analysing information, Cetii
24-04-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update Meetings, analysis, misconceptions
22-05-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update

Observer lettefrom chair of steering group regarding Call for Employment/Retailg
05-06-2020 | Newspaper letter Sites

Call for employment / retail sites. Alsm Rother Alerts, BTC Twitter feed, and BCP
05-06-2020 | Electronic communication Facebook page
12-06-2020 | Newspaper article BTC article in Observer newspaper "Call for Employment/Retail sites”
26-06-2020 | Newspaper article Observer update

ConsultationStatement
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03 Regilation 14 consultationresponses

3.0.1 The Neighbourhood PlanninBegulatiosat Regulation 14 requires that tH&e-Submission Plarsitaken topublicconsultation by thelown Council
This is a formal statutory consultation period of 6 weeks with the stayubodies, stakbolders, the Local Planningithority and the community. ti
then requires theTown Counciio consider those representations received and whether any further chamgg<e required becauss these. The
Reg.14 Prsubmission consultation and publicityas from20" Januaryto 5pm B March 2020 In addition to being emailed to the relevant people,
the plan was made available dritp://battleneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/regl4r alternatively, paper forms and printed copies of maps and some
documentswere available at Battle Library, Netherfield Village Shop, Blackhorse Public House, Battle Memorial Hall and The Alfitstry.
responders weresncouragel to use the response form® provide us with feedback, we welcoméeedback/comments in any written format.
Shouldrespondersprefer to comment via letter then post or drop to Battle Town Council, The Almonry, High Street, Battle, TN33 OEQ, or email a
enquiries@battleneighbourhoodplan.co.was made available.

3.0.2 The table below outlinethe key points ofepresentatiors madeat Regulatiori4 community engagement and consultation which has shaped the
changes tdahe Battle CP NBt Regulation 14 stage.

Introduction

These sites will not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
1 Cherry Gardens (BANS117)
1 Marley Lane (BANS103)

9 Land to the northkeast of Cedarwood Care Hor(PANS 118} This site is colloquially also known as Loose Farm and this has been used by
many respondents.

With regard to the remaining listed sites, it was agreed to remove any prioritisation and for dwelling numbers assumtedipey are indicated

as “up to”, rather than providing a specify number.

Handwritten responses have been transcribed into the table below and although every effort has been made to replicatectimeselyathere

may be a few typographical errors.

The summary column includésé full text of what was written by responders when the responses were short or difficult to precis. Key issues were

extracted from longer responses using where possible original text including, on occasion, typographical errors
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Structure

The responsegeceived have been gathered together as 4 sections:

9 Statutory Body responses

9 Individual responses

1 Developers / Site ownersesponseswhere:
col 1 =id number

col 2 = *“Area of feedback?”
col3= summary of responder

col4 = SG comment on feedback

9 bSGKSNFASER a4t 20!l f
col 1 = not used

col 2 = “"Question number

i dzSaGA2Y Yl ANBE

feedback

NBalLlyaSasz oKSNBY

col 3 = Prdorma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice Holmes, whd\stherfield resident

col 4 = summary of priorma text
col 5 = SG comments

NOTE: Text deletions have a strike through thwerding that has been removednd text rewording/new wording is shown in red for clarity.

Statutory Body Responses

Wi NB I Q
ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
0O-3JX01 [EnvAg Recommend an objective is included to protect and enhance the\Whilst it is good practice to have objectives at the sta

quality, biodiversity

environment. Indicators should relate to the environmental
constraints in your localrea. This may include flood risk, water

of the engagement process with the community, ther
no requirement to have objectives. Whilst there is n¢
particular objectiveentitled protect and enhance the
environment, the Plan addresses this very subject in
of the Environment policies and explicitlyRolicy EN3:
Conservation of the environment, ecosystems and

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

biodiversityand Policy EN2: Natural environmenEor
competeness objective 5 has been amended as folld
OBJECTIVE 5. The Protedcimhenhancemenof the
environment andOpen SpacesPlans must restrict the
use of land for development which is primarily alread
outside of the development boundaries and has beel
designated as AONB. In addition, information that he
been gathered by the Group on a humber of identifia
green spaces wbh have yet to be afforded protected
status, but would be lost for the purposes of sport,
leisure and agricultural uses if policy decisions were
change within the RDC Strategic Aims, must also be
given that protection.

[To protect and enhance our efiisg and future open
spaces, proposal should conserve and enhance the
environment, ecosystem and biodiversity, ensuring tl
new development gives protection to habitats and
provides appropriate movement corridors for wildlife,

Recommend your SEtkes account of relevant Dover Borough
Council's policies, plans and strategies including DBC's Strategit
Risk Assessment, flood risk strategies
(https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/floodrisk
managementcurrenschemesandstrategies), and the South East

River Basin Management Plan
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/soutkeastriver-
basinrmanagemenplan).

Noted, SEA amended to make referenc®8IC's
Strategic Flood Risk Assessty flood risk strategies at
the South East River Basin Management Plan

O-7PRO1

HwWAONB

Recommendation 1some policies to be tightened due policy
wordingbeingimprecise and capable of being misapplied by
applicants.

The policies have been amended and strengthened |
respond to comments made #te Reg.14 consultation

Recommendation 2 suggestion to tighten up wordifigpalicy HD2

This policy has been amended and strengthened to
respond to comments made &eg.14 consultation.

ConsultationStatement
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https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/flood-risk-managementcurrent-schemes-and-strategies
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/flood-risk-managementcurrent-schemes-and-strategies
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan

Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
Recommendation 3 and 4 : Concerns on the order of priority, anRecommendation 3 and-4Agreed to remove order of
total number of dwellings to be allocated. priority, and total number of dwellings to be allocatec
See response from RDC and other respondents. No
reserve dwellings in Battle & Telham, but a reserve |
been retained in Netherfield, due to unceidy of the
extent of Gypsum undermining.

Recommendation 3igh weald unit concerns about Cherry Gard{The Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not be include

and its inclusion in the plan amdcommend that this site is deletecin the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to |

from the list of proposed allocations for Regulation 15

Recommendation 6: Concerns on development near White HoudAll planning applications should comply with the Batt

Farm CP Design Guidelines adadyh Weald Housing Design
Guide. Further work is being undertaken.

Recommendation 7: Concerns on landscaping in policy HD5  |Agree with recommendation to include HWAONB Hif
Weald Housing Design Guide and Battle CP Design
Guidelines in policy HD5 key esitte base reference

Recommendation &olicy EN2 to be strengthendad require Agreed. Policy amended to reflect this.

biodiversity gain from developments in line with the NPPF and

emerging legislation

Recommendation 9Concern for lack of reference to the AONB |Agreed. Policy amended line with HWAONB

Management Plan management plan

O-8JNO1 |NationalTrust |Support for the overall plan. No specific issues of concern raisedNo further action required.

O-5AH01 [SEastwir South East Water suggest t o iNoted. The SEA addresses this objective
i mprove and manage water r es(

the Rother Sustainability Appraisal Framework for Development
SiteAllocation Plan as part of the Battle Civil Parish Neighbourh
Pl an Strategic Environment al

South East Water recommend the need of a mandatory housing
standards for water use which walisupport water efficiency on
new buildings and promote the collaboration between Battle Tov,
Council and developers. All dwellings should need to meet a

Water efficiency standards and Reference to South £
Water to be added to th€ommunity Aspiration sectior]

https://corporate.southeatwater.co.uk/aboutus/our-
plans/waterresourcesmanagemenplan-2019/

requirement of 110 I/p/d. We advise that the Town Council shoul

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
include a policy that all residentiahd nonrresidential developmenthttps://corporate.southeastwater.co.uk/media/2901/s
shall meet the water efficiency standard of 110 litres/person/dayw_five_yer business plan_2028025.pdf
(preferably lower).
South East Water would like to be kept updated with any Noted
developments relating to Battle Civil Parish Neighbourhood Plan
0O-6JQ01 BritishGypmum White house poultry farm potential development site is in part  [In the light of planning hiery to the west of Darvell
overlapping old British Gypsum mine workings. There is a potenDown where mine workings are mapped, local
subsidence issue developers were prepared to submit planning
applications with detailed mining report$hereforewe
do not expect or see NENS102 to be excluded from |
plan.
May beuseful
: http://planweb01.rother.gov.uk/OcellaWeb/viewDoc
ment?file=dv_pl_files%5CRR 201746 P%5CTCPS-
6B+Gypsum+Mines+Assessment+Report++Appendi
April+2017.pdf&module=pl
We have received more detailed mapping of possible
Swallow Barn potential development site is not within the old Brijundermining of NE06 and this will have limited impac
Gypsum mine workings. There is no potential subsidence issue on the site capacity.
No action required
0O-3JX02 |RDC la. Initial reaction is good la. Noted

1b (para 1). Some text and policies heed updating
1b (para 2). Noting that NPPF and PPG require concise policies

1c. Employment and Retail policies need attention

1b (para 1). Noted
1b (para 2). Noted

1c. Notedand as a result a specifiall for Retail and
Employment sitesvas held with alosingdate of
30thJune

Pg5 Paral.3.1 Amended wording

Pg5 Paral.3.1 Agreed

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Page 5-para 1.3.1 Suggest that it should read The National Plar,
Policy Framework (NPPF 2019) outlines what a Neighbourhood
can do.

Page 6-para 1.3.5 line 6
Suggest that BCPNPs be replacedibighbourhood Plans

Page 6-para 1.3.6 line 4
Suggest that EBCPNP be replaced by BCPNP

Page 6-para 1.3.7 lines 3,4. 5, 6

TheDaSAas now been adopted so the final sentence should be
deleted and replaced as follows : ThaSA_ocal Plan was adtgd
by Rother District Full Council on 16 December 2019, having be
found sound by the Inspector appointed to oversee the public
examination process, subject to the inclusion of the Main
Modifications and changes to Policies Maps as set out in the
Appendk to his report.

Pg6 Paral.3.5Agreed
Pg6 Paral.3.6Agreed
Pg6 Paral.3.7Agreed

BCPNP SECTI@NProcess Summary
Page 15-para 3.5.2 line 6
Suggest that ‘rural conurbati

Page 18-para 3.5.10

Suggest that the paragraph be replaced with the followirgding
" The Battle Conservation Are
Abbey and the historic batt]l ¢

Page 19-para 3.6.1 line 1Suggest additional wordinda®ws
- Bat t | etionCAvea was degignated in June 1971 by East
Sussex County Council and amendments to the boundary were

P15 Para3.5.2Agreed
P18 Para3.5.10Agreed
Pg19 Para3.6.4Agreed

adopted by Rother District Council in 2006 following a Conserva

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Area Appraisal
9 Historic Enviroment)

(2006 B o-Figuded

Pg25 Para3.10 Query on SWOT analysis

In WEAKNESSES not cigbat is meant by Planning permissions
granted in AONB means as the whole Parish is within the High \
AONB

In THREATS not clear as to what point 1 The imposition of
development programmes actually refers to and means

Pg25 Para3.10Amend4th bullet point WEAKNESS w,
‘*Types of Planning per mj
Weal d AONB”. (Agreed SG
Amend first bullet point under THREATS

with Theprovisionof housing development within the
Civil Parish, whicmight not reflect thehousingneeds o]
the community.

Pg27 Objl Retitle
Pg27 Obj2 Retitle and reword
Pg27 ObjBuggested ravording
Pg27 Obj5 Retitle
Pg27 Obj6 Retitle

Pg27 Objt Agreed- retitled Additional Residential
Development Sites

Pg27 Obj2 Agreed- retitled Traffic Mitigation
Measures

Pg27 Obj3 Agreed- Amend objective 3 as follow$p
formulate a policy that not only recognises the separ
identities of the village of Netherfield atige hamlet

of Telhamand their unique relationship to Battle o
established over centuriesut enables them to retain
the landscape characteristics of the High Weald
AONBand prevent urban sprawl through creative
solutions within the overall strategic aims of the Core
Strategy

Pg27 Obj5 Agreed- The ProtectionfoOpen Spaces an
the Countryside

Pg27 Obj6- Agreed-retitle to Protection of Heritage
Assets within the Parish Settlements

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Pg28 Obj8 Amend wording

Pg28 Obj8- Agreed- rewordingl i nes 3 &
shall be used to pump prime the required funds neec
for those facilities. Aj

P29 Ln3 Remove notes
Pg29 HD1 Retitle
HD1 Paral Rewording

HD1 Para2 Supporting text

P29 Ln3- Agreed

Pg29 HD1Agreed-retitle to - Policy HD1 Developmel
Boundaries

HD1 ParalAgreed- Policy HD1 amended as sugges
by RDC.

Policy HD1:Development Boundaries

The Plan designates Development Boundaries for B
and Netherfield as shown on Maps 1 éh APPENDI]
C of the BCPNP. All new housing developments sho
take place within the defined Development Boundari
The entire Parish of Battle is located within the High
Weald AONB where all development should consery
and enhance the natural beautf the AONB. Any
development outside the Development Boundaries w
be regarded as lying within the countryside to which
Core Strategy Policies 0SS2, RA2, RA3 and EN1 re
Development will only be permitted in the AONB
countryside where it compliagith RDC Core Strategy
policies and relevant policies in the BCPNP

ConsultationStatement

15| 0f183



Wi NBI Q
ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

HD1 Para 2 Supporting text to be expanded
accordingly

the explanatory text to the policy should expand dete
of the RDC Core Strategy Policies OSS2 Use of
Development Boundaries, R&zneral Strategy for the
Countryside, RA3 Development in the Countryside a
EN1 Landscape Stewardship. Similarly reference to |
High Weald AONB Management Plan 224 should
be made and the requirement that all development
should conserve and enhea the natural beauty of the
AONB should be emphasised...

Pg29 Ln1 Rewording

Pg29 Lnt Agreed- embodied in the High Weald
Housing Design Guide.

P30 HD2 Rewording required

P30 HD2 Amend Policy HD2greed to remove priority
order.

Amend thepolicy as followsX & dzLJLJ2 NIi & (i f
and seeks to allocate the following sites for residenti,

developmenta-the-following-priority-order
Netherfield

wb9 b{mMaH OLI NI 2F b9 nul
to 23 dwelling

wb 9 npl |y R ovbBarn pffRROPEIDI L1
dwellings.

Reinstatewb 9 nplk YR b9npN

Medieval field patterns and Gypswvould bea
material consideration
Battle andTelham

w. ! dGlehgorseis upto 20 dwellings

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

w.!oc [FYR

at CaldbedHouse Caldbedill: upto 9dwellings

w. ! mm . fUp ©220 dllingsh Y
w——b{MmT—[ ddpfofCheiry Gaideng T
Alletments-&Mount-Street-carpark—16-dwellings

w—— b mmy—F YR G2 GKS b

dwellings o o
w—— b {mMAo—f VR G2 Gt S|
Wood)-Marey-Lane2-dwellings

P30 HD2 Rewording required

Site allocations

BANS117 comments on Cherry Gardens

BANS117Delete Cherry Gardens allocatiand-ethers
so—that—the Pl an-TdedChesry n i
Gardens sitdBANS117) will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC fq
Regulation 15

BA31a comments on Glengorse

BA31la Amend allocation foGlengorsdo up
to 20 dwellings

BA36 comments on Caldbec Hill

BA36- Amendallocation for Land aCaldbeaip to 9
dwellings

BANS118 comments on Land to NE of Cedarwood Care Home

SiteBANS118vill not be included in the Neighbourhog
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

BANS103 comments on Land easBaftle Great Wood

SiteBAN303will not be included in the Neighbourhog
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

HD2 Rewording

HD2 RewordingAgreed

ConsultationStatement
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Wi NBI Q
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Netherfield comments

BA31la Glengorse

BA36 Caldbec Hill

BA11Blackfriars. Suggested changes

Netherfield: See amendments to the allocation as pe
earlier comments from RDC

BA31la (this-seemsto-contradict RDCadviceabove,
which-indicates15%ee amendments to the allocation
per earlier comments from RDC

BA36- (this-seems-to-contradict RBDCadvice-above,
which-indicates1b Seeamendments to the allocation
as per earlier comments from RDC

BA11- Amend the 29 part of the Policy HD2 as follows
1.the provision of a range of house types and in
accordancevith Policy HD1 and "Policy HD3 of this
Plan;

2.the provision of appropriate landscaping and
accessible green space within the site;

3.the provision of appropriate vehicular and pedestri;
access into the site and where appropriate links to th
footpath and cyclaetwork; and

4. Where appropriate the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work in accordance wi
written scheme of investigation which has been
submitted by the applicant and approved in writing b
Rother District Council.

Pg31 Amend wording of Objl, line 2 onwards

Pg31 *‘ Rtewmestb’RDC Core Strategy policy for Battle |
Policy BAXPolicy Framework for Battle OSS1 Overall Spatial
Development Strategy and RAL1 Villages

Pg31- Agreed

New text: “dGvilapmentisitas witlsin tHe
defined Development Boundaries to reflect not only t
IAONB character of in the locality but to embody the
design principles embodied in the Battle CP Design
Gui delines and the High
Amendment agreedbut Battle CP Design Guidelines

ConsultationStatement

18| 01183



Wi NEB |
feedback

Q

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

must be included in a policy statement with a copy of
the document in the Appendix. The High Weald Hou
Design Guide has been adopted by RDC and will be
material consideration when assessing planning
applications. Th8attle CP Design Guidelines can gai
the same status by tightening its position in the NP b
making it more than a reference.

P31 ‘' Ré&gveed d’

5.1.2 Insert words

Para 1 Suggestion made to
this paragraph be rewritten to confirm that that only definite
allocated sites be part of the BCPNP. The contingency sites shg
either be allocated or deleted. In Neighbourhood Planning it is
possible to equal or exceed the Core Strategy figure. The use of
contingency sites is not rec:/

c hé

5.1.2 Agree with inserted words

Paral rewriting Amend Para 5.1.2onfirmed as below
Policy intent: This policy seeks to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development by meeting
housing needs wbh have been tested in the Rother
LocalPlan.

. I " L I ” fority
shown-tr-thefirst column-n-thetablesin-the- docume
Preferred Sites Listto-meet the-actual reguirement fq

housingallocationThepolicy identifies the sites for

residential developmentinfill development will be

O2yaARSNBR | OOSLXilotS ¢,
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Para 2Suggested rewordingThe policy identifies the sites for
residential development. Infill development will be considered
acceptable within the built up area, subject to the provisions of tf
Plan, the RDC CS and other material planning considesati
IAdditional allocations will be made when the Neighbourhood Pla
reviewed in conjunction with the impending RDC Local Plan Upc

Pg32

Policy HD3 Housing Mix

This policy needs to take account of Core Strategy Policy LHN1
Achieving Mixed and Baleed Communities and DaSA Policy DH!
Affordable Housing.

The policy implies that it only applies to Battle and not Netherfiel
Wording needs to be revised

Para 2 and Pg32Agreed

Para 5.1.3Policy Intent This paragraph needs revisiting and furthi
revisions as to what are defined as starter homes is currently un
discussion by the new Government . Check for the current defini
of Affordable housing

Para 5.1.3 Amend thedefinition of affordable housing
to the latest government definition.

Pg33 HD4

Proposal to reword policy HD4: Quality of Design

The approach taken is understood. Howetrex policy needs some
amendment and rewording to become workable as a planning p
The policy should apply to new build homes and other buildings
alterations to existing properties that require planning permissiol
listed building consent. It sluld not preclude skillful innovative
design in contemporary architecture subject to context. If Policy
is to use the AECOM Design Guidelines for decision making the
document should be formally included in the BCPNP so that it ce
testedatEa mi nati on and form part
referendum vote is achieved

Pg33 HD4 This section of the Plan is Housing and
Development not just Housing so this is the best are;
the Design policy.

Amend the policy afollows:

Proposals foall ferms-efnewdevelopment must plan
positively for the achievement of high quality and
inclusive design, at the same time demonstrating the
have sought to conserve local distinctiveness and th
aesthetic qualities of traditional ruralettlements and
buildings found in the conservation areas and their
setting. Applicationsvhich propose sympathetic
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feedback

Q

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

designs that reflect the connections between people

and places with regard to th@repesirg-unsympathetil
desighs-which{faltorespecttisennectons-between

nnnnln :\n nlar-nc or ara |nannrnnr|9+n to |fc- Inr\ahnr
\’V TGO CAT u\l\/\J, T AT O I\II\I P

pay—madequate—regard—temstmg density, scale,

massing, landscape and biodiversity considerations
be supportedrefused Skillfulinnovative design will be
supported whee it is appropriately

proposed Applications must give priority to the use ¢
local vernacular building materials. TBattle-Characte!
Appraisal{see-evidence

base)and DesighGuide Battle CP Design
Guidelineqsee Appendix)and the High Weald Housir

Design Guidedeeumeniwill be useds-areferenctn
assess the impact of the proposals.

5.1.4Policy intent This section should be redrafted to give clear
advice to applicants, professionals, developers and the public as
the design requirements and decision making criteria of the polic
Does this only apply to residential developments ohisintention
that it apply more widely?

5.1.4- Amend as follows:

Policylntent : The policy applies to all development
new build homes ,commercial propergnd other
buildings and alterations to existing properties that
require planning permission disted building
consent ¢ KAa | 0GSyldAzy

G2 R/

Pg34 HD5

Integration and protection of landscaping

The policy seems to be mixing up two different objectives.
Landscaping schemes for new residential development and
protection of thelandscape within specified green gaps within the
High Weald AONB.

Pg34 HD5Amend the policy as follows:

Landscaping schemes should seek to retain natural
semk natural habitats. The longgerm management of
soft landscape features should be secured.

Policy HD6 Local Connection

The policy meets the basic conditions

ConsultationStatement
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

There are various issues relating to affordable housing and the
criteria for selecting occupiers and tenants which are not appliec
the planning process. The requirements outlined in this policy ne
to be doublechecked as to their legality in terms of a planning pc
For the reasons outlined above this policy is not considered
exercisable via the planning system and should be removed

Pg35 Para5.1.6 Questionable polictent

“Para 5.1.6 Policy intent Part
housing supply and it is not clear how this relates to the wording
this Policy Intent paragraph’

Pg35 Para5.1.6This paragraph references the NPPG
not NPPF so it is correct.

For completeness thisigh at i s
conformity’"™?

When conglering whether a policy is in general
conformity a qualifying body, independent examiner,
local planning authority, should consider the followin

meant

I whether the neighbourhood plan policy or
development proposal supports and upholds the gen;
principlethat the strategic policy is concerned with

I the degree, if any, of conflict between the dra
neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal i
he strategic policy

I whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy ¢
levelopment proposal provides an addital level of
detail and/or a distinct local approach to that set out i
he strategic policy without undermining that policy

I the rationale for the approach taken in the dré
neighbourhood plan or Order and the evidence to jus
hat approach

Paragrph: 074 Reference ID: 407420140306

Revision date: 06 03 2014
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

No change needed

Policy HD7: Integration of New Housing

It is difficult to ascertain how this policy can be meaningfully app
in the decision making process. The wording is vague and need;
rethinking. It might be better if the objectives of the policy are
appropriately redrafted and included as part of treguirements of
Policy HD5

HD7- Policy HD5 is about integrating and protecting
landscaping whereas HD7 is about integrating new
housing so the two cannot be combined.

Proposed amendments for the policy are as follows:
Policy HD7: Integration of New Hsing

Proposals for new housing must ensure that the new
homes aravellconnected-to-the surrounding-area
andvisually integrated with their surroundingsid well
connected to the community and its shops and
facilities. New housing development will be redyed to
ensure that local infrastructure is provided and/or
improved in relation to the size and scale of the
development proposed.

P36 Policy HDS8:
designates the following four areas :

SuggestPlannt r ¢

a) GGO1 Battle north, east of A2100

b) GG02 Battle norteast, Whatlington Road
c) GGO3 Battle east, Marley Lane

d)GG04 Telham, A2100 and Telham Lane

as shown on MAP 4 in APPENDIX C as Greemfaipshe High
Weald AONB..............

Pg36 HD8 Agreedbut this is found in Appendix D

MAP 4 should also be enlarged and contain the relevant GG site
references so that the full extent of the four areas of land design
as Green Gaps are clearly defined for applicants, professionals,

Map4- Agreed. Appropriate edits to the maps are
described in Reg14 consultation maps review.
The local green spaces analysis is being edited.
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

developers and the public in relation to the implemeribat of the
policy

Para 5.1.8 Policy intent line 1 & 2 suggest rewording as follows
Although the landutside the settlement boundaries is already
designated as High Weald AONB which offers policy protection 1
development ............

Para5.1.8 Agreed

Pg37 IN1 Not applicable everywhere

Traffic impact assessments cannot be required fodellelopment

Pg37 INX Amend the policy as follows:

Policy IN1: Traffic mitigation

Applications for all newnajor development must
LINEGARS | GNIXFFAO AYLE O
Confirmedamendment

After checking with ESCC, the correct terminology is
TransportAssessment.

Policy IN2 : Maintain and improve existing infrastructure

The requirements of this planning policy are vague particularly a
many elements of works relating to utilities and highways are
permitted development. It may be better if this pojiis placed in th
IAspirations List where discussions can take place with the
appropriate agencies concerning highways, telecommunications
utilities etc..

IN2— Policy to beaetained

This policy seeks to ensure that the necessary
infrastructure is provided and a locally distinctive
approach to development and the impact of
development which forms the core of Neighbourhooc
Planning as set out on Part 6, Chapter 3 and Schedt
of the Localism Act 2011

Pg38 IN3

Policy IN3 Parky and new development. The car parking standa
for development proposals in East Sussex are administered by E
Highways, The standards are contained within the following

documents Guidance for Parking at New Residential Developme

P38 IN3 Amend as follows:

Policy IN3: Parking and new development

Car Parking should where possible be accommodat
within the curtilage of the dwelling in the form of a
garage and/or parking space. Development proposa|
will be supported only if they include

the maximumappropriate level ofoff streetparking
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Transport Develoment Control 2017, Guidance for Parking at N
Residential Development and the Car Parking Demand Calculat

consistent with the currerbeal East Sussex County

CouncilstandardsDevelopments that reduce the

amount of oftstreet parking currently available

will erly be supportedt wherethey

makeenfereceableprovision for equivalent oftreet

parking nearbyRarking-spaces-provided-in-connectio
: . . o

it |_|5h|||sln_|s|epesals_ will-be-reed-to-be-mad

Pl ease insert in | N3 *
ESCC policy concerning parking standards.

C

Para5.2.3t is recommended that the suggestions put forward in {
section be discussed with ESCC Highways in order to elicit their
and support

Para5.2.3 The proposed amendment above is in
keeping with the ESCC comments

P39 EN1 Local Green SpBasignations. Suggest minor rewordini

P39 EN1 No change needed

Site GS12 George Meadow and Upper Stumbletts will need to b
fully mapped if it is to be taken forward

Pg40 EN2 RDC Coreatgy and DaSA references to be used

P40 points & :

Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhanc
natural and local environment by:

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodive
or geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with tk
statutory statis or identified quality in the development plan);

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countrys
and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem serwvic

No change needed. GS12 is fully mapped and Uppe
Stumbletts has been mapped based on the best
evidence available from the land registry.

Pg40EN2- Agreed

Pg40 points 4 - Agreed
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

including the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland;

¢) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while
improving public access to it where appropriate;

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity
including by establling coherent ecological networks that are mc
resilient to current and future pressures;

e) preventing new and existing development fraontributing to,
being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected
unacceptable levels &il, air, water or noise pollution or land
instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to impri
local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, tak
into account relevant information such as river basin manageme
plans; and

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict,
contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate.

It is suggested that Policy EN2 be combined with EN3 and be re
and reworded to take account of the 2019 NPPF policy requirerr,

Merge EN2&EN3 Agreed

THIS BECOMPSIicy EN2: Conservation of the natur,
environment, ecosystems and biodiversity

EN4 suggested new title “The
Pr ot e antalso suggests the strengthening of the text,
emphasising the importance of the AONB Management Plan.

RDC suggest deleting the following from the Policy

Proposals which preserve and enhance the open character of th
important gaps between settlements and which are not detrimen
to the Green Infrastructure I

EN4— Agreed

THIS BECOMPSIicy EN3: The High Weald AONB al
Countryside Protection

wording seems to imply support for development in the countifgs
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

which is probably not what is meant. Also it is not clear what is
meant by the Green Infrastructure Network ( as identified by the
Local Planning Authority).

Pg42 Policy EN5 Historic Environment

Alternative wording suggested :

“"Heritage assets in the Pari ¢
heritages such as listed buildings, Battle Conservation Area, the
designated Battlefield, and Scheduled Anciemrdments, along
with undesignated local heritage assets, historic public realm, sil
archaeological significance, and sensitive ecology and landscap
designations will be preserved and enhanced for their historic
significance, including the contributianade by their settings and
their importance to local distinctiveness, character and sense of
pl ace”

ENS5&6 It is surprising that there is no reference in either of thes
policies and supporting text to the adopted Battle Conservation
Appraisal006. This should be included.

Amend BCPNP objectives to Protection of Heritage Assets withi
Parish Settlements

Pg42 ENS5 Historic Environment
Suggest rewording of the final two paragraphs of the policy as it
appears that harm and loss are being considered acceptable as

of the determining of planning applications. The merits of every

Pg42 EN5AQgreed to the amended texand deletethe
final sentence

Heritage assets in the Parish and their settings, incly
designated heritages such as listed buildings, Battle
Conservation Area, theesignated Battlefield, and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments, along with
undesignated local heritage assets, historic public re
sites of archaeological significance, and sensitive ec
and landscape designations will be preserved and
enhanced for theihistoric significance, including the
contribution made by their settings and their
importance to local distinctiveness, character and se
of place

. e . m

EN5&6-Agreed

Pg42 EN5See above.
THIS BECOMES POLICY EN
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Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response

application have to be weighed but the wording does nqbegr to
be achieving the objectives of the policy

Pg43 EN6 amend as below

Locally important historic buildings, other structures and other [Local heritage listing of buildings fare to be considert
undesignated heritage assets by Battle TowrCouncil in April and then submitted to
Refers to a “ | ooaildings flom Battle Bogre  IRDC. Amend last sentence to re@de local heritage lif
Council submitted t o -+thasghislbeec grom Battle Town Council will be submitted to the Lot

submitted to RDC? RDC do not seem to have a record of this. [Planning Authority and used to assess the impact of
affected proposals.

THIS BECOMES POLICY EN5

Para 5. 3. 6: RDC have request ¢Parab.3.6:Agreed
District Council has not formally identified any dwellings or other
heritage assets whicharenahe si gnat ed”

to®* Rot her District Council do
within the dstrict, but identify nondesignated heritage assets duri
the planning processes, in both the development management
process and the site allocati

The Environment sect i on quhliyof rAgreed toinclude more references to quality of the
the public realm (apart from a brief reference to the historic publipublic realm using the recent Rother Public Realm
realm amongst other heritage asserts in EN§) view of the recent|Strategic Framework

Rother Public Realm Strategic Framework, there is an opportuni
here to highlight the importance of theuplic realm in Battle.

Pg44 Para5.4 Economy & Tourism Pg44 Para5.4RDC Policy BAL will be reference in thi
RDC is highlighting a requirement for Battle for employment andsupporting text for Policy ET2.
retail sites based on the 2011 Battle Town Study data. The plan has to be in general conformity with the

strategic policies of the RDC plan and as such policit
ET1 and ET2 is in general conformitthiDC policy

BA1 There was a call for sites for employment and
retail after the reg.14 consultation to address any ga|

need for this type of allocation. R[P®licy BA1 alread)
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Pg44 ETIFourism and Local Economy
Suggest minor rewording:

“1 it will helwp
businesses to remain viable;

3 it minimises the impact of the proposal on the wider character
the High Weald AONB landscape RDC policy Add CS Policies E
(V) & (vi); RA2: EC6; E@Qvédh Da SA Pol icies D

sustain the |

allocates the employment site. This will be
further strengthenby the fdlowing amendment as
follows:

Policy ET2Sustaining local retail and encouraging
employment opportunities

Existing local retail space and diverse retail offers wi
supported to provide a sustainable opportunity for lof
residents and tourists alike.

Local employment opportunities will be supported an
encouraged to enhance the historic former market
town.

This policy will be implemented in accordance with R
Policy BA1, which was approved in 2014 (based on {
Battle Town Study 2011), and will be applied to refle|
the changing retail marketplace, including the signifig
increase in online shopping

Both retail and employment opportunities will be
strongly supported if they:

1. Minimise the visual and environmental impact, by
sensitive siting and design and

2. Retain or improve the positive characteristics of th
area.

Pg44 ET1Agreed

Policy ET2: Encouraging employment
Redrafting suggested as intentions are not clear in item 2.
Item 2 the impact of the proposal minimises the wider character

Policy ET25ustaining local retail and encouraging
employment opportunities

the area?
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Existing local retail space and diverse retail offers wi
supported to provide a sustainable opportunity for lof
residents and tourists alike.

Local employment opportunities will be supported an
encouraged to enhance the historic former market
town.

This policy will be implemented in accordance with R
Policy BA1, which was approved in 2014 (based on {
Battle Town Study 2011), and will be applied to refle|
the changing retail marketplace, including the signifig
increase in online shopping.

Both retail and employment opportunities will be
strongly supported if they:

1. Minimise the visual and environmental impact, by
sensitive siting and design and
2. Retain or improve the positive characteristics of tf
area.

Pg45 ET3 Develop€ontributions-

RDC state that “The wording ¢
be rethought. CIL will be collected on new eligible residential
development and 25% of monies collected will be forwarded to E
if the Neighbourhood Plan is made. (15%it he NP i s

RDC al so states that “The Pol
aspirations section of the plan where a list of projects and object
could be identified and advanced for funding by CIL monies or
negotiation via S106 Obligationsidtnoted that a Health Centre

Pg45 ET3Developer Contributions

The steering group understands that CIL contributior
are made according to Government guidelines and
collected by the District Council. It is odew that the
Community Aspirations in section 7 outline many
potential projects (e.g. Netherfield health centre)
requiring funding from the CIL income.

However,NDPs can include policies on developer
contributions so this policy does not have to be plaie

within Netherfield is an obj ¢

Iaspirations.'l'he similar policy was written by our
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consultant for the Robertsbridge Plan which is now g
‘' made’ pl an.

Policy ET4 Protection of Assets of Community Value

This Policy should be placed in the Community Aspirations secti
the Neighbourhood Plan. The procedures for registering Assets
Community Value are not via the planning system and the proce
shown in the diagram below.

(refer to diagram in origial PDF from RDC)

ET4 (ACVsNo change needed

The policy is intended to provide protection to the
assets which meet the Li{
not purport to apply for any ACVs and makes it clear|
that the Town Council will still need to dygo RDC for
sites to become an ACVhe similar policy was written
by our consultant for the Robertsbridge Plan which is
now a ‘' made’ pl an.

Pg47 Policy ET5 Community leisure and cultural facHities

RDC suggests that the wording is not clear abheavorkings and
objectives of the policy. The wording of Policy CF1 Community ¢
Recreational Facilities which was accepted by the Examiner anc
a made Neighbourhood Plan within the Rother district and could
useful guide to wording which is dily to achieve the intentions of
the policy.

Pg47 ET5 Agreed to the ideas proposed here, but wg
think the existing community facilities should be liste|
a separate appendizecause the policy deals with
existing and future so it would be too confusing
otherwise The Community Aspirations highlights
additional leisure and cultural facilitie$he similar
policy was written by our consultant for the
Robertsbridge Plan whichisow a ‘ made’

An additional sentence added to address comments
from RDC.

The continued investment in the community facilities
the village which will include the use of CIL receipts {
upgrade and maintain these where appropriate to mgq
the identified needs of the community will be
supported.

SEA Pg25 (Table3)

SEA Pg25 (Table3Jable 3 assesses each of the siteg
which have been brought forward as part of the AEC

site assessment process, individually against the asy
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In the opinion of RDC the analysis and scoring on certain sites ¢
not appear to reflect all issues which appertain to sites: BA31a, |
BANS117 and BANS118

of the SEA framework. The site assessment is as
objective as possible with a typical RA&I( amber,
green) rating with commentary in the appropriate bo
to provide clarity where necessary. This section shot
be read in conjunction with the AECOM site assessn

There will always be differing views because this is g
objective exercise wibh has been done based on
i nformation from the AE!

For BA3laaWe agr ee wi th
green on both category 10 and 12

Rot h

For BA36-We agree with Rother that there is no floo|
risk on this site and this should be coted green for
category 12

For BANS11#We agree with RDC assessment that
category 14 and 15 should be both red

SiteBANS118vill not be included in the Neighbourhog
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulatiow&5
suggest that an amber score for category 10.

For categories 14 and 15, we agree with the red.

Pg27 (Table43ummary of the sites
RDC state “Woul d
green.

Would have thought that BA36 would lseored green.

Would have thought that BA NS117 would be scored red.
Woul d have thought that BANS!:

have thought

Pg27 (Table4) Summary of the sité8¥e agree with
Rother allocation of green. Please note this is a redu
site with up to 20 dwellings and not 75 dwellings with
BA23 (SHLAA site) which has been discounted and |
included in the plan. Itis also a redion of BA31 which
had an allocation of 35 and now has been reduced t(
to 20 dwelling on BA31la.
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BA36- Please revise scoring to green, in agreement
RDC in line with changes to category changes in tab
BANS11#We agree with RDC assessmenig@score
is appropriate because of changes in scoring in tablg
BANS118We agree with RDC assessment, a read s
is appropriate because of changes in scoring in tablg
O-4L201 HwysEng No Neighbourhood Plan issues identified by Highways England.[No additional action required in the Neighbourhood
Plan
Concerns at planning permission stage will require
transportassessments.
O-1UEO1 [ESCC 1.1—Concerns on congestion, the lackoofs services, road safety [Section 1.1 Statement of fact . Concerns are address

and parking

Objective 2- 1.2—Concerns about traffic mitigation

Objective 2 1.3—Question on correct terminology

capacity/safetyimprovements

Objective 9 1.4- Emphasis should be on both sustainable travel

in Community Aspirations

Objective 2 1.2—amended- OBJECTIVE 2: Traffic
Mitigation Measures:

To require thaipropertraffic/movementimpactstudy
[Transportassessments are undertaken for all
development proposals within the Parish in order to
consider the wider implications and associated costs
traffic movements on the environment and local
infrastructure with an overall aim of reduction in the
impact of traffic movementsand improvements for
sustainable travel modes.

Objective 2 1.3-amended-“ Tr ansport |
rat her than S€safmenct sl m
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Objective 9 1.5—Development of walking and cycling is being

planned

Objective 9 1.4- amended- the emphasis should be ¢
both sustainable travel and capacity/safety
improvements.

OBJECTIVE 9: To alleviate where possible the Traff
Congestion within the Parish:

Battle Town Council will seek to lobby appropriate
authorities to address poor parking facilities, volume!
and speeding traffic. From the surveys conducted,
residents hag commented on being concerned about
safety measures within the Parish. The Plan seeks {
highlightthese-eeneernsooth sustainable travel and
capacity/safety improvements.

Objective 9 1.5—Public consultation and funding is a
high priority

1.6 Suggestion of joint working with CIL funding

Section 1.6 Note to BTC; Look at joint funding for ClII

1.7- Expectation that car parking will be provided in accordance

ESCC parking standards

Amendedto includecar parking to be provided in
accordance with our ESCC parking standards which
to provide an appropriate leveESCC parking standart
added to the conformity list of references for IN3

1.8—Assertion about 52 dwellings at Cherry Gardens

1.8—Incorrect assertion about number of dwellings,
however on advice from RDC this site has been rem
from the NP

1.9- Unauthorised parking and in particular ais accessibility

concern for people with mobility difficulties.

1.9- CPE which is being introduced during 2020 will
an effect of the flow of traffic and should stop vehicle
parking in bus stops and other undesignated parking
areas. However, the déxssification of the A2100 is
being discussed but is heavily reliant on the finalisati
of the local link roads.
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1.10 and 1.11 Bus services do not meet user requirements.

1.10 and 1.1 Would like to see increased funding of
ESCGubsidised bus seiges. The BACT services will
need to be high on CIL spending preferences.

Further text included in th€ommunity Aspirations.

1.12 and 1.13 Lack of promotion of bus services

1.12 and 1.13-Increased promotion of bus services t
be raised with BTC, in particular ensuring it is includg
their Strategic, and Action plans.

2.1 and 2.2 Concern about development above gypsum mines

2.1 and 2.2 Under Map2, insert "Anyone undertaking
or corsidering operations/ developments on that site
are advised to contact British Gypsum regarding the
existing and future extent of the mine, its depth, and
land-stability in that area"

3.1—Design Guides, Character Appraisal and Grhefeastructure
welcomed

3.1—Noted. Appropriate support documents includec
In consultation. Battle CP Design Guideliiseacluded
asANNEXH to the Plan

3.2- Concerns about landscape sensitivity at Cherry Gardens sit

3.2—The Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

Policy HD 5
3.3—The content of this policy is fully supported, though the
following additions/changes am@commended to strengthen it

The title is changed to ‘1 nt ¢
character and views’
A suggested introductory sen

informed by landscape and visual assessment to identify site
characterisics and views which may be affected and to inform
required landscape mitigation.

-The final paragraph to read

| andscape |l ed masterplan to g

Agreed-T he ti tl e Integrationhaadn g e d
protection of landscape character and viéws

A suggested i ntDeedhpmert or
proposals will be informed by landscape and visual
assessment to identify site characteristics and views
which may be affected and to inform remged landscap|
mitigation.

-The final p abewlgpera wilhbe tequire
to submit a landscape led masterplan to
accompany. '

3.4—Fully support the NP Environmental policies

3.4 Noted

ConsultationStatement
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ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

4.1 to 4.3 Concern about lack of information about Historic
Environment

4.1 to 4.3 Agree with suggestions.

Section 3.7 retitled tadistoric Environment
Additional paragraphs included to give more detail
about the historic character setting

The character appraisaliiscluded asANNEXRE to the
Plan

4.4— Compliance with NPPF Para 189

Policy anendedto comply with requirements of NPPF
paral89nd para 5.3.6 makes specific reference to tl
NPPF

4.5— Confusion over mapping of historic environment
4.6—Incorrect terminology in Figure9

4.7—Incorrect terminology in Figure9

4.5—Noted— mapupdated in accordance with RDC

4 6—Noted-The correct term i
Noti fication Area’

47—Noted-* Schedul ed Monumen

4.8—Need to consider belowground heritage asseis objective 6.

For clarity, amend objective 6 &dlows:

OBJECTIVE 6: Protection of Heritage Assets within
ParishGenurbationSettlements A community is
defined by its most important assets and where there
are additional historical attributes attached to those
assets no major changes should bewakd that would
change the character of the town or other areas of th
district which enjoy such history. Whilst this will
influence development proposals for historic as well
listed building it reflects the communities wishes and
essentially what tiracts the many thousands of touris;
to the area every yearlt is important that the presenc|
of below ground heritage assets (both known and
unknown) is properly considered at an early stage in
development proposals.

Site assessments

Site assessments
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feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

4.9— Archaeological concerns

4.9—Whilst we agree in principal with this, the Count
Archaeol ogi st responds |
resources to produce a desk based archaeological
assessment of thesdtes and suggest that you procur
the services of an ar chj
The steering group believes that this matter is addre!
by the LPA

5. Biodiversity

5.1—Assertion that there is lack of detail on biodiversity.

5. Biodiversity

5.1—Incorrect assertion; information on SSSls, Ancie
Woodlands is in the Green Spaces analysis. Additio
the Green Infrastructure Study report shows more de

Policy HD2:

5.2—Requirement of ecological impact assessmentsotdntial
impacts on biodiversity.

Policy HD2:

5.2—The SEA addresses the information required at
stage.Thepotential need for an EIWill be dealt with at
the planning stage.

5.3—Suggestion to use unallocated sites for carlseguestration

5.3—Noted. Some sites within the Civil Parish propo
within the SHLAA have not been selected to facilitate
carbon sequestration

Policy HD5:

5.4- Landscapinghould reflect native and local provenance whe
possible

Policy HD5:

5.4—Agreed Policy amended timcludeanew bullet
point and an additional senten@bout landscaping an
addedkey evidence base reference, the High Weald
Housing Design Guide

Policy EN1 Policy EN1
5.5—Confirming LGS sites (Kingsmead Open Space and Coronis.5- Noted
Gardens) as receptors for reptiles

Policy EN2 Policy EN2

5.6— Protection of Local Wildlife Sites, species and habitats
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response

5.6— Agreed localwildlife sites species and habitats
addedto the policy

Policy EN3 Policy EN3

5.7—This policy is supported 5.7—No action required

Policy EN4 Policy EN4

5.8—Policy EN4 Supported but suggesting more evidence refere5.8— Agreed added Sussex Biodiversity record centre
Key Evidence Base References

Site allocations Site allocations

5.9—Proposing Eclfeferences should be included, and seek to 5.9—Agreed The SEA addresses the information

provide a minimum 10% net gain for biodiversity required at this stageThepotential need for an &Awill
be dealt with at the planning stage.

5.10-Concern about BANS103 and p5.10-SiteBAN303will not be included in the

woodland Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC f¢
Regulation 15

ESCC’ s AfBpsesendce irforrhation to be insertedintoplfe SCC’ s  A-pApreedtte byus sdrvices link has
been inserted into the Community AspiratioiBee
http://www.cartogold.co.uk/EastSussex/map.html#B:
e_Inset Map

ESCC’ s A{Cpreerndaboxt BANS117 (Cherry Gardens) ESCC’' s  A-plbecChatry Gardéns siBANS117|
will not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Prop
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

0O-6GJ01 |Natural Endand Natural England Policy HD2 Agreed text addedo the policy as bullet
Policy HD2 C b in of biodi it SUDS point 3Biodiversity net gain should therefore be soug
olicy oncern about net gain of biodiversity, Subs. for all allocations, in the form of esite or oftsite

enhancements
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
BTC should act in line with the objectives of the High Weald AOI
management plan concernirgiparacteristics of the High Weald
AONB
BA11 Blackfriars Need toconsider advice provided by High WealBA11 Blackfriars This is an RDC site and therefore fi
AONB compliance should be given during the planning proc
O-3NX01 [SouthernWater [Policy HD8 and HD2 Policy HD8 and HD2
1. Suggest amendment to green gap, to allow possible future (1. Agree with amendment suggested to GG03. Maye
expansion of works. been amended
2. Concerns on access to underground pipework on Blackfriars {2. Agree with suggestigmew criterion 6is addedo
land at Caldbec House HD2
O-2YAOL1 [HistoricEndand [1. Comments on Vision Statement: Need to make clear what theThe vision covers these aspects already so it is abot

will achieve in terms of the character of the area at the end of thi
plan period.

2. Need tcemphasise importance of heritage

semantics. Minor amendment made for clarity adde
the textwhile preserving the heritage of Battle.

3. Policy HD1:

Concerns about the allocation of landadjacent to Cherry Tree
Allotments and Mount St Car Park

3. Policy HD1The Cherry Gardens sitBANS117) will
not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

4. Policy HD4

Support for the strong approach thisquides to ensuring new
development integrates well its surroundings.

Policy HD4

Thank you for supporting this policy

5. Need to draw out positive features from the Character Assess
in the main body of the plan including a map of disticlcaracter
areas.

5. No change. Battle Civil Parish Listed Buildings (3
and the Conservation Area (3.6) have been extracte(
from the Character Appraisal and are already in the |
but some additional paragraphs have been included.
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feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Maps of the conservatn area (3.6 Figure 3) and the
Historic Environment (3.9) are already in the plan.
However larger scale maps, each on one page of the
document, will be included in the revised NP.

6. Policies EN2 and EN3

Proposal to merge these policies.

6. SG Agree with the proposal to merge these policig

Note: A previous response also suggested merging ¢
EN2 and EN3

7. Policy EN4We feel this is a highly distinctive policy that reflect
the particular historic, archaeological and landscape interest of E
Parish deserving of consideration in planning decisions and, as |
are please to support it

7. Policy EHN- Your support for this policy is noted wit
appreciation.

Responses from Individuals

Wi NB I Q
ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
O-0TEOL 5.2 1. Agreement with traffic improvement usifRprkand-Ride 1. Feedback appreciated on a possible Raré¢Ride

2. Reduce speed limit to 20mph

3. Suggesting serpedestrianisation of High Street

site. This concept is already included in Objl Para]
the Community Aspirations.

2. Whilst this is not in the remit of the NP, Battle To
Council have agreed to pursue-dessification of the
A2100 after the Queensway/A21 link road is opene

3. It is unfortunately unfeasible even with road-de
classification
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
0-OHNO1 Preferred Site [1. Suggests inclusion of some planning applications not includ¢l. Care Home allocation cannot be included in NP ;
List confirmed ty RDC
2. Comments on mapping
2. Revised submission will include maps which mal
clear sites that already have Planning Permission
Sites that have planning permission are not include
Development the Neighbourhood Plan but will be shown more
Boundary / clearly in the revised maps, Appendix Cangi t e
Appendix C: Names and Reference Nun
Maps 3. Supports overall plan
3. Thank you for your support
0-0DQO1 1.3 The Plannin1.3.8— EUjurisdiction concerns 1.3.8The Regulations are still in farc

Context

3. The Parish
background

5.1 Housing &
Development

6.

Implementation,

3.1.1-Definition of Telham
3.2 Definition of South East?

3.9.1-Fig6 query on icon

5.1.1 Housing & Development
Worried that the approach to traffic problems will not be strong
enough with Blackfriars andmossible site aGlengorse

6.1.5 Implementation, Monitoring & ReviewQuery on process

3.1.1 Telham is considered as a hamlet within the |
Parish

3.2 This is from the National Government boundary
definition used in Government statistics

3.9.1The blue is a typical pinpoint marker which
search maps use to show location. This shews the
Battle area.

5.1.1-We note your concern, andhilst this is not in
the remit of the NP, Battle Town Council have agre
to pursue declassification of the A2100 after the
Queensway / A21 link road is opened.

The result of this should see a result in reduction of
through-traffic in Battle High Street.
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Development

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
Monitoring & |Would an amendment have to go to a referendum? 6.1.5— The plan and accompanying documents will
Review amended to address the Reg.14 comments so that
can then be submitted to RDC for further public
consultation and then for an independent
examination. A referendum is undertaken after the
plan has successfulpassed examination. Once it h;
passed referendum, it w
and become part of the Development Plan.
General General
Concerns on the language and grammar used in the documenitha qocument has been checked for errors and ust
technical planning language minimised.
O-0LHO1 1.1 Section 1.1 Inwduction and background: Section 1.1 Introduction and background:
1- Overall thinks it is a very good plan 1 - Thank you
2 - Not addressing the lack of public transport, and congestion 2 - Public transport not in NP remit but is considere:
under Community Aspirations in Regulation 14
document
Concerns about the inclusion of so many pubs in the ACV if pyPubs are listed as Assets of Community Value and
transport is not included as it widhcourage drink driving inclugon is being reviewed along with the other ass
on the list
0O-90QL01 5.1 Housing & [5.1Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Concerns that we are proposing the build on the brownfield pa!
site NEO6, the map wdmard to read and this is an incorrect
assumption; map creator to check

Please refer to Preferred Site maps which show ar
be developed does not include the existing industri;
units in the south part. NENS102 is a small eaatif
the SHLAA site.

Policy HD2 is amended as follows:

ConsultationStatement
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
wb9npl YR b9npN { gptdld 2
dwellings.

Query on RDC Core Strategy OSS2
TheRegulations allows thBevelopment Boundario
be defined in a neighbourhood plan and this has be
done in discussion with RDC.
The steering group have received more detailed
Concerns that the sites will be developed on mines and unstajmapping of gypsum undermining from British Gyps
land, although this would be looked at if the site/s went to the which indicates that development can take place o
Planning stage the sites in NetherfieldESC@asa mineral plan
https://www.eastsussex.gov.uk/environment/planni
mineralsandwaste/
IAsserting where gypsum is sourced in the future.
Noted
O-0BUO1 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1- Outside NP remitHowever the ESCC Director |

Development

5.2

Infrastructure

\Worried that infrastructure and services will not be able to cope
with new housing numbers

Feels we need more pedestrian crossings, especially at the Te
garage

5.2 Infrastructure- Road safety concerns for pedestrians on Ba
Hill

Chil dr ens Se rQOuilatest forecastsa t
indicate there should be sufficient early years, prim
and secondary sclol places in both Battle and
Netherfield over the Neighbourhood Plan Period to
meet the predicted demand for places

GP Surgery provision is outside the NP rehatyever
residents wishes are included in the Community
Aspirations. Both of the surgeries in Battle have
informed us that they currently have the capacity to
take on extra patients over the Neighbourhood Plat
period.

5.2- This is outside the remit ohe NP. At planning
application stage, the development will need to be
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Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
accompanied with a Transport Assessment Plan by
BTC are in consultation with Rother and ESCC to
resolve the issue. The NP supports these initiative

O-OLRO1 Approvesgreen/strategicgapto the north of Virgins Lane Your approval is noted. This is the intended purpos
the Green Gap

O-0LR02 IApproves green/strategigapto the north of Virgins Lane Your approval is noted. This is the intended purpos
the Green Gap

O-OHDO1 3. Parish 3.5.6 Parish Backgrounoncerns abouthe Battle Schools 3.5.6 Noted.The Battle Schools Greenway project i

Background  |Greenway project and pedestrian safety on North Trade Road fincluded in Community Aspirations

4.2 Objectives

5.1 Housing &
development

5.2
Infrastructure

4.2 Objectives-
Concerns that the objectives do not adequately cover road safi

5.1 Housing & developmentAesthetically unsatisfactory
allocation of parking spaces

HD6— Concerns over social housing allocations

5.2 Infrastructure-
IN2- Lack of a positive approach in wording

EN2- Suggested change of wording

4.2—The objectives have been revised to look at
mitigation of local andhroughtraffic in the town.
Whilst this is not in the remit of the NP, Battle Towr|
Council have agreed to pursue-dessification of the
A2100 after the Queensway/A21 link road is opene
This should result in lower traffic volumes

5.1- Noted but tis is beyond the scope of the plan
but Battle CP Design Guidelines outline parking
provision for the future

HD6- Noted but there is no evidence at this stage ir
the plan to support a policy with housing needs of
refugees.

5.2 / IN2- The policies havbeen strengthened and
positively framed.
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ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

5.3 Environmen

7. Community
Aspirations

5.2 / EN3-Request for more positive wording

5.2 / EN4-More conformity to the SEA

5.3Environment / EN2 Suggested change to wording

5.3/ 1.1-Concerns over school admissions

7 Community AspirationsConcerns about cycle path from Battl
Abbey to CCC, and how it links with the funding of projects
connected with the safety gfedestrians, in:

a)Blackfriars

b)Battle Hill

c)Lower Lake

d)Station approach

5.2 / EN2-The SG considers the wording used to b
more appropriate. The policies have been
strengthened and positively framed.

5.2 | EN3-Policies EN2 and EN3 are now combine

5.2 | EN4-The policies havbeen strengthened and
positively framed.

5.3 / EN2-The SG considers the wording used to b
more appropriate. The policies have been
strengthened and positively framed.

5.3/ 1.1- Noted but this is beyond the scope of the
plan. However the ESCC Btor of Childrens Service
statesthata h dzNJ f | 6 Sad F2NBOI
be sufficient early years, primary and secondary sc
places in both Battle and Netherfield over the
Neighbourhood Plan Period to meet the predicted
RSYFYR F2NJ LX I OSa¢

This is an incorrect assertion. The Battle Schools
Greenway project, due to its potential impacts was
diverted into ESCC Highways policy planning. Battl
Town Council is fully engaged with ESCC Highway
improve the road safety.

ESCC Policy matter. Wepport policies which
discourage use of cars and encourage walking and
cycling. Itis included in the Community Aspirationg
(Objectivel)
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

The longer distance cfbad route from the Abbey to
CCC is being considered
walking implementation planning which is shown or
Fig2 in the Regulation14 psaibmission document

Noted but this is beyond the scope of the plan.
Infrastructure requirements associated with any site
will be addressed at the planning application proce!
Policy IN2 of the plan looks at maintaining and
improving existing infrastructure

O-0TEO02

2.3 Evidence
Base

5.1 Housing &
Development

2.3 Evidence BaseConcern about changes to the strategic/gres
gaps over the time of pladevelopment.

5.1 Housing & Development

Concerns that this site was not noted as being in the AONB
Feels if allowed will encourage backfilllielham

Concerns about the access being dangerous.

2.3 Changes in RDC Policy after tBeiSAconsultatian
together with NPPF para 172 strengthened AONB
protection.

The Green Gaps currently in the plan have been
strengthened with regard to landscape and
development pressure.

5.1 We note these comments but following
consideration SiteBANS118vill not be included in thi
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15

O-0TAO1

1. Introduction

2.1 The Plan
Process

1.3.3 Introduction- Concerns regarding complexity of NPPF

2.1.5b Plan ProcessAssertion that encouraging walking and
cycling works against protecting historites

1.3.3 We understand your concerhgt we cannot
change Government’'s gui
conform with them.

2.1.5b—We note your comments. No change
required.
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
2.1.6— Overemphasis on Glengorse site at the expense of the |2.1.6—The selection criteria for all sites (including
habitat. Glengorse) were applied by AECOM, taking into
account theRDC 2013 SHLAA, and (NPPF) nationg
criteria.
2.2 Community The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
Engagement which were then applied equally to all sites.
2.2 Community Engagement
Some poorly advertised consultations and difficulty with viewinR.2- Consultations were actively promoted in the lol
some of the online documents paper, on the website sinc2018, BTONewsletters
banners, leaflets and the various notice boards
throughout the Parish, and in largeeale display
boards during the 2019 consultatiofrull details of th
consultation can be seen in ti@nsultation
Jatement.
2.3 Evidence
Base 2.3.2 Evidence Base 2.3.2—We took more notice of the 2016 AIRS surve

Dissatisfied with the sitescoring process and lack of response ti
feedback in previous consultations.

Concerns about oveemphasis on cycling and walking

which had 987 responses (a third of all households|
compared with the 2017 feedback which had in the
region of 250 responsed he same clear set of criter
was used to assess all the sites and is oediin the
site assessment document. All public feedback
received has been taken into consideration but thel
clear regulation which the plan needs to conform tg
and it isneeds toget the balance right.

We disagree with these comments as we aréngyto
encourage a healthy and ecologically sound lifestyl
within the Parish. The AIRS document (page 27)
reports that cycling was supported by 44%, and
walking by 82% of respondents.
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
3. The Parish 3.1.1 and 3.1.3 The Parish Backgrosnd 3.1.1 and 3.1.3-Noted
Background  |Concerns over Green Gaps A full explanation of the Green Gap/Strategic Gap

3.3.1-Querying statistical information, age of local population
against dwelling objectives.

Concern about demolition of bungalows.

3.4.1- Requirement for larger dwellings, not smaller

3.5.2 and 3.5.3 You seem to have a typo mistake

3.5.4— Overemphais on walking and cycling due to the age
demographics of the Civil Parish and the linear development oi
town

3.6.1-Concern that "Long Views into Town" will highlight the s
of CaldbedHouse and the land next Cherry Tree Allotments.

analysis can be found in the consultation supportini
document.

3.3.1 The majority of decisions have been guided b
the AIRS survey. The majority of the respondents w
aged 61+

Demolition of dwellingss subject to the local plannin
authority (RDC), and their replacement with larger
dwellings is not in the NP remit.

3.4.1 Incorrect assertion as the statistics do not shg
this. The AIRS document shows that the majority of]
people in the Civil Parish would prefer smaller hom

3.5.2 and 3.5.3 We thank you for bringing this to ou
attention and thishas beeramended

3.5.4 Public transport issues and the improvement
thereof are included in the Community Aspirations
section.

3.6.1- The Cherry Gardersite(BANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

In addition to this Caldbec House is not shown on t
map.
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

4.1 Vision

3.7.1— Considers that we should be discouraging development
from the centre as this is B
majority of listed buildingare.

3.9—Concerns about the development boundary being only on
side of Hastings Road.

Alsoquery regarding development boundary / Beech Farm (No
Trade Road)

3.10— Concerns on SWOT analysis details

4.1 Vision-Concern about Vision introduction text.

4.1.2— Content of 4.1.2 queried

3.7.1—-This intention of this section is to set the sce
and not to bespecific

3.9 There have been multiple planning applications
refused which includes ones with contaminated lan
hence it being left out of the amended Developmern
Boundary.

Beech Farm was excluded to protect the wooded a
between Thatcher Place arnide new Beech Farm
Development and also to restrict ribbon developme
in both areas.

3.10-swot kept and the following note added

This SWOT analysis was originally drafted in 2015 (and
subsequently elaborated); it represents early Steering G
analysis of the known issues within the Battle CP. Since
many consultations have modified ideas somewhat into
what is now the NP. It is interesting to note how over tim
comments and understandings have improved the Plan
detail; however this historic S@T analysis provided
important basic underlying commentary on issues that
remain to this day in the Plan.

4.1 Some of the aspects have been grouped. The \,
introduction paragraph has been revised to introdut
the objectives and more accurately summarise thet
reflecting those in the AIRS survey (Pg6)

4.1.2 No change required.
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ID feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

4.2 Objectives

5.1Housing &
Development

4.2 Objectives- Mismatch of Objectives 4, 5, 6 and 7 with the
selection of Glengorse as a site for development

5.1 Housing & Development
- Concern abouproposeddevelopment boundary, specifically
Loose Farm and Beech Farm

5.1.1- Site allocations, specifically referring to policy HD2

4.2 The steering group met Rath Investment owners
of Telham Court and they have clarified that they w
to remain private for business purposes therefore tl
comments about local aspects (Objective 5 to 6
protecting open spaces) does not applhe house
and most of the grounds haveeen included in the
Local Heritage Listirand will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr

5.1 The Loose Far®@iteBANS118vill not be included
in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission tg
RDC for Regulation 1bherefore, after consultation
with RDC, the steering group have not found it
necessary to extend the development boundary to
include the care homeRlanning Applications will be
made nowand in the futureoutside of the
Development Boundary but will obvisly be subject t
the RDC Planning regulations.

With regards to Beech Farm, the steering group hal
decided to retain a gap between this site and the
proposed development boundary to avoid further
linear development. The AIRS survey showed that
majority of the responders thought protection of the
countryside was important.

5.1.1The selection criteria for all sites (including
Glengorse) were applied by AECOM, taking into
account the RDC 2013 SHLAA, and (NPPF) nation
criteria. The steering group &im used localkderived
criteria, which were then applied equally to all sites

Amend Policy HD2
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Number 3-Lack of evidence linking scoring with walking and
access to theountryside.

5.1.2— Concern about size of development

HD4 Quiality of DesignTotally agree and approve of this policy

Amend the policy as follow¥: & dzLJLJ2 NIi a
requirement and seeks to allocate the following sitg
for residential developmernt-the-followingpriority
erder.

Netherfield

wb9 b{mMnH O6LI NI 2F b9nc
23 dwellings

wb9Apt— VR BOARNIf &I 2
ehwellings

Battle and Telham

w. ! oml Di58weHRNE SY

w.!oc [FYR I{d /I f Rod&adingk
w . ! Blackfriars: 220 dwellings

w—— b MM+ F+yYR SE3G 27
A“e%men%s—&—MeuM—Stmet—e&gp&ﬂeL@-dwel#ngs
w_l_b_{_M_M_y_[_l_yLR_HH%S_b.. - ¥ ¥ S
dwellings o o
o py VR G2 GKS
Wood)-Marley-Lang2 dwellings

(@a))

Number 3: only developments which have access t
public footpaths have direct access to the countrysi
beyond

5.1.2—There were no acceptable sites offered in
Netherfield that were for developments of less thar
dwellings per site.

HD4- Thank you
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
Policy HD5- Concerns about urban sprawl and integration of ne
developments near Caldbec House and Glengorse. Policy HD5: Success of Planning Applications will
depend on the design, which should take heed of tf
Battle CP Design Guidelines for Battle and the High
Weald Housing Design Guide
5.1.7—Concern that integration of new developments will not w
because of distance to schools and railway station 5.1.7 - Concerns noted, but no change required,
becuse of the linear nature of the settlement in
Battle, being on a contottiopped ridge.
HD8- Concerns aboutnban sprawl negating the use of a Green Battle town andTelhamare considered connected a
Gap shown by the Development Boundatyut the
proposed @velopment boundary does exclude
development on the northerside of A2100 in Telhat
5.2 5.1.8— Concerns about policy not protecting heritage buildings
Infrastructure 5.1.8— Policy HD8 deals with the protection of Greg

5.3 Environmen

Objective 2- Concern on road congestion near Blackfriars and
Glengorse exit onto A2100 Hastings Road

5.2 Infrastructure -
5.2.1

5.2.3—Questioning lighting and footways provision between
Station Road and Battle Hill

Gaps between settlements, and does not deal with
heritage buildings

Objective 2: ESCC Highways have accepted acces
to/from Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be manageal
(PRnning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse has bee
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.

5.2.1 as above
Policy IN2 as above
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Summary of issues and concerns
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5.4 Economy &
Tourism

6.
Implementation
Monitoring &
Review

Concern about Glengorse and Procession Field in araored list?

5.3 / EN3- Statement of Glengorse specidsh landscape.

EN5- Concerns about Glengorse and Caldbec House being on
from the historic environment list

ENG (repeat of above)

5.4 Economy & TourismTraffic problems associated with
Glengorse and Cherry Tree Allotments

6. Implementation Monitoring &eview- Concerns a plea not to
develop Glengorse and to limit development at Caldbec House
Concerns about Cherry Tree Allotments

7. Community Aspirations7.1.2—Concern about the structuring
of the objectives of Community Aspirations

5.2.3 - Outside remit of NPBTC are in consultation
with Rother anl ESCC to resolve the issddéie NP
supports these initiatives

This comment appears to be in relation to 5.2.3 wh
covers policy IN3 regarding parking and new
developments.

5.3 / Policy EN3
Glengorse (BA31a) is a small site selected that dog
conflict with EN3

Policy EN5 / EN6 Does not and should not contain
details of sites since it is establishing the general
policy. However, botiCaldbec House and Glengors
House and grounds, corr
(excluding the sitdeing offered) are included in the
local heritage list

Policy EN6 Does not and should not contain details
sites since it is establishing the general policy

Policy ET1 point 4: This policy does not refer to hot
but tourism The correct sitame is Cherry Gardens
which has been removed from the plan.

Section 6 describes tHeplementation Monitoring &
Review at a high level and makes no specific comn
about detailed sites
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

7. Community
Aspirations

Any other
comments

“ Any od rhima nCorgeérns about scoring of preferred site
Glengorse and Loose Farm cited

Query on site visits

Public transport concerns for Glengorse and Loose Farm

7.1.2. TheCommunity Aspirations bring together a
number of deas that need to be considered by Battl
Town Council. These aspirations will then need to f
presented to the relevant bodies, for example RDC
ESCC

“Any ot h e r-FistynboosenFarSite
BANS118vill not be included in the Neighbourhood
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 1

The selection criteria for all sites (including Glengoil
were applied by AECOM, taking into account the R
2013 SHLAA, and (NPPF) national criteria. The ste
group then used locallgerived criteria which were
then applied equally to all sites.

'Yes, we have visited the sites.

Pulic transport not in NP remit but is considered
under Community Aspirations in Regulation 14
document.

Loose FarnsiteBANS118vill not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15

O-0JHO1

6.
Implementation
Monitoring &
Review

7. Community

Aspirations

6. Implementation Monitoring & Review

All involved at The Emmanuel Centre eagerly await the Blackfr
Development and would like to be kept informed of the progres
it proceeds

7. Community Aspirations Community opportunities will be mar,

6 —Updates will come from the Local Planning
Authority. Battle Town Council ivalso undertake
annual reviews.

in this Blackfriars area of Battle and helpllwe necessary in

7. Community AspirationsWe welcome your offer
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
meeting those needsin terms of finance and human resources.
The Emmanuel Centre is committed to helping to meet those n
and will welcome partnership

O-0TAO2 1. Introduction |1 Introduction— 1. Introduction—

2.2 Community
Engagement

2.3 Evidence
Base

5.1 Housing &
Development

A bit long and drawn out, full of Policy Numbers that have no
relevance to the General Public

2.2 Community Engagemenfeels we lack public engagement
from the beginning.

2.3 Evidence BaseSupportive of independent AECOM report

5.1 Housing & DevelopmentAgainst Glengorse development al
states the entrape to be too near to the Blackfriars proposed e;

5.1 Housing & Development

Drafted to comply with legal regulatis

2.2 Community EngagemeniWe believe we have h;
sufficient engagement with the community via publi
consultations, drogn sessions, Parish Assemblies,
Parish newsletters, newspapers, and social media

2.3 Thank you very muchNo action require

5.1 Housing & DevelopmentThe steering group me]
Rother Investment owners of Telham Court and the
have clarified that they wish to remain private for
business purposesThe house and most of the
grounds have been included in the Local Heritage
Liging and will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’s proposed devel op
ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be manageable.
(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse has bee
submitted it will be subject to the usual review by E
Highways.
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Approves of Loose Farm (BANS118) as it is a large site for a s5.1 Housing & DevelopmenThe Loose Fari@ite
development and is well screened from the AONB. BANS118 will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC fouReign 15
5.1 Housing & Development
- Thinks all the sites should small in number. 5.1 Housing & DevelopmeniThe sites shortlisted by
the steering group for potential development,
following the AECOM review, have all been below !
dwellings in number as preferred by residents is the
2016 AIRS survey, whereas some sites gi@ming
5.2 5.2 Infrastructure permission by RDC exceed this number.
Infrastructure |- Thinks promoting walking and cycling impractical for Battle.

5.3 Environmen

5.4 Economy &
Tourism

6.
Implementation,
Monitoring &
Review

5.3 Environment
- Battle being a very rural town | think we are going to have to
accept that the environment isogng to be affected Blackfriars is
going to be awful in this respect but | realise that you have no
control over this

5.4 Economy & TourisriYou need to keep development out of t
town centre because this will not look good when tourists come
visit the town

6. Implementation, Monitoring & ReviewMore transparency
required to explain how some of your decisions are made

5.2 Infrastructure

—No further action. In the AiRSirvey respondents
thought that cycling (44%) and walking (82%) shou
be encouraged.

5.3 Environment No change needed

5.4 Economy & TourisrWe are aiming to keep
developments in the town centre to a minimum. Fo|
exampleThe Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not
be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

6. Implementation, Monitoring & Reviewlhe
selection criteria for all sites were applied by AECC
taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA, and (NF
national criteria.
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.
For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Origina
2019” andSélFe mtail or5i Poree s
7. Community [7. Community Aspirations These are well thought through but information on how decisions were made.
Aspirations again no reference as to which previazmsultation these views
were taken from 7. Community Aspirations
All the Aspirations were taken from feedback at the
Other Other Comments Public Consultationand this Regulation 14 review
Comments a) Complaint about size of print, and
Other Comments
b) Explanation on how decisions were reached and what part ¢a) Size of print can be adjusted oo@mputer screen.
AECOM take in decision making? b) The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.
The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.
Forfurther information see PowerPoint presentatior
on NP website (“Originsa
2019” and “Final Si fore §
information on how decisions were made.
O-0TGO5 (As requested by thauthor we have redacted the first sentence|(As requested by the author we have redacted the |
this section.) sentence of this section.)
[The respondent wrote about some sections, and referred thei[The respondent wrote about some sections, and
details to “Any Ot her Commenreferred theihede€Cammsn
are completely covered] section below where they are completely covered]
Any Other Any Other Comments There a fewmistakes | have noticed readiAny Other Comments Noted. Commented on below
Comments through:
Errors
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Care Home-Incorrect historical listing with reference to Loose
Farm (BANS118)

Scoring of sites and preferred order concerns

Respondent is unhappy with the development area; thinks it &t
include area to Cedarwood Care HorBe)enexiltration,
Woodworks at Hitchin Tan and Builders at Denton House.

A number of personal views expressed about a wide range of
development sites.

Further comments concerning Loose Farm (BANS118) and pre
sites, and proximity to listed buildings, for example near Mount
Field car park Cherry Gardens (BANS117) and Glengorse (BA

The Loose Fari@ite BANS118 will not be included ir
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

Scoring of sitesThe selection criteria for adites were
applied by AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2
SHLAA, and (NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to altes.
Forfurther information see PowerPoint presentatior
on NP webite( “ Or iSigebetectibn Presentation
2019” aBi®Se¢lFe mtailon PBr es
information on how decisions were made.

Going forward to Regulation 15 and ttf& priority
order is ndongerpart of the policy.

The Loose Farr8ite BANS118 will not be included it
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

The Neighbourhood Plan has made specific propos
about all sites.

The earlier consultation enabled bettanderstanding
of the locality and resulted in a proposal for Loose
FarmSite BANS118 will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15

The Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will not be
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included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
'The respondent wants the whole ®elhamCourt protected; was {The steering group met Rother Investment owners
public space until ceased being a school and ridargre. TelhamCourt and they have clarified that they wish
remain private for business purposeghe house and
most of the grounds have been included in the Loc;
Heritage Listingnd will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr
Encouraging employmentWorried about lack of employment
provision in the NP Encairaging employment Our amended policy ET2
further supports the encouragement of
employment. BTC have supported the Planning
Application for the North Trade Road Care Hdme
2019
O-0TG06 First line of text redacted from point 2 at the request of the First line of text redacted from point 2 at the reques
respondent of the respondent
This submission appears to be a direct duplication |
O-0TGO5 therefore see our responses accordingly
O-0TQO1 Concerns about consultation process We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the communityvia publicconsutations, dropin
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media
Comments on the wealth of history and wildlifeGlengorse The steering group met Rother Investment owners
(BA31la). Telham Court and they have clarified that they wisl
The respondent would like the whole ©&lhamCourt estate remain private for business purposeghe house and
protected. most of the grounds have been included in the Loc;
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Steering Group recommended response

Concern about Heritage listing and concerns about the playing
fields at Glengorse (BA31a)

Concerns that the whole of Glengorse (BA31a) site is being
developed.

Concern about congestion when Blackfriars site is developed

Concerns about walkg distances to the town centre and the
scoring system.

3. Development Area

Heritage Listingnd will not be included ithe
Neighbourhood Plan

The development site, Glengorse (BA31a), is caref
located and shielded from the old house.

Only a small section of the land has been allocated
new building

The respondent makes an incorrect interpretation a
only a sm# section of the playing fields has been
allocated in the NP.

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be manageabile.
(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengolses been
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.

The walking distance to the centre of town is just ol
of the many criteria used to select sites.

The 2017 Consultation only forms part of the overal
evaluation process redting in the choice of

sites. AECOM, an independent government
recommended body, shortlisted the sites.
AIRSSurvey indicated support for walking and cycliy
in Section 14
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ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
Concerns that the whole Glengorse (BA31a) site is being deve3. Development Area
The respondent makes an incorrect interpretation 8
onlya small section of the playing fields has been
allocated in the NP.
Would like to see smaller developments than 20 to be considelThe sites shortlisted by the steering group for poter
and cites smaller development sizes numbers being preferred.development, following the AECOM review, have a
been below 25 dwellings in number as preferred by
residents in the 2018iRSurvey, whereas some site
given planning permission by RDC exceed this nun
Both the AECOM review and the AiRS survey were
completed independently of the steering group
4. Conclusior Respondent thinks that residents opinions have 4. Community EngagementWe believe we have ha
been noted in previous consultations and proposes to vote o ’ [sufficient engagement with tahcommunityvia public
But if changes are made, may change their mind. consutations, dropin sessions, Parish Assembilies,
Parish newsletters, newspapers, and social media
O-0EGO1 Cherry Gardens (BANS1%7) The Cherry Gardens siiBANS117) will not be
Concerned about the width of access road & may cause damajincluded in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
property. Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
Worriedabout the damage to the fields which are steeply slopir
O-0TG09 Loose Farm (BANS118) The Loose Far@iteBANS118vill not be included in

Argues against 3 of thresidents at the bottom of lane and puts
forwards his views that the site is well screened, the access ro;i
suitable for the residents and car users and business now and
properties will not affect anyone at the bottom of lane.

Worries that thedevelopment aiGlengorse (BA31aill start small
but will lead to more building if it is included in the plan now

the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

Glengorsesite (BA31a) has been included in the
Neighbourhood Plan as a small area that is accept:

for development, without impacting the larger area
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1.2
Neighbourhood
Area

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
Telham Court, which has been included in the Locg
Heritage Listing to afford appropriate protection.
Cherry Gardens site (BANS147)
Concerns about development close to the conservation area ajThe @erry Gardens siteBANS117) will not be
impact of development on tourism included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.
0O-0JHO3 1.1 Introduction (1.1 Introduction- 1.1 Introduction—
Criticism ofindependent report with allegations that the author ¢
not addresdssues regarding honesty and integrity and natural
justice.
As summarised, these matters have been referred
Allegations of impropriety of an individual on steering group.  [Battle Town Council for consideration using their
complaints procedure. The Full Council concluded |
Assertions that they had undeclared vested interests and the steeringgroup had not acted in a manner which
influenced the strategic direction of the plan. had been influenced by personal interests.
Criticism of the role afhe local authority supporting the plan  The criticism of the independent report was incorre
despite above issues attributed by the respondent to RDC.
O-0TGO1 1.1 Introduction 1.1 Introduction- 1.1 Introduction-

Querying the reduction in size of the Strategic Gap

1.2 Neighbourhood Area
Concerns about the mapeing too small

Concerns that site selection is not in line with NPPF references

The extent of the strategic gaps was amended on t
advice of RDC after the April2019 consultation.

1.2 Neighbourhood Area
It is agreed that maps will be individually at least A«
size for the presentation to RDC

This is just one factor within the NPPF that is used

ConsultationStatement
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

2.1ThePolicy
Context

2.2 Community
Engagement

2.3 Evidence
Base

3. The Parish
Background

2.1The Policy Context

Questions about the independent examination.

Concerns about Loose Farm (BANS118)

2.2 Community EngagemenRespondent states Ve r vy |
public viewing of the plans

2.3 Evidence Baselnconsistency on site weighting

2.1The Policy Context

All Neighbourhood Plans are required to be subjeci
independent examination by the Government planr
inspectorate prior to referendum.

The Loose Fari@iteBANS118vill not be incluled in
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

2.2 Community Engagement

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the communityvia publicconsutations, dropin
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Pamishsletters,
newspapers, and social media

2.3 Evidence Base

The selection criteria for aditeswere applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
whichwere then applied equally to aites

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Origingsa
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made

3.1.3 NS118ThelLoose FarnsiteBANS118vill not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.
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3.5.3 Concern about description of Telham and the public tran{3.5.3 Agreed wording could be bettéeleted the
service wor d ‘abhaa gte’p | lmas. €ublicvangboh
not in NP remit but is considered undéammunity
Aspirations in Regulation 14 document
Concerns about the distance from Loose Faite (BANS118) to [We note your concerns, however, the Loose F&ita
services BANS118vill not be included in the Neighbourhood
Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 1
3.9 Concerns about the map being too small 3.9 Itis agreed that maps will be individually at leas
A4 in size for the presentation to RDC
4. VisionStatement— Concerns that this has not been applied 4. Vision StatementThe Loose FariBite BANS118 w
(specifically relating to Loose Farm BANS118) not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Propos:
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
4. Vision
5. Housing & Development 5. Housing & Development
Objectives 3, 5, 6 and-9
5. Housing & [Concerns about how the objectives specific to BANS118 have e | gose FarBiteBANS118vill not be included in
Development  applied. the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15.
>.2 Infrastructure 5.2 Infrastructure
Policy INX-Concerns about dangerous access onto Hastings F‘Policy INE The Loose Far®iteBANS118vill not be
o2 from Loose Farm (BANS118) included in the Neighbourhood Pl&roposal
Infrastructure Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.
>.3 Countryside and Historic Environment 5.3 Countryside and Historic EnvironmerRolicy EN4
Policy EN4 and EN5 and EN5S
Concerns about nonconformity to Loose Farm (BANS118) The Loose Far®iteBANS118vill not be included in
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

5.3 Historic
Environment

6.
Implementation,
Monitoring &
Review

7. Community
Aspirations

SEA Comments

6. Implementation, Monitoring & Review
Respondent states “There is
will be carried out. Who will oversehis?Will a ballot be secret?
Will a bodyindependent ofthe Battle Council carry it out? How
could the validitybe¢ e st ed”

7. Community Aspirations
2.3 and 5.3- Concerns with regarding to protecting green space
Loose Farm (BANS118)

SEA /2.3
All comments from respondent refeo Loose Farm site (BANS1:
regarding pollution, congestion and flooding.

Table 3 Respondent claims flawed scoring and assessment of
AECOM report for Loose Farm site (BANS118)

Respondent alleges that the owner of Loose Farm site (BANS:!
was on the committee and que
Conduct wasdhered to.

Alleges the process is fundamentally flawed and this site shoul
withdrawn.

the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

6. Implementation, Mortoring & Review-The
referendum will be conducted by RDC on the same
basis as either a local Council or General Election

7. Community Aspirations

2.3 and 5.3- The Community Aspirations section wi
be amended, howevethe Loose FarrSiteBANS118
will not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan
Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

SEA /2.3

The Loose Fari@iteBANS118vill not be included in
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

Table 3 The Loose Faridite BANS118vill not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

These allegations are incorrect.
These complaints were raised with BTC, investigaty
and not upheld.
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Any other comments Any other comments
(respondent has simply ent er|Noactionrequired
error)
Any other
comments
O-0TGO02  |Any other Any other comments Any other comments
comments 1. Concerning Loose Farm site (BANSAR&spondent wants thell. Loose Farr8ite BANS118 will not be included in 1
Development Plan extended to down to where it is busiest in thNeighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
lane at the bottom at Cedarwood Care Home &wudenex, one of [Regulation 15Therefore, naxtension of the
two the main employers of the area (5 in total at Loose Farvigy developmentboundary is required.
need to encourage businesses.
Feels the site iswell screened by the care home.
2. The respondent indicates that the protection was on the wr(¢2. We are aware of the incorrect Historic England
building. listing and this has been corrected
3. The respondent states “ Y o3 Wedisagree withthese comments as we are tryi
town because people will vilawon't work plus it will damage theto encourage a healthy and ecologically sound lifes
hi story of the town” within the Parish. The AIRS dooemm (page 27)
reports that walking was supported by 82% of
respondents.
The Battle Heritage Charter Group has compiled a
of buildings which have not been identified by Histd
England and included them in a local heritage list.
There are no longer grsites being proposed for
development in the town centre within the
Neighbourhood Plan.
O-0TGO03 The respondent indicates a preference for development at Loo[The Loose Far@iteBANS118vill not be included in

Farm (BANS118) rather than Glengorse (BA31a) because of v
of the site and light pollution.

the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regution 15.

With regards to Glengorse (BA31a) the steering gr¢
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Steering Group recommended response

Respondent suggests an extension of the development boundj
along theHastings Road and to include the care home at Loose
Farm and beyond.

The respondent indicates that the protection was on the wrong
building.

met Rother Investment owners of Telham Court an|
they have clarified that they wish to remain private |
business purposesThe house and most of the
grounds have been included in the Localikhge
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’s proposed devel op

Even though Loose Farm (BANS118) was considel
for development the boundary extension was not
deemed necessary.

Howeverthe Loose Farr®iteBANS118vill not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

We are aware of the incorrect Historic England listil
and this has been corrected

0O-0TGO4

The respondent comments about scoring of sites within the Lo
Farmarea.

Only one site in the Loose Farm area (BANS118) w
included in the Regulation 14 consultation documel
because other landowners did not support other
developments.

Howeverthe Loose Farr®iteBANS118vill not be
included in the Neighbourhood Planoposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

O-0TAO4

1 and 3. Respondent indicates difficult and dangerous access
main road from Glengorse, bearing in mind the big new estate.

1 and 3. ESCC Highways have accepted access to
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable.(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning applicatidor Glengorse has been
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.
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2. The steering group met Rother Investment owne|
2. They feel the site should be protected as it Abandant of TelhamCourt and they have clarified that they wit
wildlife. to remain private for business purposethe house
Worried that if permission is given to build a few houses, morejand most of the grounds have been included in the
follow. Local Heritage Listirgnd will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr
O-0BNO1 1. Respondent objects to any development on BA31. 1. Only BA31a which is a small part of BA31 is beir

2. States the whole estate should be protected, mentioning ma

trees, wildlife, site character, pedestrian and road access.

3. Distance from key services in the town.

4. Increased traffic leading to congestion.

5. Re s p o nd e ndona pgragett ¢hes high $tandand ofu
housing in Battle you will not be protecting it and maintaining ig
history and the country feel that tourist want to come and

included in the Neighbourhood Plan.

2. The steering group met Rother Investment owne
of Telham Court and they have clarified that they w
to remain private for business. The house and mos
the gounds have been included in the Local Herital
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’"s proposed devel op
3. There are public transport links to and from the
centre of Battle in addition to a nearby rail service.
4. ESC8ighways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be manageable.(Plar
ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse has bee
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.

see. These are important to tourism which is one of its méin a
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5. All planning applidgons should comply with the
6 . Re s p o n doal have Ievtorayoe list of sites two smaBattle CHDesignGuidelines and High Weald Housin
ones which | think would be much better and have less impactDesignGuide.
Loose Farm and Marley Lan€hey small sites and will not affect
their neighbouring properties as much as the Blackfriars 6. The Loose Fari@ite BANS118 will not be included
andGlengorse nes wi | |~ the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15The Marley Lan8ite BANS103 will
not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Propos;
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
0O-0Tx08 1.Introduction [1.Introduction- 1.Introduction-
Respondent supports the Blackfriars/Stars Mead site and stateESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
that access to Glengorse (BA31a) and Blackfriars will be too clBlackfriars site onto A2100 to be
together and make accessing and exiting from the site even mimanageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)
dangerous. Once a planning application for Glengorse has bee
The sight line to the left and right is not gooddathere have beenisubmitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
accidents at the junction. ESCC Highways.
The hill is steep t&lengorseand precludes encouraging walking
Respondent states ‘Gleigersemustans eThe steering group met Rother Investment owners
should be protected.You have a lot on protecting important andTelham Court and they have clarified that they wish
green sites wellhe house, grounds and estate here should be gremain private for businessh& house and most of t
not built on” grounds have been included in the Local Heritage
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an's proposed devel op
O-0TG11 Respondent states that the development area shdagdextended [Loose Farm site (BANS1#8) not be included in the

as too restrictiveather than permissivetp include properties that
have been granted planning permission for expansion.

Neighbourhood Plan submission to RDC for Regul:
15. Therefore, no
extension of the development boundary is required
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The respondent has concerns that the Development Company| The Regulation 14 consultation only states 20
keep expandinglengorseand quotes various figures: 18,35and we | | i ng s . This wil! b
70. d we | IThemause’and most of the grounds have
been included in the Local Heritage Listamgl will not
be included in the Neig
dewvelopment sites
Supports development at Loose Farm (BANS118). Considers {The Loose Far@iteBANS118vill not be included in
of 3 to 4 houses would not make much difference and is well the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R|
screened for Regulation 15.
Respondent adds “Well done f[Thankyouandwe appreciate your comments.
O-0TG12 Respondent considers new houses on Loose FBANS118) will [The Loose Fari@ite BANS118 will not be included ir
help alleviate parking problems that occur near the care home.the Neighbourhood Plan Propos@libmission to RD(
for Regulation 15
Respondent considers the development boundary needs to beLoose FarnsiteBANS118vill not be included in the
expanded at Loose Farm. Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15Therefore, no
extension of the development boundary is required
O-0LJ01 Respondent states Not es copi ed f r om vy[The 2017 consultation data has been superseded ¢

house and grounds from devel

consultation. Nothing has changedYou should be protecting thishe Plan has progressed.

For futher information see PowerPoint presentatior
on NP website (“Originsa
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.

Telham Court and most of the grounds have been
included in the Laal Heritage Listingnd will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan
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Respondent makes multiple comments about Gleng¢Bs&31a),
these include protecting heritage, parking, wildlife, public
transport, traffic access, a covenant on Telham Court, another
site Starrs Mead (aka Blackfriars), overdevelopment, comprom
the strategic gap, pollution, harm to AONB, ligbtlution, previous
pl anning applications contr a
Plan, strain upon local services and the doctors surgeries, schy
dentist

Public transport not in NP remit but is considered
under Community Aspirations in Regulation 14
document

Schools are outside of the NP remit. However, the
ESCC Director of ChiOurdr
latest forecasts indicate there should be sufficient ¢
years, primary and secondary school places in bott
Battle and Netherfield over the NeighboudubPlan
Period to meet the predicted demand for plates

GP Surgery provision is outside the NP remit; howg
residents' wishes are included in the Community
Aspirations. Both of the surgeries in Battle have
informed us that they currently have the cajigdo
take on extra patients over the Neighbourhood Plat
period.

Road safety is outside of the remit of NP, however,
are in consultation with Rother and ESCC to resolv|
issue. The NP supports these initiatives.

ESCC Highways have accepted act®#from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse has bee
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.

O-0LJ02

The respondent is not happy witlevelopment at BA31a

(Glengorse), because of road congestion, Blackfriars developn

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
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and previously refused planning applications (1987 and 1988) manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)
Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual revie\
by ESCC Highways.
Previoushistoric planning applications were a matte|
for Rother District Council.
Considers we should be protecting the house and grounds andThe house and most of the grounds have been
building on them included in the Local Heritage Listing and will not b
i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites
O-0LJ03 The respondent objects to the proposed development at GlengThe house and most of the grounds have been

(BA31a).
The respondent has concerns about impact on unique history ¢
BA3la

Respondent has concerns over traffic congestion and safety dt
Blackfriars being close to the grosed Glengorse development .

Respondent states “Many of t
and your idea that being in Glengonsél encourage people to
walk more will not be successfurhe hill is steep, the locations
where people want t@jo could be miles away as Battle is very |
and doesn't have a true cent

included in the Local Heritage Listiagd will not be
incuded i n the Neighbour
development sites

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be manageaBllnning
ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengo(Bé&31a) ha
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.

We disagree with these comments as we are trying
encourage a healthy and ecologically sound lifestyl
within the Parish. The AIRS document (page 27)
reports that walling was supported by 82% of
respondents.
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The respondent would prefer smaller developments of up to 5 [The sites shortlisted by the steering group for poter
houses. development, following the AECOM review, have a
been below 25 dwellings in number as preferred by
residents in the 2016 AiRS survey, whereas some !
given planning permission by RDC exceed this nun
The respondent is concerned about further development at  [The house and most of the grounds have been
Glengorse (BA31a) included in the Local Heritage Listiawgd will not be
i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites
The r espond digethat gouraldvelapmehntiplannonly The respondent wants the developmentuaary
runs along the existing houses along Hastings R¥ad.should [retained as shown in the RDC Local Plan 2016.
keep it the same here f or e xMaplinthe Regulation 14 consultation document
clearly shows the necessary extensions to the form
development boundary.
O-0TQO02 The respondent objects to the proposed development at GlengThe house and most of the grounds at Telham Cou

(BA31la).

Respondent states that NS118 and NS103 are good sites for
development

The respondent states that the development boundary should |
extended along Hastings Road andrtdude the Loose Farm
businesses.

The respondent foresees demolition of houses and bungalows

(Gengorse) have been included in the Local Heritay
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’s proposed devel op
The Loose Fari@iteBANS118vill not be included in
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulatio 15.The Marley Lan&iteBAN303will
not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Propos:
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

The development boundary as shown in Map 1 for
Battle and Telharhas a few specific extensions only
which does not include Hastings Road, Loose Farn

the squashing in of 3 more.

Beech Farm.
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Al so queries why the devel opWihregardstoBeech Farm, the steering group ha

include Beech Farm (North Trade Road) decided to retain a gap between this site and the
proposed development boundary to avoid further
linear development.
The Planning Applications will be made now and, if
future, outside of the Development Boundary but w
obviously be subject to the RDC Planning regulatio

Respondenguestions where the Town Centre is, with respect i

developments, walking and car use. The Neighbourhood Plan does not include any
developments in the centre obtvn. The Cherry
Gardens site (BANS117) will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15

Respondent states “encouragi
We disagree with these comments as we are trying
encourage a healthy and ecologically sound lifestyl
within the ParishThe AIRS document (page 27)
reports that cycling was supported by 44%, and
walking by 82% of respondents.

Respondent is concerned about lack of employment plans.
Employment planfave been addressed in the revis
Policy ET2

O-0JR04 1.1 Introduction1.1.7-Respondent states “I| woulfll7-ESCC who are the land owners made this

"volunteers representing a range of interests' whose opinions |decision, NOT the steering group volunteers.

informed the decision regarding th@aldbedHill "Open Space’, an

who supported ESCC plans to fence it off and remove the

neighbourhood parking spacé/Vhose interests did they

represent? Certainly not those of local residents who depend o

parking there”

5.1 Housing
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5.1 HousingRe s pondent veytcentemed, fér1 a
contemporary and heritage reasons, about the allocation of 9
dwel lings on the Cal dbec Hou

1. Respondent comments “Pol
new housing developments should take place within ¢xesting
Development Boundary.'

The map on Fig 9, page 24 shows that this boundary excludes
the CaldbedHouse site.Why and how was the above restriction
over-ridden in this case?

2. Concerns over inappropriate ovedevelopment on the BA36 sil

3. The respondent has concerns about unsuitable access to B/

5.1 Housing- Following discussions between the lar]
owner of the Caldbec bluse site (BA36aind the
steering group, a figure of 9 dwellingss showrin
the Regulation 14 prsubmission documenthis will
be amended to showp to 9dwellings following
discussions with RDC

1. The development boundary has been revised as
shownon Mapl

The map on Fig9 is solely showing the Historic
Environment.

Figures 4,5,8 and 9 explanatitext addedin their
captions that the development boundary overlay is
original one whereas the new one is on maps in
AppendixC .

2. After consultation with RDC a capacityupfto 9
dwellings on BA36a will be proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan.

The selectiortriteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information see PowerRtipresentations
on NP website (“Originsa
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.

3. The NP has not determined which of many acce!

points could be used for site BA36a.
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This wil be determined by a developer in any plann
application.
4. Respondent asserts that development on Cald#dccould
desecrate important archaeological remains of great local and 4. Planning applications in sensitive areas will in m|
national historic significance. cases be subject to archaeological review.
5.3 Environmen
5.3 Environment
The respondent refers to The statement in 5.3.4 on page 42 of5.3 Environment-
Battle NP is highly relevant her&?roposals for developmentdh The BTC Heritage Charter working group has
affect nondesignated heritage assets will be considered takingjindependently assessed hi&ge assets.
account of the scale of any harm or loss and the significance o
heritage assets.'
Also 5.3.6 on page 43: "The policy seeks to protect heritage as
even where they are not in a Carsation Area.
BA GS 05
The respondent comments on a number of policy matters regaBAGS05The landowner, ESCC, has determined fo
the Local Green Space at the summit of Caldbec Hill on Whatlisafety reasons there shall be no parking within the
Road and the ESCC decision to fenife¢he entire green space. [ocal green space.
ESCC revised their position. The Local Green Spac
The respondent lists variousrcespondence with BTC and ESC(document will be amended to reflect their decision.
concerning the loss of parking on Caldbec Hill.
Thisis not within the remit of the Neighbourhood PlI:
O-0TX09 1. The respondent raises concerns about GlengBi&s@l access [1. ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
road considers it hazardous and with the Blackfriars site accesBlackfriars site onto A2100 to be
close will make Glengorse even more deadly. manageable.(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)
One a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.
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2. The respondent has concerns regarding further developmen
addition to the Neighbourhood Plan proposal of 20 homes and
destroying the countryside with its wildlife.

3, Believes n@ne has taken any notice of the comments they
made last time.

2. The steering group met Rother Investment owne
of Telham Court and they have clarified that they w
to remain private for busiess. The house and most ¢
the grounds have been included in the Local Herita
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’s proposed devel op
3. The steering group do not share this viewtlss t
selection criteria for all sitesere applied by AECOM
taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA, and (NF
national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information on the changes that have be
made in the plan please refer to the Powerpoint
presentations on NP web
Presentation 2019” and
Presentation”)

0O-0HSO01

3. Parish
Background

4.2 Objectives

5.1 Housing &

Development

3. Parish Backgroun®.8.6- The respondent considers the bus
timetable shown in théNeighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 to be
incorrect, specifically Battle to Heathfield bus service.

4.2- OBJECTIVE Bpproves of Green Spaces Listing.

5.1 Housing & Development

We should incorporate the High Weald Housing Design Guide

3. Parish Background

3.8.6— This assertion is incorrect. There is currently
bus service once every weekday from Battle to
Heathfield (route 225), howeveruplic transport is
not in NP remit but it is considered undémmurnity
Aspirations in Regulation 14 document

4.2- OBJECTIVE 5
Thank you for your support on our Green Spaces
policies.

5.1 Housing & Development
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We agree with your comment, but should also take
into account the Battle CP Design Guidelines, and |
High Weald Housing Design Guide.

5.2 5.2 Infrastructure-

Infrastructure |Access must be sought between Blackfriars and the station 5.2 Infrastructure
We are in total agreement with your comment,
however, this is a matter between RDC planning a
Network Rail.
Also agreed, BTC in discussion with RDC concerni
this issue.

5.3 Environmen|5.3 Environment

The respondent considers it is of utmost importance that Greer5.3 Environment
Spaces are afforded full protected status. We are in total agreement with your comment and |

listing the Local Green Spaces in the Neighbourhot
Plan they will be protected.

5.4 Economy & [5.4 Economy & Tourism

Tourism Concerns about lack ofTeourist Information Centre 5.4 Economy & Tourism
Whilst we agree with your comment this is not withi
the remit of the Neighbourhoo®lan. However, Battl
Town Council is proposing that a Tourist Informatig
Point is located in the Almonry.

0-0J301 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development

The respondent’s comments ar

Complaint about lack dfansparency and honesty.
Allegations of impropriety of some people on steering group.

IAssertions that they had undeclared vested interests and
influenced the strategic direction of the plan.

As summarised, these matters have been referred
Battle Town Council for consideration using their
complaints procedure. The Full Council concluded |
the steering group had naicted in a manner which
had been influenced by personal interests.
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Compl ai nant has coHbasted”"H®t
considering further legal action

O-0TXx10 1.1 Introduction 1.1Introduction- 1.1lintroduction-

1.2 Neighbour
hood Area
7. Comments

“Your
read

states
cul t t o

The respondent
document to be frank ard i f f i

7. Comments

The respondent states this is an AONB area and the grounds ¢
the house are home to many forms of wildlife which needs bett
protection.

The respondent raises concerns about Glengorse BA31 acces
considers it dangerous and with the Blackfriars site access so (
will make Glengorse even worse with increasing levels of air
pollution due to queuing traffic.

The respondent suggests developments outside the town cent
protect thée&cantewn’ s hi stor

Larger scale paper copies are available for inspecti
the Almonry.

It is agreed that maps will be individually at least A4
size for the presentation to RDC.

7. Comments

The whole of the Civil Parish is within the AONB ar
therefore is afforded a very high level of protection.
The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagd will not be

i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable.(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC ghways.

We sympathise with your comments. Please note f|
the Neighbourhood Plan is being revised to show tt
we are only recommending development outside of
the town centre. For exampl&he Cherry Gardens s|
(BANS117) will not be included in theifybourhood
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Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for Regulation 1
O-OHUO1 4.2 Objectives #4.2 Objectives 4.2 Objectives
Objective 2: WoBifidckskei nibe gObjective2does notreferto the protection and
builds. encouragement of wildlife, flora and fauna.
However, planning applications are frequently subji
to ecological assessments.
The Neighbourhood Plan has adopted the High We
Housing Design Guide and pglieG10 covers these
aspects.
5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development |On policy HD4 and HD5, the respondent requests the additionWe agreed with the protection of the swifts (see
requirement to incorporate swift bricks or install swift boxes int{above), but HD4 and HD5 are not the relevant polic
building designs to support the vulnerable #vgiopulation of to address these issuedl/e believe these would be
Battle town better suited to policies EN2/EN® have reised it
accordingly.
5.3 5.3 Environment
Environrment Pol i cy EN3 ; Respondent st at/.3Environment
ecosystems and biodiversity: include specific measures to coniPolicy EI&/3 will be revised accordingly
town dwelling species such a
7. Community . — -
Aspirations 7. Commaity Asp|_rat|ons Objective 2 . . .__[7. Community Aspiration®@bjective 2
Thg respondt_ent wishes 'Fo see the ad_dltlon of specific requirem, Community Aspirations section 7 (objective 2)
to include swift boxes/bricks$o new build houses. ~ddresses this issue.
O-0JR0O5 1.Introduction [The respondent has concerns regarding the inclusion of protedESCC are the land owners for this Green SEag67)

Green Space in front of Caldbec House as it will be to the detri

and they made this decision to fence off the whole
area and not include any parking spaces.
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of parking of the neighbours, suggests meeting to work out a [The reference details to a parking area will be
compromise. amended in the revised Neighbourhood Plan to acq
with ESCC Highways recommendations.
O-9QHO01  [1.2 Neighbar-
hood Area
1.3Planning 1.3 Planning Policy Context 1.3 Planning Policy Context

Policy Context

4.1 Vision

4.2 Objectives

5.1 Housing &
Development

5.2
Infrastructure

5.3
Environment

Respondent states “ Thmopasad witiil
the area may have “significa
i ndi vidual projects do not a

4.1 Vision and 4.2 Objectives
The Vision and Objectives should include increase in biodivers
and providing homefor nature.

5.1 Housing & Development

Inclusion of homes for wildlife in all buildings should be manda
- such as swift boxes, bat boxes, ponds, wildflower meadows e
5.2 Infrastructure

Public transport should be the priority rather thencouraging
more cars by providing parking spaces

5.3 Environment
Although conservation is vitally important, development of new
habitats such as ponds and wildflower meadows should be

Please see 1.3.8 on page 6 and 1.3.9 on page 7 of
Regulation 14 consultation document which refers 1
the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) anc
environmental effects of development.
Please see the SEA for further details.

4.1 Vision and 4.2 Objectives

Please see reference to Ecology in the Vision
Statement, paragraph 4.1.2 on page 26 of the
Regulation 14 consultation document, which
establishes the higtevel positioning of the NP and
further details are covered throughou(e.g. policies
EN32 and HD4)

5.1 Housing & DevelopmentPlease see the adopte
High Weald Housing Design Guide, section DG10
5.2 Infrastructure

Public transport is not within the NP remit but is
considered undeCommunity Aspirations in Regulati
14 document

5.3 Environment
Please see the adopted High Weald Housing Desig
Guide, section DG10
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mandatory for new developments, especially swift, house Mart
swalow etc nest boxes
O-0L304 Respondent states that Telham Court should be protected, an(The steering group met Rother Investment owners
concerned that the owner will expand the number of houses or[TelhamCourt and they have clarified that they wish
site. remain private for business purposeghe house and
most of the grounds have been included in the Loc;
Heritage Listingnd will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr
Also that the access tBlengorse (BA31& very dangerous and ifESCElighways have accepted access to/from
too near to Blackfriars exit which will increasmgestion. Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
“ Y saemto have picked this site because it is near to the towimanageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/Fpnce a
but no one would wal k as it planningapplication for Glengor¢BA31a) has been
submitted, it will be subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.
Road safety is outside of the remit of NP, however,
are in consultation with Rother and ESCC to resoly|
issue. The NP supports these initiatives.
We disagree wh the comment concerning walking &
we are trying to encourage a healthy and ecologica
sound lifestyle within the Parish. The AiRS docume
(page 27) reports that cycling was supported by 44
and walking by 82% of respondents.
0O-0J901 Theresppodent states “We ar e i n Wethankyou foryour positive comments.
appreciates the considerable effort involved. It will be good for
town to have a coherent stra
Respondent is pleased that the development is on the brownfiglt should be noted that the land at Caldbec House i
site at designated as BA36a and is the area joining
Caldbec Hill (BA36)andino on t he “Process
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Whatlington Road.
BA36a does not include
O-0TX11 1. The Respondent has concern that traffic congestion will incri1. ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from

due to the proposed Glengorse (BA31a) development and the
proximity of the Blackfriars proposed exit onto the A2100.
(RR/2019/604/P)

2. The respondent has concerns about general road safety on
A2100 in the vicinity of Glengorse and Blackfriars.

3. Respondent has concerns about parking in the existing Gler
roadway

4. The respondent fears that once a small area has beeeloged
more houses will follow.

5. The respondent is concern

correctly due to its countryside setting.

Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual revie\
by ESCC Highways.

2. This section of road has an acceptable safety re
according to ESCC Highways.

3. Theparking concerns should be addressed as p:
of the Civil Parking Enforcement changes, which at
scheduled for implementation in 2020.

4. The steering group met Rother Investment owne|
of Telham Court and they have clarified that they w
to remain priate for business purposes. The house
and most of the grounds have been included in the
Local Heritage Listirand will not be included in the

Nei ghbourhood Pl an’s pr

5. The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further informatim see PowerPoint presentation
on NP website (“Originidg

ConsultationStatement

83| 0f183



Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.
O-0TGO7 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development

1. The respondent suggests wearamine thdatesthousing
figures passed by RDC and amend our target

2. Feels we should increase the housing targe@langorsdo
allow 35 rather than having a small development opposite.

3. The respondent suggests Blackfriars figure should be pushe
absorb more rather than small sites.

4. OnLoose Farm site (BANS118), the respondeeisfthat the lac
of pedestran footpath is dangerous for 3 or 4 houses; the road
needs to be adopted before any new houses are built

Thinks if we allow BA31la and
two sites together

The respondent has concern®
rear of 26 Hastings Road”)
The respondent states “In ta

IAssessment, for objective 11 (reduce emissions of greenhouse
gases), all sites are rated
those sites that are cke to the town centre / the rail station are

1. Calculations were based on information available
01/04/2019

2. After review, a figure of up to 20 dwellings is
proposed. The Neidlourhood Plan is attempting to
restrict the size of developments in line with the
communities wishes as expressed in k&Ssurvey.

3. This is outside the remit of the NPPhe number is
set by the RDC Core Strategy.

4. The Loose Far@iteBANS118vill not be included ir
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

Concerning BA23, pl easce
selection (revised 2020
website.

This site was not supported by the land owner and
was withdrawn from the list of sites that were
available.

These points are addressed in the SEA.

more likely to encourage trips to be made which do not create
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greenhouse gases / pollution (&glk / cycle), compared to those
sites that are far from facilities from which people will
overwhelmingly be usinde car for all journeys. As such some
should be scored ‘green’ |if
t hat are far away’
The respondent states “In ta
Assessment, the text for s bft
the site is a relatively small figure, therefore should not significiThe Loose Fari@iteBANS118vill not be included in
increase the concentration of vehicle traffic. Listed building  fthe Neighbourhood PlaRroposal Submission to RD{
adj acent to the site. |1t i s forRegulation15.
‘ g r e e n 'As notadtaboweghis seens be based on flawed
logic, that it is fine to build on locations that are poorly served [
public transport / far from public facilities on foot, as long as the
number of housesre small in number. Surely it is better to build
on sites that are closeptthe town centre at slightly higher rates
(see commentolengorseand Bl ackfri ar s
The respondent suggests “t heTheshortlistwas created by AECOM andthe RAG
should be performed again to see which sites should be shortliscoring applied by the Steering Group and therefor
f or the Neighbourhood PI an” thereisnoreasontoreview it further.

'Your comments|Your comments on the Strategic Environmental Assessment. [Your comments on the Strategic Environmental

on the Strategic Assessment.

Environmental |All the comments relating to thisection are a copy of the 5.1  |Allthe comments relating to this section are a copy

Assessment  Housing & Development and therefore see above for summarythe 5.1 Housing & Development and therefore see

above for the steering group responses
O-0TG08 The respondent believes the lane to site BANS118 (Loose FariThe Loose Fari@iteBANS118will not be included in

couldn’'t cope
to 4 houseson a large site.

wi developpmentcd 3l d i t i

the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15.
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Believes the site will mean further blocking of the lane which
happens at the Care Home, especially whilst it is being built, d¢
the site being large and away from the Care Home

0O-0JHO2 The respondent’s comments ar

1.1 Introduction

1.2
Neighbourhood
Area

1.3-The
Planning Policy
Context

2.1 The Plan
Process

2.2 Community
Engagement

1.1 Introduction
Allegations of impropriety of individuals on steering group.

IAssertions that they had undeclared vested interests and
influenced the strategic directioof the plan.

Criticism of the role of the local authority supporting the plan
despite above issues.
113 t

Compl ai nant has contacted

considering further legal action.

1.2 Neighbourhood Area
(this is the same text as 1.1)

1.3- The Planning Policy Context

The respondent states “As ab

2.1 The Plan Process
The r espon dhepnotesssvasadistosdst“ T

2.2 Community Engagement

The responthenst watsatdes veh by

1.1 Introduction

As summarised, these matters have been referred
Battle Town Council for consideration using their
complaints procedure. The Full Council concluded |
the steering group had not acted in a mammehich
had been influenced by personal interests.

1.2 Neighbourhood Area
See 1.1 above

1.3- The Planning Policy Context
See 1.1 above

2.1 The Plan Process

See 1.1 above

2.2 Community Engagement
See 1.1 above
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Comments on other documesit Comments on other documents
Comments on |(this is the same text as 1.1) Seel.l above
other document;
O-ANKO1 [1.1 Introduction{1.1 Introduction 1.1 Introduction
The respondent’s comment s arjAssummarised, these matters have been referred
Allegations of a corrupt process that lacked honesty. Battle Town Council for consideration using their
Criticism of local authority supporting the NP. complaints procedure. The Full Council concluded |
the steering grouhad not acted in a manner which
1.2 had been influenced by personal interests.
Neighbourhood | 1.2 Neighbourhood Area
Area The r es ponalanswers astalbovee s 1.2 Neighbourhood Area
(see 1.1 above)
O-90QB01 [1.2 Neighbowr [The respondent states | completely approve of the Netherfield Thank you for your approval of the Neighbourhood
hood Area Preferred Plans by the Battle Gleighbourhood Plan Steering  |Plan in the Netherfield area.

Group“, and quotes “The cont
Swallow Barn location if required, shows that a great deal of

thought has been put into these Plans. Together with the NEO]
location onDarvelDown that already haglanning permission for
25 dwellings, | feel that there is much to praise on the work of t
Steering Group, as relates t
“As

The respondent states st

support for their Preferred plans for Netherfield.

Following discussions with RDC planning and ESC
Highways, the steering group have been in contact
with developer / landowners regarding NEO1
(RR/2019/921/P) and NEO5ar (SwadlBarn) having
the possibility of a shared access onto the B2096.

Thank you. The members of the Steering Group
appreciate your support.
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

H-0JR10

Respondent’s name and person

The respondent st faitferygou to W thes
community has been consulted at every stagfgs also true to say
that the Steering Group has not faithfully summarised all that h
been said in the consultationst is not simply a matter of only
mentioning those matters msi mentioned. Strongly felt even if
minority views should be recorded. There is no mention of my
concerns in the summary”

The respondent objects to the process of deriving Government
target figures for numbers of dwellings in the Battle Civil Parist

The respondent is highlighting a need for a rigorous strengther
of the monitoring and review process to oversee the Communi
Aspirations, particularly beyond 2028

The respondent has concerns

such as the descriptioof the town/CP. Secondly, the emphasis
history and location rather than development pressure and thiri
that the market will sell to the highest price the market will beal

Respondent’”s name and p
The respondent makes some very well thought out
constructive comments which the SG will be

considering and potentially incorporating in the Plal

A high level analysis was ugedjain a holistic view if
the early consultations, which led to the formulatior
the Regulation 14 consultation document where
comments are being analysed and responded to, ir]
detail.

This is outside the remit of the Neighbourhood Plar

The steering group acknowledges the concerns rai
and have revised the Community Aspirations in
particular to strengthen the need for monitoring anc
review of the plan going forward.

The Steering Group agrees that there needs to be |
general review othe Foreword and are pleased to

i nclude the suggested w
deliver the required housing without seriously harm

ConsultationStatement
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\Vision Statement

The respondent highlights that the vision statem does not refer
to “The imposition of develo
community which do not reflect the needs of the community an
reduce the AONB provision as

Objective 1-

The respondent suggests a change of text okGbjt | ve 1
accept the following as a substituteThe community
acknowledges it is required to include in the plan the housing
numbers set up by the Government and Rother District Counci
475 for Battle and Tel ham an
Therepondent then suggests oth
new development in the Parish should reflect not only the
architectural style of nearby properties but also take full accour
the overall spatial aims of Rother Core Strategy and the aims ¢
needs @ the community as a wholeAll new development must
minimise its impact on outlook and sustainability as well as
environmental and spatial considerations by robust assessmer
all these factors at the pl a

Objective 2 Robust Tific Mitigation Measures
The respondent comments on

Vision Statement

This SWOT analysis was originally ddafte2015 (ang
subsequently elaborated); it represents early Steer|
Group analysis of the known issues within the Battl
CP. Since then many consultations have modified
ideas somewhat into what is now the NP. ltis
interesting to note how over time coments and
understandings have improved the Plan detail;
however this historic SWOT analysis provided
important basic underlying commentary on issues t
remain to this day in the Plan.

Objective 1-
We support the intention ofthe e s pondent
modi fying the Objective
Obj ect i v e sahdhavk amemdeditp | a n
accordingly.

Objective RebusiTraffic Mitigation Measures
Noted
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Steering Group recommended response

Implementing a traffic survey once the link to the Bexhill bypas
completed to ascertain whether traffic coming into Battle Paris}
now local or through traffic.

The r esponde n futurs trafic peoblems 8a t t |

somet hing is done”

'The respondent highlights the need for differentiating between
local and through traffic.

The respondent suggests detailed change®ljectives 1 and 2 o
the Community Aspirations.

On Community Aspirations, th
objective 1 would become Obijective 2 and be titled Reduce
congestion from local traffic especially at peak times and
improvements in footways (andlahe other objectives would neg
to be renumbered).

The new Objective 1 could be headed Reduce congestion fromn
t hr ou g hand suggésts alteriative wording.

The respondent makes detailed suggestions about the A21 an
links with other roads

Objective 9-
The respondent suggests some amendments to Objective 9 in
Section4

cumulative and one day will come to a head in High Street unleBattle Civil Parish, Battle Town Council have agree

On the general matter of traffic congestianithin

pursue declassification of the A2100 after the
Queensway/A21 link road is opened

Agreed with sentiment. These revisions will be take
into account.

Objectives 1 and 2 of Community Asgions will be
revised to take into account some of the suggestior
made.

Battle Town Council have agreed to pursue de
classification of the A2100 after the Queensway/A2
link road is opened

Objective &
Objective 9 amended for clarity
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Housing and Development

Policy HD1 Development Boundary

The respondent suggests amendments to the text in the policy
“"Either remove the | astt stenet
the built up area” and inser

Policy HD2 Site Allocations
The respondent suggests an amendment to the wording.

The r esponldavevery strong bbgeaions to the
release of either BA36A (it should be thhecause what is being
considered now is only the brown field part of BA36) or BA NS
117. | also object to the proposed amendments to the
5S@St2LIYSy

The respondentasksHave any compl etio
allowances fallen through the net which would reduce the resic
requirement?”

. 2dzy R NB NXBf I G A yRDC 2013 SHLAA, and (NPPF) national criteria.

Housirg and Development

Policy HD1 Development Boundary
Policy HD1has been amended

Policy HD2 Site Allocations
All references to BA36 amended to BA36a SG to re
Preferred Site List V1.6

In relation to BA36a (Caldbétouse) the steering

group cannot find any reason to remove this site frg
the Neighbourhood Plan. The selection criteria for ¢
sites were applied by AECOM, taking into account |

The steering group thensed locallyderived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Originsa
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how deisions were made.

The Development Boundary extension currently
includes three sites with Planning approval and BA

Rother District Council have provided the data on tl
residual requirements up to 1st April 2019 and this
been used in the allocatioof sites.
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Steering Group recommended response

The respondent claims that two errors have been made regard
BA36a.

Firstly, the respondent considers the number of dwellings pred
by AECOM is excessive.

Secondly, with regard to BA3
second error that led to the inclusion of the site for redevelopm
is that you believed the owner wanted or at any rate would be

prepared to redevelop the brownfied part of t h
The respondent objects to pr
Al 1l ot ments”) and descri bes i
concerns.

Policy HD 3 Housing Mix
The respondent has concerns about the housing mix and preci
of development boundary and the name Battle

Policy HD6 Local Connection

The respondent states “The p
be at least advisable to sort out inconsistencies before the plar
proceedsAs with all policies terminology shiolbe the same all
the way through.For a start say Battle Parish all the way
through. Close relative in category 3 should not be changed to
family member in the next sentencé&tatements made should be
accur ate”

On t he r es p o n-dreconsultaioniwithr
RDC it has been agreed that this site will be design
for up to 9dwellings and it will be up to the develop:
to propose their numbers in any future planning
application.

The respondenin believing errors were made cites |
Procession Field which although included in the
original SHLAA site BA36 was not part of the
Regulation 14 consultation for BA36a.

On t he r espondeThestesringgeod
do not agree with the commentsade.

The Cherry Gardens sitBANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

Policy HD 3 Housing Mix

The steering group believes that policy HD3 is sou
We note your comment concerning the nem ‘ B g
and this will be amended to read Battle Civil Parish

Policy HD6 Local Connection

The steering group acknowledges the comments 0|
respondent however there is not sufficient evidence
to include some of the detail that is suggested.

Categories 1,2,have been revised to reflect Rother
Housing Allocation policy, local connection criteria

ConsultationStatement
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Summary of issues and concerns
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The respondent t h éysaysgthetlegad
agreement is to ensure nomination rights and that affordable
housing will be affordablelf you decide to carry on with your
three categories | suggest you look at the Glossary of Terms ir
Appendi x 3 of Rot he iThe Kleapdeasto
be in some casasgdiscounted market sales housing those
provisions should be kept in place to ensure housing remains ¢
discount for future eligible household$n any event you need to
change “The appli cestdrtofeacht he
category with- The first and subsequent occupants or their
partners”

Policy IN1 Traffic Mitigation

The respondent suggests the following alternative wording:
"“Applications for all new development must provide a traffic im
assessmat and demonstrate how the development will improve
at least maintain, traffic calming measure&pplications must alsi
show what additional measures will be taken to reduce the imp
of traffic movements generated by the new developnient.

Implementation, Monitoring and Review

6.1.3- The respondent was very disappointed by the approach
taken in monitoring of the section and indicates that the Town
Council needs to be far more hands.

The respondent provides ideas about key performaincicators
that will need to be monitored to judge effective application of t
planning process.

Concluding remarks
The respondent states “1 wou

Policy IN1 Traffic Mitigation
Policy amended to reflect these suggestions as we
that of ESCC.

Implementation,Monitoring and Review

Battle Town Council, having adopted the plan, neel
develop a robust monitoring process with specific k
performance indicators for the newly appointed
monitoring subcommittee post referendum.

Concluding remarks

serious concerns about the scale of housing allocations for Bal

Reponses fthe steering group are shown as below

ConsultationStatement
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Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Paiish up to 2028 which | have already explained and which | §
continue to make knownl accept that the housing requirement
cannot effectively be challenged in this Plan but that does not
mean we all have to pretend we welcome it or tladitof it is
requi red to meet | ocal needs
There are only (at the moment) 3 things which will cause me tc
vote against:

i) Objective 1

i) Preferred Site 36a

iii) Preferred Site BA NS 117

The respondent makes two suggestions on Community Aspira
to improve the plan

The respondent’ s first sugge
traffic into local and through traffic and introducing some
actionsto tackle through traffic

The respondent’s second

sugg

Point i) We support the
i deas for modifying the
and Objectives” of the

Point ii)In consultation with RDC it has been agree(
that this site will be designated fap to 9dwellings
and it will be up to the developer to propose their
numbers in any future planning application

Point iii)The Cherry Gardens sifBANS117) will not &
induded in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

A number of suggestions for improving the Commu
Aspirations section have been agreed and will be
included

Whilst this is not in the remit of the NP, Battle Towr
Council haveagreed to pursue delassification of the
A2100 after the Queensway/A21 link road is opene

Battle Town Council, having adopted the plan, neel

review ifthe plan is adopted

develop a robust monitoring process post referendl
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with specific key performance indicators.
As described in Section 6, Battle Town Council will
appoint a monitoring suizommittee

H-9QEO01 BSNEO6 White House Farm There are 2 sites being put forward by the

BSNEO5 Swallow Barn
DarvelDown RR/2019/921/P
DarvelDown RR/2017/2308/P

The respondent states *“I hav
houses beinduiltin theDarvelDo wn ar e a”

However the respondent does have concerns rdgay the total
number of houses over Ddwahas h
approximately 120 houses, another possible 68 would increase

original number byapprox5 0 %"

Clean/Waste water and Electricity

The respondent is concerned abqudwer outages, which also
affects the water pump and sewage services for some houses
Netherfield.

The respondent has concerns about access via Darvel Down fi
RR/2019/921/P and RR/2017/2308/P.

The respondent quotes

“Whi t e H®BENEBSSWallowBarnBSNEOSI very much
hope that if houses were to be built on these sites access woul
directly onto the handgaDarveldo wn

Neighbourtood Plan, NENS102 (White House Pouli
Farm) and NENSO5ar (Swallow Barn)

A third site NEO1 already has planning permission
granted by RDC (RR/2019/921/P and RR/2017/23(

The Neighbourhood Plan currently being consulted
only be for up to 23 dwelgs (not 68 as alleged) but
the site with planning permission is for 25 dwellings

Clean/Waste water and Electricity

Whilst this is not within the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan the concerns about utility serv
will be dealt with at planning gpication
stage.Nevertheless these matters are noted in the
Community Aspirations

Following discussions with RDC planning and ESC
Highways, the steering group have been in contact
with developer / landowners regarding NEO1

(RR/2019/921/P) and NEO5ar (Swallow Barn) havir
the possibility of a shared access onto the B2096
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Community Aspirations
The respondent states “ I f/ wHhCommunity Aspirations
couldwe have a much better bus servicéhe present service, [Public transport is not within NP remit but is
Monday to Friday only, igery inadequatéNo bus Saturday, Sundiconsidered undeCommunity Aspirations in Regulati
and Bank Holidaydt is impossible to get to any employment (14 document.
without a car.”
H-OLGO1 The respondent has concerns about lack of pavements, speedPavements and traffic issues are not withie remit
vehicles along the roads especially after d@velopments at of the Neighbourhood Plan.
Netherfield andLilybankare finished. However, with the exception of one house,
The respondent al so states “thelLillybankFarm development (RR/2017/1136/P) \
constructed, and in addition speed humps, which might act as jaccess onto the A2100.
deterrent or slow traffic dowri
For Netherfield, the lack of footways has been note
Community Aspirations.
H-0TQO03 5.3 Ewvironment5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
The respondent states “ I mpr olmprove our publictransport system to cut pollution
poll ution and congestion” and congestion
The respondent would like to see a better bus service.
Has suggested a bus route/service based upon the 95 service We thank the respondent for the observations and
would benefit the residents. suggestions. However, public transport is not withir]
the Neighbourhood Plan remit but is cgidered undel
Community Aspirations in Regulation 14 document.
H-OEY02 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development

The respondent states

be gradually occupied; and that development will becastrolled [properties is not within the remit of the
aspossiblé trust our el ected r e p Neighbourhood Plan.

‘o h o pWhilst we appreciate this comment, the use of emp

Any planning permissions put forward after thkan is
made will still go through the planning process
conducted by RDC.
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H-9QB02 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housingk Developmert
Development [The respondent believes that the two suggested sites should aFollowing discussions with RDC planning and ESC
on to B209Gand not into Darvel Down Highways, the steering group have been in contact
with developer / landowners regarding NEO1
(RR/2019/921/P) and NEO5ar (Swallow Barn) havir
the possibility of a shared access onto the B2096
H-0TX12 5.1 Housing an{5.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development

Development

The r esponde nGlengorsesite, estrondly®pp8stdal
this project for the following e asons: ”
he s h

1. Suggests that t site

compared with Loose Farm site

2. The small road leading to the site, cannot take either the vel
and materials needed to build the proposed houses, or the
subsequent potential 40 cars which would live there.

3. Concerns about the proximity the Blackfriars site and
dangerous access onto the Hastings Road.

(individual points answered below)

1. The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Origina
2019” and “Final Si ore §
information on how decisions were made.

2. This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood
Plan, however, vehicles and materials access will k
dealt with in any future planning application by RD(

3. ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
BlacHKriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual revie\

by ESCC Highways
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4. Concerns over teenager s ay Whilstwe appreciate your concernead safety is
incredibly dangerous for them to be crossing by outside of the remit of Neighbourhood plan, butio
the Glengorsdurning, and adding extra traffic understanding is that the ESCC Highways safety al
alongGlengorsevould maket he matt er muc h |doesnotindicate a high risk.
However, BTC are in consultation with Rother and
ESCC to resolve the issue of a crossing on Battle H
and the Neighbourhoo®lan supports these initiative
H-0JR06 5.3 Environmen|5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
'The respondent has concerns about the removal of parking an\We believe the respondent is referring to car parkirn
does not approve of the Green Space listing taking away parkijon the Local Green Space (GS05) on Caldbec Hill.
spaces the residents have used for many years. ESCC are the land owners for this Green Space (C
Ther espondent st at es sicRDCand BTR) and they made this decision to fence off the whole
possess the will to find the way through this dilemma thatis jarea and not include any parking spaces.
beneficial and acceptabl e t ofTherefeence detailsto a parking area will be
amended in the revised Neighbourhood Plan to acq
with ESCC Highways recommendations
H-0TX13 1. Introduction §1. The respondent suggests that the site (BA31 Glengorse) shil. The selection criteria for all sites were applied by

background

5.1 Housing &
Development
5.3 Environmen

have been “double scored” as
(118).
Al so concerns about proxi mit

not being a brown field site.

2. The respondent reqts that Telham Court, the stables and
gardens are included and protected on Battles Heritage Listing

AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Originsa
2019” aBdtéFBahkction H
information on how decisions were made.

2. The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagd the land
(with the exception of BA31a) will not be included i
the updated Neighbourhood®In’ s pr opo
development sites.
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3. The respondent comments that Glengorsrise and the
grounds should be protected for rare wildlife.

4. The respondent is concerned about the exitathe Hastings
Road from Glengorse and this will be made worse
onceBlackfriargs developed. It will make access out of both sit¢
difficult and dangerous and will lead to more traffic congestion.

5. The respondent considers it unfair to expect Gteag and
Telham residents to bear the brunt and the volume of building 1
is planned for this side of the town.
Addi tionally states
that exceed 4 or 5

we
houses

cann

6. The respondent has concerns over road saftyés.

7. The respondent is concerned that the road&langorseare too
narrow for ease of vehicle movement.

Also mentions parking by rail travellers in Glengorse and the
difficulties this causes.

3. See comment 2 above.

4. ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)Once a
planning application for Glengorse (BA31a) has be|
submitted, it willbe subject to the usual review by
ESCC Highways.

5. The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwelli
at Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BAU®.
steering group used localyerived criteria, which
were then applied equally to all the sites andaas
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wt
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings

6. Whilst we acknowledge your concernsad safety
issues are outside of the remit of the Neighbourhoc
Plan.

However, our understanding is that the ES@Gghways
safety audit does not indicate a high risk in this are;

7. This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood
Plan, however, vehicles access will be dealt with in
future planning application by RDC.

With regards to commuters parking this sthdweease
to be an issue once Civil Parking Enforcement is in
force.
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8. The r esponde nGlengorsdn beedsveldpedié8. The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwellil
this stage, then the original housing figure of 70 residencies wijat Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BARS).
allowed to go through at a later date, possibly if and when the steering group used locaHlyerived criteria, which
government pushes thr ough mowerethen applieckqually to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wh
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings.
Also please note thatie house and most of the
grounds have been included in the Local Heritage
Listingand will not be isluded in the Neighbourhood
Pl an’s proposed devel op
9. The r es p o nNgighbaurhaod Pdan is fer lotal h9. We believe we have had sufficient engagement \
people to determine whether proposed sites are suitable with tithe community via public consultations, drap
| ocal knowl edge, so pl eas e dsessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media
The selectia criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.
The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.
For further information see Poweodit presentations
on NP website (“Origingsa
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.
H-OFRO1 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development [Therespondens t at es “ The pr oposed [The Cherry Gardens site (BANSMill not be
adjacent to Cherry Tree "Gardens allotments would be damagiincluded in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
the access lane from Mount Stredtlount Street is already too [Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
over whel med by traffic”
H-9PRO1 5.2 5.2 Infrastructure 5.2 Infrastructure
Infrastructure [The respondent is concerned about the increase in traffic, the IWe appreciate your concerns, however, these
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of footpaths in Netherfield between Church, village hall and thejnfrastructure issues are not within the remit of the
main housing estate, and the shortage of bus services. Neighbourhood Plan.
The Community Aspirations (section 7) cover some
your points but they will be strengthened and
additional aspirations will be included.
H-0JRO7 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development The respondent st at'newerywWofriedaboBThe selection criteria for all sites were applied by
the proposal for9 dwellings at this site, access, parking AECOM, taking into accoutite RDC 2013 SHLAA, g
infrastructure. Theamounto f houses i n o ne |(NPPF)national criteri&ollowing discussions betwe
the land ownerof the Caldbec House site (BA3&a)d
the steering group, a figure of 9 dwellingas shown
in the Regulation 14 prsubmission documenthis
will be amendedo showup to 9dwellings following
discussions with RDC
Parking infrastructure and access will be dealt with
RDC during any future planning application.
5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
The respondent is concerned about the removal of parking spgThe respondent is referring to car parking on the L
at the top of Caldbec Hill with more emphasis placed on wild |Green Space (GS05) ondbac Hill.
flowersby the council rather than parking for the community. [ESCC are the land owners for this Green Space (C
and they made this decision to fence off the whole
area and not include any parking spaces.
The reference details to a parking area will be
amended in the revised Neighbourhood Plan to acq
5.3 Environmen with ESCC Highways recommendations
H-0JR08 5.1 Housing & [5.1 Housing & Development, and 5.3 Environment 5.1 Housing & Development, and 5.3 Environment
Development, The respondent st at e gsnedddwhwdl pThe respondentis referring to car parking on the Lc
and 5.3 result in the only parking space available for the hamlet of the |Green Space (GS0on Caldbec Hill.

Environment

houses being removedCan the parking space be incorporated i
the plans as this has been available for many years and has ne

ESCC are the land owners for this Green Space (C
and they made this decision to fence off the whole
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been consideredan s sue” area and not include any parking spaces.
The reference details to a parking area will be
amended in the revised Neighbourhood Plaratcord
with ESCC Highways recommendations
The respondents concerned about the removal of trees on site A figure ofup to 9dwellings on site BA36a is now in
BA36a Caldbec Hill, the impact on parking, and the disruption the Neighbourhood Plan.
caused by development. Concerns about tree removal and parking on the si
will be dealt with by RDC during any future planninq
application.
H-9QB04 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development The respondent states “ 1 ag r|Followingdiscussions with RDC planning and ESC
Barn and White House Poultry Farm in Netherfield but exit ont(Highways, the steering group have been in contact
B2096 is by far best optiorMuch safer the sending 5000 with developer / landowners regarding NEO1
vehicles through estate and |(RR/2019/921/P) and NEO5@wallow Barn) having
the possibility of a shared access onto the B2096
H-9QB05 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development The respondent states “ New hThankyou foryour comments on our Neighbourhot
villages if they have to be builTheproposed plan in Netherfield Plan sites in Netherfield.
seems to be the most unobtru
H-OEG02 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development

The respondent hasoncerns about access lane to BANS117 nc
being adequate to accommodate more traffic plus congestion ¢
the main road and a potentially dangerous junction.

The Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will not be
included in theNeighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

{This response and that ofBEG03 were received
from two individuals within the same household, an
have been recorded separately as requested by the

respondents.}
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Environmental
Assessment
Proposed
Preferred Site
List

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
H-OEGO03 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development [The respondent has concerns about access lane to BANS117 The Cherry Gdens site(BANS117) will not be
being adequate to accommodate more traffic plus congestion dncluded in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
the main road and a potentially dangerous junction. Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.
{This response and that ofBEGO02 were received
from two individuals within the same household, an
have been recorded separately as requested by the
respondents.}
H-OEG04 5.1 Housing an{5.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development

5.2 Infrastructure

5.3 Environment

Other comment

The Statutory Environmental Assessment
Proposed Preferred Site List

The r esponBANBLLY fisld baybr@erry“Gardens NC
suitable for development because of ACCESS problems & n ¢
harbours a variety of plant

The respondent states “BA11
behalf of people living around, please leave as many green spi
and trees as possible, as this area is much used and enjoyed
people nearby. New development must include play area, and
ideally another primary school to relieve traffic in the High St.
before and after school”

5.2 Infrastructure

5.3 Environment

Other comment

The Statutory Environmental Assessment
Proposed Preferred Site List

The CherngGardens site (BANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

For site BA11 (Blackfriars), which has outline Planr
Permission (RR/2019/604/P) there is already
acknowledgement of the need for greepaxes and
play areas within the overall site.

Schools are outside of the NP remiitowever, the
ESCC Director of ChiOurdr
latest forecasts indicate there should be sufficient g
years, primary and secondary school placesth b
Battle and Netherfield over the Neighbourhood Plal
Period to meet the predicted demand for pldces
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The r es ponRkRraposed pradtred site ®r btilding: land It is unclear which site the respondent is referring tc
north of Virgins Lane, which was an earlier propdsals the Regulation 14 document does not contain any

matching this description.

H-ODRO1 5.3 Environmen|5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
The respondent states “ . . . weWhilstwe appreciate your concerns about drainage
(nowneighbourhood) Plan for 30 years. A constant and costly design, this is not within remit of Neighbourhood PI
problem has been the necessity of proper drainage (main drairand will be gplanning consideration for RDC in resp,
for the houses to be built close to the dwellings in Kingsdale Clof the Blackfriars site (RR/2019/604/P)
Often it has not been a major consideration until we poirdtt, We would further point out that the factoring of cosi
and then the cost deails the scheme. Please ensure the costs|is again a planning matter and not within the
factored in from the begi nniNeighbourhoodPlanremit.

H-OHD02 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development
5.2
Infrastructure
5.3 Environmen
5.4 Economy ar
Tourism

5.2 Infrastructure

5.3 Environment

5.4 Economy and Tourism The respondent whilst accepting the
need for more housing although a controversial subject as are
environmental issuedyut has concerns about:

1.Battle losing its identity

2.Building on green belts

3.More roads.

5.2 Infrastructure
5.3 Environment
5.4 Economy and Tourism

1. The steering group does not believe that Battle v
lose its identity as following the adoption of the
Neighbourhood Plan, future planning applications
should comply with both the Battle Design Guidelin
and High Weald Housing Design Guide

2. The Najhbourhood Plan includes Green Gaps ar
Local Green Spaces to be designated

3. The construction of roads both on and off sites is
within the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan

4.Pressure put on services such as schools and medical faciliti

4. Schools are outside of the NP remitowever, the
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ESCC Directorof Chile ns Ser vi cQars
latest forecasts indicate there should be sufficient ¢
years, primary and secondary school places in bott
Battle and Netherfield over the Neighbourhood Plal
Period to meet the predicted demand for pldces
GP Surgery prasion is outside the NP remit; howevi
residents' wishes are included in the Community
Aspirations. Both of the surgeries in Battle have
informed us that they currently have the capacity to
take on extra patients over the Neighbourhood Plar
period
The respondent states “ We doAlarg selection of Local Green Spaces are alread
Plan will be ale to help decide where the housing should be pujincluded within the Neighbourhood Plan because w
and that it is environmentally friendly. Green spaces are need{recognise the importance of the very green public
t his town depends heavi |l y o nrealm forboth local residents and tourists.
The respondent states “ What eWethankyou foryour comments
concerned inmakingtos e deci si ons t he
H-9QB06 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Develognent The respondent states “ The sWewelcome your positive comments concerning tt
discreet, which is goodThey also blend into a cohesive shape viproposed sites in Netherfield.
the existing buildings in the villagdONB land should ideally notYou will be pleased to know that all planning
be built on,but if it really does have to be, then any developmeltapplicatiors after the adoption of the Neighbourhoo
shoul d be as discreet as p o sPlanshould comply with the Battle Design Guidelin
and High Weald Housing Design Guide.
Finally please note the whole of the parish is within
AONB.
H-9QB07 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing &evelopmentTher e spondent st ap.1Housing & Development
Development t hey' ve found somewher e t ha tBasedonthe address of the respondent we believe
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this refers to Netherfield sites.

We thank you for this comment.

Yau will be pleased to know that all planning
applications after the adoption of the Neighbourho(
Plan should comply with the Batt@PDesign
Guidelines and especially the High Weald Housing
Design Guide which addresses the landscape contj
(Policy DG1)

H-0TXx14 5.1 Housing &

Development

5.1 Housing & Development

points scored for the Heritage Listing.

The respondent states “The w
in Glengorsere too narrow for ces and lorries to pass each othe
easily and is well under the distance recommended by the

Hi ghways Agency’

The respondent st &leegsrsantd the
Hastings Road will be less than 200 metres from the major
Blackfriars Site exit ontoadtings Roadlt is also on a bend which
with the increase congestion, will make exiting for both cars an
pedestrians much more difficultCars often go well above the
speed | imit and crossing as

(0]

The respondent asserts Glengorse (BA31a) should have doublDouble points were applied for Heritage and

5.1 Housing & Development

Environment for this site-or further information see
PowerPoint presentationson NPe b s i t e (
Site Selection Present a
Sel ection Presentation”
decisions were made.

This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood P|
However, road access issues will be dealt with in a
future planning application foGlengorse (BA31ay
RDC and ESCC Highways

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Road safety is outside of the remit of Neighbourhoc
Plan.

However, our understanding is that the ESCC High
safety audit does not indicate a high risk in this are;
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The respondent suggests that the Blackfriars site takes the extWe do not believe this is feasible as RDC are
houses rather than Glengorse. currently proposing to develop the Blackfriars g
up to a maximum of 220 dwellings, which igth
figure included in the Neighbourhood Plan.
H-0TX15 5.1Housing& The respondent s-ttiamdnarsaiftike s i Double points were applied for Environment for thig
Development [countryside and should have been double scored because of tisite. For further information see PowerPoint
surrounded by fields. pr esentations on NP web
Presentation 2019” and
Presentation”) for info
made.
The junction ofGlengoseand Hastings Road is already very  ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
dangerous, lack of pavement, a sharp bend and traffic going toBlackfriars site onto A2100 to be
fast with road accidents including a fatality opposite the Esso manageable(Planningef RR/2019/604/P)
garage recently. Road safety is outside of the remit of Neighbourhoc
Plan.
However, our understanding is that the ESCC High
The access road to this site is too small and narrow, under the safety audit does not indicate a high risk in this are;
distancerecommended by the Highways Agency.
This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood P|
However,road access issues will be dealt with in ar
future planning application foGlengorse (BA31ay
\With the large development planned at the Blackfriars site it wRDC and ESCC Highways
make more sense to add 20 ho
We do not believe this is feasible as RDC are curre
proposing to develop the Blackfriars site up to a
maximum of 220 dwellings, wtt is the figure
included in the Neighbourhood Plan
H-9QFO01 (noheadings) The respondent states “ Wit h |Weunderstandyour concerns, however, this is not
and 100 + more cars in the village will Netherfield qualify for  within the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan and is tl
pavements on Netherfield Road andtBe2 0 9 6 ! ” responsibility of ESCC Highways buirtlsafety audits
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The respondent is concerned with excess surface water from (
Tower Walk and the adjoining field, which has conditional outlil
planning for 25 houses.

The respondent st at PasvelDoBSrohave
become in great need of repa This has been the case for mont
- not just from the recent stormsThe estate is looking very run
down”

to date have not raised pavement concerns.
Additionally the requirement for footway provision il
the village is listed in Community Aspirations.

Drainage issues will be addressed during the
development of site NEO1 under the planning
applications RR/2017/2308/P and RR/2019/291/P.

This is not a Neighbourhood Plan issue.
We suggest you raise this with your local Battle Toy
Councillors and/or your Rother District Councillors.

H-0JR09 (no headings)

Comment on Battlé&eighbourhood Plan Green Spaees

BAGS27"Caldbéti | | Arboretum, the 1
privately owned field, which | have chosen to plant in some are
with trees for my own pleasurdt has public footpaths through tt
field but has foot@ath access only over my driveway

from Caldbeddi | | ”

The respondent states “Pl eas
which has connotations for those who don't know the siféhe
field has been colloquially referred to as the footway field for m
decades, if not centuries.

| wrote during the previous consultation period saying | do not

want the field to be designated as an official green space as th
would imply restrictions over my personal property and | write

opposing this again”

Comment on Bttle Neighbourhood Plan Green Spa

It is noted that Footpath Battle 28a provides Public
Right of Way access from Whatlington Road to the
Footpaths across this field.

It is not possible to change the title at this stage du
multiple uses throughet all the NP documents. Usin
‘footway” would be conf
term used throughout.)

The Neighbourhood Plan steering group responde
this request, deleting

BA GS27 from the current list used in this consultaf
(see REG1l4doane nt “ L o c a |-anéysis
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V7.4, Section 1.5 andNNEXB,
page 33 where BA GS27 i
The Local Green Spaces v7.4 will be edited.
H-0JHO4 5.3 Environmen|5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
The respondent states *“I-divemsityThe Local Green Space analysis has worked hard 1
via green spaces and trees but | feel there is a strong requiremmaintain biodiversity within the Civil Parish. It shoul
to i mprove and increase i t” [penotedthatthe RotherLocal Planincludes
requirements for tree planting on development site
Any improvenents to the biodiversity policy EN3 wil
be subject to the ongoing monitoring and review
process post referendum.
The respondent states “ Pl e a sUnfortunatelypublic toilets are not within the NP
supplying toilets atthehbey end of t own” [emit butwil be added tothe Community
Aspirations.
H-0LGO02 4.2 Objectives ©4.2 Objectives 4.2 Objectives
5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development 5.2 Infrastructure 5.2 Infrastructure
5.2 5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
Infrastructure |7 Community Aspirations 7 Community Aspirations
5.3 Environmen
7Community The respondent states “affectofa nWhilstwe appreciate your concerSpP Surgery

Aspirations

proposed increase in housing on existing medical / social care
facilities in the town”

provision is outside the NP remit; however, residen
wishes are included in the Community Aspirations.
Both of the surgeries in Battle have informed us the
they currently have the capacity to take ontex
patients over the Neighbourhood Plan period.
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The respondent states “ No mefThisisnotwithinthe remitof the Neighbourhood P|
alongNetherfield Hillin view of proposed housing developmentput is a matter for ESCC Highways to deal with at t
Netherfield, Battle & elhani time of planning applications.
The respondent -gnprave awaysOdhing cTo clarify, this is Objective 1 of Community Aspirati
included about a footway along Netherfield Hill, especially in vi[Thisis not within the remit of the Neighbourhood PlI:
of the proposed new housing atlybankFarm and the two in the However, we do not consider there will be high fool
environs of Netherfield Vil |IpetweenLilybankFarm and Netherfield Hill because
there is only one dwelling which will have access vi
Wattles Wish to Netherfield Hill. All renmng
dwellings will have access onto the A2100.
Ther espondent states “5-The En vThankyou, we agree with your comment and the L|
Netherfield Hill allotments are not off Beech Close they are at tGreen Spaces document will be amended accordin
end of Netherfield Hill cot tgshowthe correctlocation (see LGS v7.5)
H-OEGO05 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development
BANS117 “Land to the NE of (
The respondent states “I1 wr iTherespondentquo B A N Bahdit@the'NE of
devel opment on the above sitCedar wood Gawewr aHtloern@ariments

1. Loss of wildlife

2. Impact on historic and scezailly important sites

3. Additional traffic using the recently tarmacced lane from Mot
Street down to Abbey View holiday cottages.

4. There is a footpath crossing the Lane from the car park to C
Orchards* Communal Space and allotments and there aiready
been near accidents with vehicles driving too fast through this |
of way for pedestrians

5. At present, there is no light, air or noise pollution and the wil
thrives in these conditions.

made by the respondent in relation to BANS117 rel
to Cherry Gardens site.

The Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission t&RDC for Regulation 15
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H-9QQ01 |no headings) [The respondent highlights the following issues and states: A public car park will be added to ti@mmunity
Aspirations.
“Worri ed ab o-Netherfieddmeegsa public cagparkWith regards to car parking spaces per house, plea
plus any new housing needs a space per bedroom + one for arefer to policy IN3 in the Neighbourhood Plan for th
(asr ur al vill age cars ar e es s urrentallocationNo figure is prescribed because
there is not sufficient evidend® do so. The ESCC
standards need to based.
“ Too ma nhaspatentinkteecause more flooding, drains [The clearing of drains is an ESCC Highways matte
need to be cleared mor e r e g unotaNeighbourhood Planissue.
“Ok wal king about the vil | agAlthoughwe noteyourconcern, personal mobility i
children or more mature peoplREEDRoO use their cars Not not within the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan.
practicable to wal k"
“"Worried about sewage oV e rQah|Septictanks are the responsibility of the individual
all the residents in Net her flandholders. With regards to Netherfield being put
onto main drains, this is not within the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
“"There are no decent ar eas t|Pavementsand speed limits are outside of the rem
village are dangerous because of the amount of traffic that pasNeighbourhood Plan.
through the village.Which very ofterexceedghe 30 The requirement for pavements provision in the vill;
mile limit. We need pavements *“ is listed in Community Aspirations.
H-ANK09

1.2
Neighbourhood
area

1.3 The plannin
policy context

1.2 Neighbourhood area

1.3 The planning policy context
5.1 Housing &evelopment

5.3 Environment

5.4 Economy & Tourism

5.1 Housing &

1.2 Neighbourhood area

1.3 The planning policy context
5.1 Housing &evelopment

5.3 Environment

5.4 Economy & Tourism
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Development The respondent states “Battl
5.3 Environmenposition. It is gradually being spoilt by careless alterations or We thank you for your comments and can respond
5.4Economy&devel opment” follows:=
Tourism The respondent goes on to comment about: - The Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will not be
- Cherry Gardens included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
- Bladfriars Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
- Building properties carelessly and indiscriminately. - With regarddo the Blackfriars site (BA11) Rother
- Housing above shops District Council have already granted outline planni
- Development of empty buildings permission(RR/2019/604/P).
- Old properties and gardens could be open to the public - All planning applications should comply with the
Battle Design Guidelines and High Weald Housing
Design Guide which addresses saoofi¢he other
points made.
- In relation to housing above shops and developmg
of empty buildings this concept is recognised in rec
planning applications submitted to Rother District
Councilfor such accommodation.
- The opening of old properties andrgans is not
within the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan.
H-ANK10 |(noheadings) The respondent states “ Sp e e dTrafficcalming measures are the responsibility of E

Rd top and bottom| think this would deter speeders onto the m,

road B2096"”
“1 n addi t ioppnthe schoolecarrentlypgeasskas an "in
and out" and parking would h

Highways but the concept of 2@yh zones will be
added to the Community Aspirations for Netherfield
Traffic calming measures (including 20mph zones)
Netherfield to be included in the Community
Aspirations.

The grass area mentioned is proposed as a local g
space (NEGSO05), sutti¢o approval by an
independent planningxaminer
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However, parking in Netherfield is included in the
Community Aspirations.

H-9QEO3  |(no headings) [The respondent states: 1. Double Yellow lining is not within the remit of the

“1 Doubl e -Xwverke doaliws desidents pagk our cars?

2 Not safe for children to access play park to much traffic, Tral
calming would need to be put in place for the safety of the chilc

3. Public Transport, there is not enoughrtsport for the resedent
out of the village.

4. The school is to small to take any more children

5. You have not consided us

Neighbourhood Plan and is a matter 66CC
Highways.

The traffic regulation orders and yellow lines are
conditional requirements of planning applications.
2. Whilst we appreciate your concern for the safety
children, traffic calming measures are the
responsibility of ESCC Highways butd¢becept of
20mph zones will be added to the Community
Aspirations for Netherfield.

3. Public transport is not within the Neighbourhood
Plan remit but is considered und€ommunity
Aspirations in Regulation 14 document

4. Schools are outside of the NRwi. However, the
ESCC Director of ChiQurdr
latest forecasts indicate there should be sufficient €
years, primary and secondary school places in bott
Battle and Netherfield over the Neighbourhood Plal
Period to meet the predted demand for placés

5. We do not agree with
We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media
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H-OEGO06 5.1 Housing & [5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development
Development 5.2 Infrastructure 5.2 Infrastructure
5.2 5.3 Environment 5.3 Environment
Infrastructure 5.4 Economy & Tourism 5.4 Economy & Tourism
5.3 Environmen
5.4 Economy & Re Plan Ref NS117 the respondent states:
Tourism “Whil st | do und d¢hegrdéatneed foreextrd [The Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not be
housing in and around the Battle are®8UT-this site has many |included in tle Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
negative aspects”’ Submission to RDC for Regulation 15
The respondent has concerns abaout:
- Mount Street junction
- Little Park Farm holiday cottage traffic
- Pedestrians in roadway
- Access for condgtiction traffic opposite Baptist Chapel
- Requiregeassurance that their home and peace of mind woul
be safeguarded
- Loss of valuable arable and pasture land.
The steering group are working to find potential ney
I'n addition the respondent Syetail and employment opportunities in the town
improve the prosperity bthe town by shopping locally, or are thicentre, which we hope would encourage local
j ust going to shoot off i n tshopping.
H-OEGO7 (noheadings) [T he r es p o nMyeonternssina with the pfoposed We are assuming that the respondent is making

housing off oPark Gate Farm but with the access route for the
heavy construction traffic. The possible Mount Street turn ontc
farm track is a difficult one. This was proved when holiday cotl
were built at the farm-with close calls to my neighbours corner
cottage, a serious accident, and considerable traffic hold ups n
helped by cars parked in the road by the Chtrch

comments against Cherry Gardesie (BANS117The
Cherry Gardens sit®8ANS117) will not badluded in

the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15.
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H-0TQ04

(no headings)

T he r es ponTbillyagaisstaaytbeilding at Glengorse
anywhere in the park. 't nee

The respondent prefers smaller developmé s and st
love the small areas you are promoting, like Marley Lane, Loosg
Farm, Caldbec House... (maybe restrict it to 4/5 houses?). Sm

devel opments I|ike this won’'t
residents or the infrastruct
The responDem’tt sd iavaes theirfopinioms yB

are our local reps upholding our views. The easy option is to d(
what they say, but pleasgo notbecause that is what
nei ghbour hood planning is a

The steering group met Rother Investment owners
Telham Court and they have clarified that they wisl
remain private for business purposd$ie house and
most of the grounds have been included in the Loc;
Heritage Listingind will not be included irhie
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr
Marley LaneSite BANS103 will not be included in th
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15

The Loose Fari@ite BANS118 will not be included i
the Neighbourhood PlaRroposal Submission to RD|
for Regulation 15

Following discussions between the land owner of tt
Caldbec House site (BA36a) and the steering grou
figure of 9 dwellings was shown in the Regulation 1
pre-submission document; this will be amended to
show up to 9dwellings following discussions with RI

The steering group are confident they have had
sufficient local engagement with the community vial
public consultations, drojn sessions, Parish
Assemblies, Parish newsletters, newspapers, and ¢
media.

The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria, which supported specific
housing numbers to be delivered within the Rother
District. The number of dwellings for BattlesiCParish
have to be attained and are not negotiable.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria
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from public consultations, which were then applied
equally to all sites.

0O-0JX%01 5.1 Housing ands.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development

'The respondent has concerns about BA31a Telham Court or
Glengorse, such as the jract of the development on the history
and beauty of the estate, and the wildlife.

The respondent states “ Gl eng
the grounds) needs protection by you NOT development. You !

why are you still not listening to us when we have said this time
and time again?”

5.2 Infrastructure

The respondent states “At th
to drive from my house to the doctors surgery Now. | am uaabl
walk that distance yet you state it is in walking distance to the t
centre. What town centre? The Hastings Road is busy, the junt
out of the estate is difficult and dangerous (2 accidents when 'y
conducted your survey), 4 accidents last yed a fatal one at the
garage. And you are asking for more houses here near to anot
busy junction when Blackfriars is built. WE CANNOT COPE W
ANY MORE TRAFFIC THIS SIDE OF TOWN. Also the roads &
Glengorse are just not wide enough for the easy passivghicles

our views are important and this plan iswd#oped by the public, S

The steering group met Rother Investment owners
Telham Court and they have clarified that they wisl
remain private for businegsurposes. The house anc
most of the grounds have been included in the Loc;
Heritage Listingnd will not be included in the

Nei ghbourhood Plan’s pr
We agree that public opinions are important, and a;
result the house and most of the grounds have bee
included in the Local Heritage Listiaigd will not be
ncluded in the Neighbga
development sites.

5.2 Infrastructure

ESCC Higlays have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.

Road safety is ouige of the remit of Neighbourhood
Plan, but our understanding is that the ESCC Highy
safety audit does not indicate a high risk.
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5.3 Environmen

5.4 Economy ar
Tourism

6.
Implementation,
Monitoring and
Review

past each other?”

5.3 Environment
The respondent
environment as

“Your
stated

states
| have

5.4 Economy and Tourism

The r es p o nYoerproposed develepment proposal in
the town centre(where the centre is though is anyone's guess)
BAD. You should be protecting the centre, where all the histori
importance that makes Battle a major tourist town and its succ
ultimately hangs on this not being ruined. You will ruin the
economy

6. Implementation, Monitoring and Review

'You have not been monitoring or reviewing Glengorse estate.
Otherwise you would have listened to what had been said by tt
residents before. Why are you still going ahead with developin
estate then? You only ka 1820 houses to build to hit your targe
S0 it just easier to dump them all on Glengorse?

The width of existing roads is not within the remit of
the Neighbourhood Plan, however, vehicle access
be dealt with inany future planning application by
RDC.

However, once Civil Parking Enforcement is in plag
the traffic flows in Glengorse should be improved.

5.3 Environment
See response t0 5.1

5.4 Economy and Tourism

We surmise that the respondent is referring to
BANS117 (Cherry Gardens).

The Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will not be
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

6. Implementation, Monitoring and Review

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, dreip
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwelling
Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BA23). The
steering group used locatyerivedcriteria, which
were then applied equally to all the sites and as a
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result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wh
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings, therefore
do not agree with the r
Comments on (Comments on other documents
other documentiThe r espondent states “You a :
residents wishes to NOT DEVELOP GLENGORSE ESTATE. \:NE deo noéaeg;eiv}”tg ? ie o :\ © i Z © Ir\ll g ie g L
harming the wildlife, harming the environment, making more against” resident’'s wis
congest_ion, ruining a bea_utiful house and estate. | am p_resumibalance between site locations and sizes within the
you all _Ilve on the other_ side of town_and cann(_)t appreciate theWhole civil parish,
dl_fflcultles you are placing us unqler |_f you cc_)rytlnue to go ahea(In addition it should be noted that members of the
wth the development. For the third time of filling forms, al.ctualljsteering group are volunteers and reside throughot
| i sten to what we are sayi ngthecivilparish.
As we have previously stated,
we believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapes, and social media.
O-0TX01 7. Community [7. Community Aspirations 7. Community Aspirations
Aspirations . .
The respondent states “ We n eWhilstweunderstand and appreciate your concern

the road. You are trying to promote walking and cycling but bot
are dangerous due to lack of pavements and bicycle paths. Yol

’the provision of offsite pavements is not within the
remit of the Neighbourhood Plan but is a matter for

ConsultationStatement

proposed new one does not hi nESCCHighwaydowever, these issues are included
the Community Aspirations.
C her d Comments on other documents
Tc;]mments on other o(;:uments “Tel h The house and most of the grounds have been
€ | rhe Sldpbo hde ndt s tI g te 'SI' h € | Aincluded in the Local Heritage Listiagd will not be
estate.tsbou _Td?;otectehnqt uilt dn. ey alsi yciuded in the Nei ghbo
concerns about wildlife on the site. development gies.
Concerns about placing an extra burden on the exit from Gleng
118 0f183
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Comments on
other documentt

onto Hastings Road and its proximity to the Blackfriars exit.

states “ Pl
he houses f

eas
or

The respondent
g ving us all t

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.

The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwelling:
Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BA23). The
steering group used localyerived criteria, which
were then applied equally to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a)clvh
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings, therefore
do not agree with the r

0-0TXx02

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents

The respondent has concerns about historic planning, motor
access, altering aarea of natural outstanding beauty and the be
material standing of an important historical house and grounds

Al so states *“ .altering sti
"educational purposes" .’
The respondent ¢ o-widitbyrthe Rasher distric

council committee demonstrated that, unlike other more adaptz:
Battle locations, this is not an area that can be developed with
natur al or economic ease”

The respondent has concerns about commuters parking in the

Comments on other documents

Hi storic planning recor
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 20
confirms the site was considered developalilae
AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwellings at
Glengrse on a larger site (BA31 and BA23). The
steering group used localyerived criteria, which
were then applied equally to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wt
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings.

A planningapplication was made for change of use
from Educational to Business use as part of
RR/91/0618/P (approved orf'Feb 1992)

This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood P|
however, vehicle access will be dealt with in any fu

existing Glengae estate, the placement of yellow lines, the

ConsultationStatement
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proximity to Blackfriars site and the impact on access for planning applicatn by RDC.

emergency vehicles. With regards to commuters parking this should ceal

The respondent states *“ Tel hatobeanissueonce Civil Parking Enforcementis in

should be protected by our own town council and should not béforce.

being considered for any kind of development which will ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from

under mine its beauty and i mpBlackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)
The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiaigd will not be
i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites.

The respondent has concerns about potential flooding
Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject tplanning
conditions for Suburban Urban Drainage Systems
(‘" SUDS') as advised by

The respondent states “1 wi |[ftheNeighbourhood Plan fails at referendum there

formwhenitcomes to referendum” will be no protection for Local Green Spaces, Greel|
Gaps, and there will be no local influence on ites
chosen by developers for housing.

0O-0TX03 Comments on (Comments on other documents Canments on other documents
otherdocumentiThe r espondent states “ 1 t otWedisagree withthe respondentas we believe we

any development here. We have already given our feedback al
your consultatonb ut you stil | do not

The respondent has concerns over road safety issues, additior

have had sufficient engagement with the communit
via public consultations, drejm sessions, Parish
Assemblies, Parish newsletters, newspapers, and ¢
media.

pavements, traffic calming, better street lighting at the Glengor

ConsultationStatement
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exit, the station and all along the Hastings Road.

The respondent has concerns over these proximity of the
Blackfriars estate making the main roads even busier.

“The T
groun

states
al so its

The respondent
protected and

The respondent has concerns over the width of the feeder roac

Gl engorse, and states “Emerg
pass in an emergency”
The respondent states “We ha

consultations but still you do not heasuThis proposed
development should not be top of your list due to the history of
Telham Court, the bad entrance on to the main road and the
potential flooding that these new houses will make to the overfl
at Tumbl edown. NO DEVELOPMEN

Whilst we undersind your concerns, all of these
issues are outside the remit of the Neighbourhood |
and are the responsibility of ESCC Highways.
However, the majority of these concerns have beer
included in the Community Aspirations.

ESCC Highways have accepted ado#fssm
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual revie\
by ESCC Highways

'The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagd will not be

i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites.

This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood P|
however, vehicle access will be dealt with in any fu
planning application biRDC.

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to planning
conditions for Suburban Urban Drainage Systems
(‘" SUDS') as advised by
For all other comments please see previous comm
above.

Whilst we appreciate the concern of the responden
who does not wish to see development at Glengors

ConsultationStatement
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the overall plan has to strike a balance between sit
locations and sizes within the whole civil parish.
O-ANKO8  |(by email) The r es ganmdnsmare Susimarised as follows: As summarised, these matters were referred to the
Town Clerk who responded as followisconfirm that
your comments have been noted and assure you tf
Al l egatcioomspof o'h by s @uoehe of @am confidentthat noimpropriety has occurred durir
steering group) the extensive work undertaken by thie&ing Group
IAssertions that they had undeclared vested interests and
influenced the strategic direction of the plan
Allegations based on a meetingexided by the complainant and
what they had been told by an umamed third party.
Allegations that named person on the steering group had
previously sent treewomeasoolansi e ma
Complainant intends to inform friends of their assertidvat there
was a corrupt process. Previous and current Chairman had made respons;
Complainant alleges that previous complaint had not had a all previous emalls.
response. . .
The steering group have summarised the text from
The r es ponldveuldiike ® knaw teasthis'email will bengmaJ'gn 1h4 r_esdpond%nts to aid rleporr':l_ng clsrlty g
included in feedback on the plamtherwise it shows more a V'Sﬁ ytl e independent consultaathis is the
CORRUPTIONIease sayqu will’ case nere aiso.
O-0Tx04 1.1- 1.1—Introduction 1.1—Introduction
Introduction 1.2- Neighbourhood Area 1.2- Neighbourhood Area
192- 1.3- The Planning Policy Context 1.3- The Planning Policy Context

ConsultationStatement
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Neighbourhood 2.1 The Plan Process 2.1 The Plan Process
Area
5.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development
1.3-The 5.2 Infrastucture

Planning Policy
Context

2.1 The Plan
Process

2.2 Community
Engagement

2.3 Evidence
Base

the above sections
opment at Gl engorse

To al l of
any devel

2.2 Community Engagement
The respondent states “I1 am
as you would already know the strong feeling in the immediate

area against any devel opment
2.3 Evidence Base
The respondent states “riditgavhat

the residents want? This is supposed to be a local plan put tog
with the local residents opinions taken into consideration. Whic
not being done. What is your

5.2 Infrastructure

Whilst we appreciate the concern of the responden
who does not wish to see development at Glengors
the overall plan has to strike a balance between sit
locations and sizes within the whole civil parish.

2.2 Community Engagement

We believe we have hibsufficient engagement with
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

2.3 Evidence Base

The sites shortlisted by the steering group for poter
development, followiig the AECOM review, have all
been below 25 dwellings in number as preferred by
residents in the 2016 AiRS survey, whereas some |
given planning permission by RDC exceed this nun
The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwelling
Glengorse on a tger site (BA31 and BA23). The
steering group used localyerived criteria, which
were then applied equally to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wt
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings.

4.1 Vision

ConsultationStatement
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The respondent states “Your
4.1 Vision consideration what | ocal r e si4.1 Vision

5.3 Environmen

5.4 Economy ar
Tourism

5.3 Environment
'The respondent has concerns over the impact of development
wildlife.

5.4 Economy and Tourism

The respondent states I am
Caldec House and the site near the car park. You will ruin the
historic fabric of the town and ruin the reason shy people comg
visit a medieval guai nt, ru

6. Implementation, Monitoring and Review
Theresponden st ates “ Are

you actu

The visio was derived after consideration of public
opinion expressed in the 2016 AIRS survey and
therefore it does take into consideration the views (¢
the residents (e.g. approx 35% of the 2800 survey
forms distributed)

5.3 Environment

Only the northern playg field has been put forward
for development of up to 20 dwellings.

The house, the southern playing field and the
remainder of the grounds have been included in the
Local Heritage Listirand will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pé¢lopmentsitep r

5.4 Economy and Tourism

The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equig to all sites.

Once the Neighbourhood Plan has been adopted, 4
planning applications should comply with the Battle
Design Guidelines and High Weald Housing Desigt
Guide which will respect the local vernacular

In additionThe Cherry Gardens sitBAN317) will not
be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal

ConsultationStatement
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Implementation,
Monitoring and
Review

7. Community
Aspirations

Comments on
other documentt

have stated before? If not you would know that there is a stroni
feeling of protecting and keeping Glengorse house and estate |
the future generations?”.

In addition the respondent has concerns overgutial further
development on this site.

7. Community Aspirations

The respondent states “Paven
at the bridge at Tescos, better street lighting here and all along
Hastings Road, sl ower traffi
Comments on otar documents

The respondent states “Liste

development at Glengorse. The exit is dangerous and with the
Blackfriars development going through the extra exit onto Hast
Road just a few metres away will make our exit at® main road
even more dangerous. Do not destroy a historic house and its
grounds and estate”

Submission to RDC for Regulation 15.

6. Implementation, Monitoring and Review

See 5.3 response above concerning loss of beautif
and historic estate.

The steering group met Rother Investmentroevs of
Telham Court and they have clarified that they wisl
keep the estate largely undeveloped, retaining mos
the green spaces and keeping the old house privaty
business purposes.

7. Community Aspirations

Whilst we understand your concerndl| af these
issues are outside the remit of the Neighbourhood |
and are the responsibility of ESCC Highways.
However, the majority of these concerns have beer
included in the Community Aspirations

Comments on other documents
Wi th regar ds etnot
see various responses above.
ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be dhject to the usual review
by ESCC Highways.

Regarding théuistoric house and its grounds and
estate please see comments above.

“‘aN o Cd eev

ConsultationStatement

125| 01183



ID

W NBI Q
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

0O-0YX01

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents

The respondent has the following concemns:
- Publicconsultation

- Protection of historic house and grounds

- Wildlife

- Road exits and the proximity to Blackfriars
- Traffic numbers

- Road width in Glengorse

The respondent states “Keep
Follow the site at Loose fa that only has 3 houses suggested f
it or the onle in Marley Lane with only 2. 2 to 3 house will not
much of impact; 18 to 20 houses (and who knows how many a
t hat |, if this allowed to go

Comments on other documents

- We believe w have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

- The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagdwill not be

i ncluded in the Neighbo
development sites.

- As anly the northern playing field has been put
forward for development of up to 20 dwellings, the
potential impact on wildlife will be minimal.

- ESCC Highways have acceptankas to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

- With regard to traffic numbers, once a planning
application for Glengorse (BA31a) has been submi]
it will be subject to the usual review by ESCC Highy
includng evaluation of road width.

Whilst we appreciate the concern of the responden
who does not wish to see development at Glengors
(BA31a), the overall plan has to strike a balance
between site locations and sizes within the whole ¢
parish.

Finally i should be noted that sites at Loose Farm
(BANS118) and Marley LaBi#e BANS103 will not beg
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

ConsultationStatement
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O-0TAO3

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents.
'The respondent states the following:

-“1 am in agreement with you
NS103 are good becuase they will not have much of an impaci
the areas where they are sit

house | ttieestafe
be includ

-“ The
and

Gl
grounds

engor se
shoul d
-“However | do oppose the si
heed of

probl ems

take
t he

w

need to
and know

-“ You
her e

-“ 1 f you b ayolrdentregyourare going to affect the
fabric of buildings and history that bering visitors into Battle ant
hel p keep the economy going.

-“You need to have a section
a succesful town. | see no plans to incretmeemployment with is
essential for a rural countr
-“1 do | i ke your Community A
to write more in for slowing the traffic down and better street

I ncl

Comments on other documents

We thank you for your comments but can confirm ti
the sites at Loose Farm (BANS118) and Marley Lat
SiteBAN303will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15.

The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagd will not be
uded in the Neighbag
development sites.

Whilst we appreciate the concern of the responden
who does not wish to see development at Glengors
(BA31a), the overall plan has to strike a balance
between site locations and sizes wiitthe whole civil
parish.

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

It is assumed that the respondent is referring et
Cherry Gardens site (BANS1IHe Cherry Gardens
site (BANS117) will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulation 15.

|l i ghting”

Following advice from Rother District Council and

ConsultationStatement
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'The respondent also has the following concerns:
- Entrance to Glengorse being dangerous, and proximity to

Blackfriars.
Extra vehicles adding to traffic congestion

- Suggests that cycling or walking is not practicable.

feedback from individuals, employment wilbw form
part of the Neighbourhood Plan.

Thank you for your support on Community Aspirati
which will be edited to include comments from the
consultations but the two issues you mention are
outside the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan and al
the resporsibility of ESCC Highways.

ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengorse (BA31a)
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.

We disagree with these comments as we are trying
encourage a healthy and ecologically sound lifestyl
within the Parish. The AiRS document (page 27)
reports that cycling was supported by 44%, and
walking by 82% of respondents.

O-0TX05 Comments on

other documentt

Comments on other documents

The respondent states the following:

-“ Appalling suggestion t
devel opment site”

o ke

-“The grand house and entire

Comments on other documents

Whilst we appreiate the concern of the respondent,
who does not wish to see development at Glengors
(BA31a), the overall plan has to strike a balance
between site locations and sizes within the whole ¢
parish.

The house, the southern playing field and the

ConsultationStatement
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historica | and architectur al i mpo

The respondent also has concerns about:
- The number of dwellings and potential future development.

- Road access and width

- Previous consultations not being heeded

remainderof the grounds have been included in the
Local Heritage Listirand will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr

Only the northern playing field has been put forwari
for development of up to 20 dwellings.

For road acces®nce a planning application for
Glengorse (BA31a) has been submitted, it will be
subject to the usual review by ESCC Highways,
including evaluation of road width.

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultationdrop-in
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social medislany amendments
have been made as a result of previous consultatio
for further information see PowerPoint presentation
on NP website (“Oritgtbonn g
2019” and “Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.

O-0TXx06

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents
1. The respondent suggests that the site (BA31 Glengorse) shu

have been “double scored” as
(118).
Al so concerns about proxi mit

not being a brown field site.

Comments on other documents

1. The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to all sites.

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol
on NP website (“Originidg

ConsultationStatement
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2. The respondent requésthat Telham Court, the stables and
gardens are included and protected on Battles Heritage Listing

3. The respondent comments that Glengorhsrise and the
grounds should be protected for rare wildlife.

4. The respondent is concerned about the exitotiie Hastings
Road from Glengorse and this will be made worse
onceBlackfriargs developed. It will make access out of both sit¢
difficult and dangerous and will lead to more traffic congestion.

5. The respondent considers it unfair to expect Glengarsk
Telham residents to bear the brunt and the volume of building
is planned for this side of the town.
Addi tionally states
that exceed 4 or 5

we
houses

cann

6. The respondent has concerns over road safety issues

7. The respondent is concerned that the road&langorseare too
narrow for ease of vehicle movement.

Also mentions parking by rail travellers in Glengorse and the
difficulties this causes.

2019"” andSélFe mtail oI 5i Rree s
information on how decisions were made.

2. The house and most of the grounds have been
included in the Local Heritage Listiagd the land
(with the exception of BA31a) will not be included if
the updated Nei mpobedur hag
development sites.

3. See comment 2 above.

4. ESCC Highways have accepted access to/from
Blackfriars site onto A2100 to be
manageable(Planning ref RR/2019/604/P)

Once a planning application for Glengo(Bé&31a) ha
been submitted, it will be subject to the usual reviey
by ESCC Highways.

5. The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwelli
at Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BAR®).
steering group used localyerived criteria, which
were then apfied equally to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wk
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings

6. Whilst we acknowledge your concernsad safety
issues are outside of the remit of the Neighbourhoc
Plan.

Howeve, our understanding is that the ESCC Highy

safety audit does not indicate a high risk in this are;
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8. The r es ponde nGlengorsdn beedsrelopad B
this stage, then the original housing figure of 70 residencies wi
allowed to go through at a later date, possibly if and when the

government pushes through mo

9. The respondent statesocal Th
people to determine whether proposed sites are suitable with t
| ocal knowl edge, so please d

7. This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood
Plan, however, vehicles access will be dealt with in
future planning application by RDC.

With regards to commuters parking this should ceal
to be an issue once Civil Parking Enforcement is in
force.

8. The AECOM report originally proposed 70 dwellij
at Glengorse on a larger site (BA31 and BAU®.
steering group used localyerived criteriawhich
were then applied equally to all the sites and as a
result this was reduced to a single site (BA31a), wh
will be designated for up to 20 dwellings.

Also please note thatie house and most of the
grounds have been included in the Local Heritage
Listingand will not be included in the Neighbourhoo
Pl an’s proposed devel op

9. We believe we have had sufficient engagement \
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media

The selection criteria for all sites were applied by
AECOM, taking into account the RDC 2013 SHLAA
(NPPF) national criteria.

The steering group then used locatlgrived criteria,
which were then applied equally to alites.

For further information see PowerPoint presentatiol

on NP website (“Origingdg
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2019” and ®“Final Site §
information on how decisions were made.
O-0TG10 5.1 Housing and5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & DevelopmerWe understand your

Development

The respondent has concerns on the narrow access roads on
BANS118 (Loose Farm) and the absence of footpaths.

1. The respondent suggests weexamine thdatesthousing
figures passed by RDC and amend our target

2. Feels we should increase the housing targe@langorsdo
allow 35 rather than having a small development opposite.

3. The respondent suggests Blackfriars figure should begoui®
absorb more rather than small sites

4. OnLoose Farm site (BANS118), the respondeeisfthat the lac
of pedestrian footpath is dangerous for 3 or 4 houses; the road
needs to be adopted before any new houses are built

Thinks if we allow BA3laaad NS118 it wil!/l
two sites together

The respondent has concerns
rear of 26 Hastings Road”)
The respondent states “In ta

IAssessment, for objective 11 (reduemissions of greenhouse

concerns, however, please note ththe Loose Farm
SiteBANS118vill not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC
Regulatiorl5.

1. Calculations were based on information available
01/04/2019

2. After review, a figure of up to 20 dwellings is
proposed. The Neighbourhood Plan is attempting t
restrict the size of developments in line with the
communities wishes as expressim theAiRSurvey.
3. This is outside the remit of the NPhe number is
set by the RDC Core Strategy.

4. The Loose Far®iteBANS118vill not be included
in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to
RDC for Regulation 15.

Concerning BA23, pl eas ¢
sel ection (revised 2020
website.

This site was not supported by the land owner and
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'Your comments
on the Statutory
Environmental
Assessment

gases), all sites are rated
those sites that are close to the town centre / the rail station ar
more likely to encourage trips to be made which do not create
greenhouse gases / pollutiqegwalk / cycle), compared to those
sites that are far from facilities from which people will
overwhelmingly be using the car for all journeys. As such some

should be scored green i f
that are far away”

Theresondent states “In table
AsSsessment the text for sit

the site is a relatively small figure, therefore should not signific:
increase the concentration of vehicle traffic. Listedidinig
adjacent to the site. It is
‘ g r e e n 'As notadtaboweghis seems to be based on flawe
logic, that it is fine to build on locations that are poorly served [
public transport / far from public faciliés on foot, as long as the
number of housesre small in number. Surely it is better to build
on sites that are closer to the town centre at slightly higher rate
(see commentolengorseand Bl ackfri ar s

The respondentG'sugagaersitrsg “dfhe
should be performed again to see which sites should be shortli
for the Neighbourhood Pl an”

'Your comments on the Strategic Environmental Assessment.

All the comments relating to this section are a copy of the 5.1
Housing & Development and therefore see above for summary

was withdrawn from the list of sites that were
available.

The SEA addresses this.

The Loose Fari@iteBANS118vill not be included in
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
for Regulation 15

The shortlist was created by AECOM and the RAG
scoring applied by the Steering Group and therefor
there is no reasond review it further.

'Your comments on the Strategic Environmental
Assessment.
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All the comments relating to this section are a copy
the 5.1 Housing & Development and therefore see
above for the steering group responses
O-9PY01 2.2 Community 2.2 Community Engagement 2.2 Community Engagement
Engagement The respondent states “ 1 havWearepleased thatyou were able to attend a num
events-lwasp| eased t o see docume npfourevents, and were able to access documents

5.1 Housing anc
Development

5.2
Infrastructure

5.3 Environmen

7. Community
Aspirations

5.1 Housing and Development
The respondent states

“"Clearly explains the number
5.2 Infrastructure

The respondent states “Clear
5.3 Enviroment

The respondent states “Clear
as green spaces.’

7. Community Aspirations

The respondent states “As a

majority of the aspirations. | would however like to point out the
(1) I urderstand that there are proposals in place to improve the
reliability of the powere supply in Darvell Down which seems tc
have more outages than the rest of Neherfield. (2) Power outay
in Netherfield do NOT affect the water supplhis occurs when
the power is cut to the pumping station which is in Battle (3) Fit
cabinets have been installed which means that high speed

online.

5.1 Housing and Development
We are pleased that our explanation of the number|
dwellings waslear.

5.2 Infrastructure
We are pleased that the scope of the Neighbourho
Plan is clearly defined.

5.3 Environment

This is an important part of the overall document ar
we appreciate your comments on the designated
green spaces.

7. Community Aspations-

We appreciate your support for the Community
Aspirations, which is being edited to add further def
highlighted during the Regulation 14 consultation.
1) Power supply is outside of the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan but is included withireth
Community Aspirations.

2) Thank you for informing us on the power outage|
Netherfield, and to the fact theglo notaffect the
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Comments on
other document;

broadband is available. The comments made may refer to thos
who are still on the ol d met

Comments on other docunmgs-

The respondent states Gr een
inclusion of the Netherfield Recreation Ground NE GS04 as a
designated green space although my understanding is that tha
owned by local trustees rather than RDC as stated in one of th
documents.

Preferred Sites List. | welcome the inclusion of sites NEO6/NE"
and NEO5/NEO5r which together with the other site for which
planning has been granted meets the target of homes for
Netherfield. | believe that site NEO5/NEOQ5r should be givésripy
for devel opment . ”

water supply.

3) Thank you for advising us on the availability of h
speed broadband in Netherfield and further
enhancemenbf the service is included in the
Community Aspirations.

Comments on other documents

We are very pleased that you welcome the inclusio
the Netherfield Recreation Ground as a designated
Green Space.

We are really pleased that you support the inotunsof
NEO6/NENS102 and NEO5a/NEOQ5r, which togethel
NEO1 (RR/2019/921/P) meets the target of new
dwellings in Netherfield.

0-1JG01 5.1 Housing anc

Development

5.3 Environmen

5.1 Housing an®evelopment

The respondent states “New b
places in the form of Swift and Bat Bricks, for attractive and
compatible bird species (Swifts, Martins, Swallows, Titmice, Hc

Sparrows, Starlings and Wren
5.3 Environment
The respondent states “Thi s

built on and built up areas as well as the surrounding landscap
achieve biodiversity in depth and to take advantage of the man
opportunities than can be createdtbugh imaginative, intelligent
and wel | informed planning f

7. Community Aspirations

5.1 Housing and Development

Planning applications are frequently subject to
ecological assessments.

The Neighbourhood Plan has adopted the High We
Housirg Design Guide and policy DG10 on page 3¢
covers these aspects.

5.3 Environment

We acknowledge your comments and concerns.
However, the policy refers to conservation within th
development sites and in the countryside beyond a
includes mitigation meages to compensate for
unavoidable ecological damage, and is used as an
opportunity to enhance biodiversity.
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7.Community The respondent state “To pro
Aspirations species such as Swifts and House Sparrows, within a framewd7. Community Aspirations
creating a rich local biodivsity within the built area, and around Concern for local biodiversity within the built area i
and by extending the concept, creating a patchwork of rich selfalready included in Community Aspirations.
supporting biodiversity "hot spots" across the landscape. By |[Furthermore the HighWeald Housing Design Guide
creating these modern "oases" wildlife can move as need be, gpolicy DG10 which is adopted in the Neighbourhoo
find support in a ever ilening area. Any new developmentneelP| an, covers support fo
to be viewed and established
O-8EBO1 2.2 Community 2.2Community Engagement 2.2 Community Engagement
Engagement The respondent states “ Obj e clPlanning applications are frequently subject to

5.1 Housing anc
Development

5.3 Environmen

& Encourage Wildlife & the AONB'

There should be specific considerations for swifts & house mar
as priority species. Swifts decline by 50% every 20 years &%by
every 5 years. Our local swift population require protection &
provision of new nesting sites by the inclusion of swift bricks &
boxes”

5.1 Housing and Development

The respondent believes that policy HD4 should include mandi
inclusion of Swift Bris and Boxes. The respondent also states
“Provision for the house mar
both birds are priority spec

5.3 Environment

The respondent states “Conse
Ecosystems & Biodiversity'
This should@nsider the biodiversity of the town itself as well as

green spaces & the struggling swift & house martin colonies th

have nested annually around buildings in Battle for centuries.

ecologcal assessments.

The Neighbourhood Plan has adopted the High We
Housing Design Guide and policy DG10 on page 3!
covers these aspects.

5.1 Housing and Development

The steering group has asked the consultant to am
the policy to encourage SwiftiBks to be included
where appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
height.

5.3 Environment

This is outside the remit of the Neighbourhood Plar
it can only influence future development and not
retrospectively on the already built environment.
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Existing nest sites should be preserved & protected all year rot
new developments or renovations should take these species in
consideration both as priority species. Swift bricks/boxes shoul
i nstalled wherever possible”
5.4 Economy ar5.4 Economy and Tourism )
Tourism The responden t S ¢ a_t €s The | 5.4 Economy and Tourism
protected & mhanged t_)y provision of swift bI’IC!(S & boxes as_thWe have no evidence available to us to support the
aread_raw for to_unsts in the summer months, mdeeq the SW|ft5r espondent’s claims.
an iconic species associated
O-1AUO01 5.1 Housing an¢5.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development

Development

5.3 Environmen

7. Community
Aspirations

The respondent Qsditadf@esign; ifeyiatiorc
and protection of landscapes' (page 33 of the Draft Neighbour}
Plan)- this should specify the inclusion of swift bricks/ boxes du
the resident population of s

5.3 Environment

The r es ponRbcynEN3 'Cansetvatien of'the
environment, ecosystems and biodiversity' (think this was page
of the Draft Plan!) that this should consider the biodiversity of tl
town itself (such as the swifts) as well as the environment of th
green spaces’

7. Conmunity Aspirations

The respondent states “Objec
protect and encourage wildlife and the AONB' (on pageS50f
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan doc) There should be specific

The steering group has asked the consultant to am
the policy to encourage Swift Bricks to be included
where appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
height. We would also point out that swifts are not
resident birds but are migratory.

5.3 Environment

We acknowledge your comments and concerns ani
our consultant is considering any relevant
amendments.

7. Community Aspirations
The steering group anBattle Town Council have
shown their commitment to protect and encourage

considerations for swifts given, an endangered sgeaivhich is

wildlife and the AONB by adopting the High Weald
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why Hastings and Rot her | oc aHousingDesign Guide. Policy DG10 on page 39 cc
these aspects.
O-9BNO1 2.2 Community 2.2 Community Engagement 2.2 Community Engagement
Engagement Planning applications are frequently subject to
929 The respondent states “Objec gapp a y st

5.1 Housing anc
Development

5.3 Environmen

& Encourage Wildlife & the AONB'

There should be specific considerations for swifts & housdingar
as priority species. Swifts decline by 50% every 20 years & by
every 5 years. Our local swift population require protection &
provision of new nesting sites by the inclusion of swift bricks ar
boxes”

5.1 Housing and Development

The respondenttsat e s “ PQulality ofyDeskm) htegration
& Protection of Landscapes'

This should include the mandatory provision of swift bricks (the
'Manthorpe Swift Brick') & swift boxes to take into account the
struggling swift population of Battle who havisited to nest
annually in the town for centuries. The recent presentation by
Hastings & Rother Swift Conservation Group @ the Memorial |
accentuated the need for protection & provision of new nesting
opportunities within the town. Provision for the bee martin

popul ation should also apply
5.3 Environment

The respondent states “Conse
Biodiversity'

This should consider the biodiversity of hte town itself as well ¢
green spaces & the strgting swift & house martin colonies that
have nested annually around buildings in Battle for centuries.

Existing nest sites should be preserved & prticted all year roun

ecological assessments.

The Neighbourhood Plan has adopted the High We
Housing Design Guide and policy DG10 on page 3¢
covers these aspects.

5.1 Housing and Development

The steering group has asked the consultant to am
the policy to encourage Swift Bricks to be included
where appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
height.

5.3 Environment

This is outside the remit of the Neighbourhood Plar
it can only influence future development and not
retrospectively on the already built environment.
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5.4 Economy ar
Tourism

new developments or renovations should take these species ir|
consideration botras priority species. Swift bricks/boxes should
i nstalled wherever possible.

5.4 Economy and Tourism

The respondent states “The
protected and enhanced by provision of swift bricks and boxes
they are a draw for touris in the summer months, indeed the
swi fts are an iconic species

5.4 Economy and Tourism

The steering group has asked the consultaremend
the policy to encourage Swift Bricks to be included
where appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
height.

We have no evidence available to us to support the
respondent’s c¢cl aims con
draw.

0-0J902

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents

The respondents state “We ar
appreciate the considerable effort involved. It will be good for ti
town to have a coherent strategy. We would like to comment o
the Caldbec Hill deelopment BA36. We are pleased that this wil
on the brownfield site near Caldbec House. We are reassured
the procession field is not being considered. This is of considel
importance both historically and visually, being the view from tk
National Trust sign at the top of Marley Lane(and from the top ¢
Battle Abbey gatehouse) to where Harold's troops are said to t
camped on the hill."”

Comments on other documents
We thank you for your comments and appreciate y(
positivity to the efforts othe steering group.

O-ANKO2

Comments on
other documentt

Comments on other documents
The respondent states the following:

“-Why did you not get up and speak at the meeting and enligh
us my issues are not all about houses mine are as follows.

Comments on other documents

- The steering group was invited to attend and only
listen.

- What measures are in place for transport to further education,

- Public transport is not within the Neighbourhood F
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remit but is considered undeZommunity Aspirations
in Regulation 14 document

- When are we going to get a foot path to our recreation grounc
- Footways are not within the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan remit but amnsidered under
Community Aspirations in Regulation 14 document
- When are improvements going to be made to our power

supplylnternet loss of water - All of these issues are outsitiee remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan but are all included in Commuy
Aspirations.

There has already been an improvement in broadb
- When are we going to gétinding for our prehistoric play park |connectivity in Netherfield.

- If the Neighbourhood Plan is supported in the
referendum residents can make a proposaBattie
Town Council for use of the resultant increase in th
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) money from
currently 15% to 25%.

This may be subject to applications for match fundi
for improvements to the play park.

- We believe we have had sufficieemgagement with
- When are we the people of Netherfield going to be heard.  the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

-My | ast point it | am a vol |TheNeighbourhood Planhas been making
| do so I don’t feel you neesuggestions based on pe
If you felt what waseing said was wrong you should have spokengagements as deiled above.
out”’
140 0f183
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O-0EY01 Comments on (Comments on other documents Comments on other documents
otherdocumentT he r espondent states “ Pl e a sPublictransportis notwithinthe Neighbourhood Pl
included in our Battle NP ? remit but is considered under community aspiration
http://www.transportfornewhomes.org.uk/about/transporfor-  in Regulation 14 document.addever it should be
new-homescharter/” noted that the Community Aspirations section cove
improvement to public transport to Netherfield and
will be extended to Battle and Telham.
O-ANKO3  |Comnents on |[Comments on other documents Comments on other documents
other documentfT h e r e s p o nldave rot respgordedebsfore because | aThank you for your support of the Neighbourhood
generally a supporter of t hilPlan.
my own!
Not hugely happy at having to accept such a large quotaoasing
development as it seems likely we will end up changing the
character of the town even n
stuck with it.
In my view our town council does a good job though and this p
another example of that so it gets myted’
O-ANKO4  |Comments on |[Comments on other documents Comments on other documents

other documentt

The respondent has concerns about:

- Proper engagement and consultation not happening.

- Infrastructure, particularly lack of a GP Surgery in Netherfield

- We believe we have had sufficient engagement w
the community via public consultations, drap
sessionsParish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media.

- GP Surgery provision is outside the NP remit;
however, residents' wishes are included in the revig
Net herfield Community A
towards the provision of a patime doctors
surgery/health centre/pharmacy to help residents

avoid travelling to Bat
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Both of the surgeries in Battle have informed us thg
they currently have the capacity to take on extra
- Lack of public transport specifically for people visiting doctors|patients over the Neighbourhood Plan period.
surgeries in Battle
- Publc transport is not within the Neighbourhood
Plan remit but is considered und€ommunity
The r es ponWhen bas tha GaeereSpacé agenda golAspirations in Regulation 14 document
We need green spaces not onby the environment, but for
building better, happier communities who are not trying to live (The inclusion of Neighbourhood Plan policy EN2 is
top. of one another!” example of the SG |iste
expectations andeacting to help protect their
viewpoint.
The supporting document Local Green Spaces Ang
identified a significant number of Local Green Spac
Netherfield.
O-7NEO1 3. The Parish 3. The Parish background and 4.2 Objectives 3. The Parish background
background The respondentstaté¢s Par agraph 3. 5. 6 ( Yand 4.2 Objectives

minimal walking and cycling provision and would require ongoi
updating and expansion to make walking and cycling a realistic
option in Battle”

The respondent states:
“"We would argue
an appropriate policy :

t hsashould ble eovefed by

The Battle town area Walking & Cycling routes
proposal plan is kindly provided by ESCC Transpor
Policy Unit, in advance of publication now expectec
during 2020. (ESCC commissioned a Sustrame\sof
a number of locations throughout the county to
identify potential Active Travel routes for long term
funding; although Battle CP was not originally in the
list, we lobbied to be included.)

The western segment from Claverh&ommunity

Col l ege to Battle Abbey
proposal known as the Battle Schools Greenway (E
This segment is likely to be implemented in several
small segments when ESCC funding becomes ava

ConsultationStatement

142| 0183



W NBI Q
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

4.2 Objectives

5.1Housing and
Development

1. A positive attitude and requirement for the provision of facilit
for public transport, cycling and walking.

2. A positive attitude and requirement for the provision of
communications infrastruct.

3. In addition to listing in the hope of protecting green spaces,
there could be a survey and consequential listing and policy of
currently unprotected trees and important hedgerows.

4. It does not identify where new netiourist development witgh
employs people should be placed.

Page 28 No mention of encouraging and facilitating walking an
cycling for short journeys. Other options could include carpoolil
hop on hop off town bus.

5.1 Housing and Development

within their Local Cycling andaiking Infrastructure
Plan. The BSG proposal fits with the Community
Aspirations Battle and Telham Objective 1.

Battle Town Council have formed a cycling and wal
Working Group to consider the ESCC LCWIP prop
and deliver the strategies proposed.

1. See comments above

2. We have already shown a positive attitude and
requirement for the provision of communications
infrastructure in policy IN2 in the regulation 14 pre
submission documentation

3. We would draw the re
‘Greemsitmfucture Study”,
Neighbourhood Plan website and it was used to
provide information for the Local Green Spaces
analysis.

4. The Neighbourhood Plan steering group is curre
undertaking a call for sites for employment and rete
opportunities.

Facilitating walking and cycling for short journeys a
already addressed in Community Aspirations and it
mention carpooling and hop on hop off bus.

5.1 Housing and Development

The steering group challenged Rother District Cour
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- The respondent is perplexebout the housing allocation split
between Battle and Netherfield.

-The respondent states “We a
been upgraded to exist as a separate parish, as there is a disti
gap between it and the remai

-Theespondent
that they all/l

states “A gener
seem to have a

- The respondent is concerned about the small number of
responses to the second round of consultation.

The respondent st aehseob20mph reduired
in town centre. If speed limit provision is fragmented it is usuall
unsuccessful ”

The respondent states “Page
and cycling links in the town centre are required to provide acc
tocommunityfac | i t i es”

The respondent states “Oppor
carbon neutral, and spaces for recycling bins provided, externe
and space for cycle parking.

over the allocation split and were advised that Battl
and Telham could not absorb any of the Netherfield
allocation.

This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood P|
It is for Netherfield residents to make representatiol
to RDC

We disagree witlthis assertion.

Access was one of the many selection criteria that
were applied by AECOM, taking into account the R
2013 SHLAA, and (NPPF) national criteria.

Once a planning application has been submitted, it
be subject to the usual review by ESHighways.

Despite publicity we do not have control over reside
participation.

Battle Town Council is supporting the move to
establish an udragmented 20mph limit.

Agreed, policy revised

These issues are covered in the High Weald
Management Plan (adopted by RDC) and the High
Weald Design Guide (adopted by Battle Town Coul
and included in the Neighbourhood Plan)

5.2 Infrastructure
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The steering group disagree with the assertion that
5.2 Infrastructure policy IN1 is excessiv€his policy has beesmmended
o2 The respondent states “Polsivepbased on comments from
Infrastructure  , { hat it applies to ‘all ddevel opment’
assessment .’
We agree with the major
and will consider making amendments to our policig
The respondent states “ Pol i cthispolicyis primarily aninfrastructure policy becat
written in the Housi ng sect.iitisaboutcarparkig provision so better suited in th

5.3 Environmen

Perhaps it should be widened to covérrdevelopment or at least
allnonr et ai | commerci al and ind
The respondent does not think garages should be included in |

| N3, and states “l1t would be
building of car ports rather than garagesia our experience the
f ormer are al ways used and o

The respondent st at emlkiigBna gyein
infrastructure to be prioritised rather than prioritizing motorized
vehicl es”

The r espon dlienN3. Rravisian eorseledtrie vehicle
charging at new residences. Provision of charging points at
community building to assist car charging for residents of build
of multiple occupation where one family only points are not
practi cal "

5.3 Environmat-

The respondent states “Polic
the natural environmental assets are reduced or damaged bec
of development: We believe there should be a policy which say

section. This policy has been amended based on
comments from others

We agree with the hawadda
anew Policy IN4: Pedestrian provision and safety

Provision for electric charging pointstaiuseholds is
matter for developers.

Access to charging points within the town will be
added to Community Aspirations.

5.3 Environment

We agree with your observations and will be modify
our policy.

The policy EN@mended to reflect this and other
comments and include net gains for biodiversity.
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that be the case, they should be replaced somewheré dne <

The respondent states “Polic
infrastructure is to be provided should in view of its importance
and the sheer |l ength of this

Green Spaces/Green Gaps
The respondentsi surprised by the small areas of green spaces
have been selected.

The respondent states “Again
have no real comment to make, except that apart from its nami
the Abbey Green is paved all over except for three tiaes sever:
planters. It is good they have included school playing fields in t
|l i sting."”

The respondent states “On Gr
trying to do. This is an area where in our view the recent DaSA
not as comprehensive as it shld be. However we query the

validity of the London Road/

The respondent s t-dtsheuddbé Helefsliog
have a design guide included, though logic would suggest it sh
then be given teeth in the Policy section: sastlline in Policy HD
(‘" DG. wi || be used as a re

Noted andPolicy HDhas been amended accordingl

Green Spaces/Green Gaps

The local Green Spaces Analysis has carefully ens
that all three criteria of NPPF Paral00 are met for ¢
site listed.

The Abbey Green is the historic local name for the
concerned despite it now being hard surfaced.

We are pleased with your support for the inclusion |
the school playing fields.

We appreciate your support for the Green Gaps
proposals.

The hclusion of London Road / Canadia gap is
explained in detail i n
Strategic Gap Analysis
Neighbourhood Plan website

Policy HD4 amended to include the following:

The Design Guidelines document will become a
mandatory source for the local planning authority tc
assess the impact of planning proposatsl this will b
reflected in the revised policy statement.

We disagree with this comment as page 34 needs |
read in conjunction with page 35 which shows ouwlil
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drawings to explain the text.
The respondent states “We st
page 34 to the upper exampl e
additions. It is totally negative in ttmontext of the building it is
added to, wunbalancing it abspb.4EconomyandTourism
We note the r eshutafieddue t ’
5.4 Economy and Tourism consideration) have decided to retain two separate
The respondent states “ Pol i cpolicies, which have now been revised.
5.4 Economyari n the main repetitious and . N
Tourism 7. Communlty_ Aspirations
7. Community Aspirations Qn 7.1.4 Section 1.1: Thankwfr your commer_lts by
_ Mherspondent states “7.1.4 Se !t should be_noted j[hajt cycleways are already inclug
7. C.om_munlty included. in Communlty.Asplratlons. _ _
Aspirations 2 1 4 Section 1.4 under Bat tF)n 7.1.4 Section 1.4 we cafmot find any mention of
correct terminology, but segregated routes.. Routes can be cre S a fe routes but we sy
by the removal of parking and/or installing shangsk on cycling safer.
f oot ways. "’
O-ANKO5 2.2 Community 2.2 Community Engagement 2.2 Community Engagement
Engagement [T he r es p o n@bgctive 2 fortBatlee& Jelifam to protecPlanning applications are frequently subject to
& encourage widlife & the AONB' ecological assessments.
There should bspecific considerations for swifts and house
martins as priority species. Swifts are declining in Battle and h(The Neighbourhood Plan has adopted the High We
martins virtually lost these birds use to have significant Housing Design Guide and policy DG10 on page 3|
populations in the area. covers these aspects.
Swifts have been in decline by 50% every 20 years, hemthis is
rapidly increasing with some research showing 80% losses in I
years. Our local swift population needs protection and provisio
new nesting sites by the inclusion of swift bricks & bakes.
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5.1 Housing anc
Development

5.3 Environmen

5.4 Economy ar
Tourism

5.1 Housing and Development

The respondent bé&ves that policy HD4 should include mandat
inclusion of Swift Bricks and Boxes. The respondent also state!
"“Provision for house martins should also apply as this too is a
priority specie$

The r es ponNew Hdusing tleaelopments'should also
have a mandatory clause to provide hedgehog highways to
connecting gardens, and a wildlife area with a pond and wildflc
meadows. Ponds are fast disappearing from our landscape an
vital for numerous wildlife species from amphibians, insects, bi
andmammals. Wildflower meadows also support insects and

butterflies which in turn su
5.3 Environmernt
The respondent states “Conse

Ecosystems & Biodiversity'

This should consider the biodiversity of than itself as well as
the green spaces & the struggling swift and house martin color
that have nested annually around Battle and it's town centre fo
centuries. Existing nest sites should be preserved and protecte
just whilst nesting, but throughduhe year as they are nest
faithful. New developments or renovations should take these
species into consideration both as priority species. Swift
bricks/boxes, should be installed on every build and renovatior
where it is suitable to do soheight/facinga s pect s . "

5.4 Economy and Tourism
T he r es ponThelactl svafttpapulatien siould be
protected & enhances by provision of the swift bricks and boxe

5.1 Housing and Development

The steering group has asked the consultant to am
the policy to encourage Swift Bricks to be included
where appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
height.

The steering group is unable to make certain claust
mandabry as this would have to come via local
planning laws. The requirement for green corridors
fauna is appropriately covered in Community
Aspirations (section 7). With regards to ponds and
other aspects of conservation, these are included it
policy EN3.

Battle Town Council are already committed to wild
flower verges and meadows.

5.3 Environment

This is outside the remit of the Neighbourhood Plar
it can only influence future development and not
retrospectively on the already built environment.
Also se 5.1 above regarding swift bricks

5.4 Economy and Tourism
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they are a draw for tourists in the summer months. The swift isWe have no evidence available to us to support the
iconic species associatadth the town of Battle and Susséx. respondent’s c¢l ai ms.

O-ANKO6  |[Comments on |[Comments on other documents Comments on other documents

other documentfT h e r e s p o n\Wewould lile tosd®elisy EN3 include " [The steering group has asked the consultant to am
buildingsbased biodiversity, such as swifts and house martins"the policy to encourage Swift Bricks to be included
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) Natural Environmewhere appropriate for new dwellings above 5m in
2019 states: height, however policy EN3 is deliberately construc
"Relatively small features can often achieve important benefitsfto take awide view on environment ecosystems anc
wildlife, such asincopr at i ng ‘ swi ft br i dpbiodiversity toaccord with the nature of the Civil
developments,” Parish.
(Paragraph: 023 Reference IB033-20190721-
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/naturakenvironment),
We would like to see this guidance included in the Battle
Neighbourhood Plan, especially as the histoature of the town
and longterm integration of biodiversity within the fabric of the
buildings, means that it is particularly relevdnt.
The respondent refers to thislington Local Plan which emphasi{Planning applications are frequently subject to
the importance of the buildingbased biodiversit which is so ecological assessments.
important to a historic town such as Battle. . .
The respondent also refers to tl@hartered Institute of Ecology The I\_le|ghbo_urhood_ Plan ha_ls adopted the High We
and Environmental Management (CIEEM) which provides detaHousmg Design Guide apdlicy DG10 on page 39
guidance. covers these aspects.
The respondent provides detail from CIEEM about use of swift )
bricks. Sge_ comments on other
swift bricks.
O-0TAO5 Comments on (Comments on other documents Comments on other documents

other documentt

T he r es ponlhavarecad mastof the dong‘document a
appreciatedl t he ef fort and ti me (|

Thank you for yourupportive comments.
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The respondent states "1 don
disabled people and access through out the plan and these ne
be addressed. The High Street is full of hazards and most shdy
premises have steps and are not accessible, its a shocking prc
this needs to be addressed in the plan.

The respondent considers that the Climate Emergency that we
should be at the heart of the plan.

The r es pon deandarbysrasidentd am alarméd at the
loss of a greenfield site to be earmarked for housing BA31 It is
" brownfield site' as stated
concerns about protection of rare species, access roads to the
and the junctbn with Hastings Road

The respondent states: “I| ag
design and sustainability as there is a need for good quality so|
housing, any new site should

The respondent kthe umndpalswildlifé Haver o
Glengorse should be despoiled though, there must be more

We understand the respaqa
the High Street is not within the remit of the

Neighbourhood Plan, which is focussed on new bui
We have emphasised meeting the needs of those v
di sabilitiesHonsiong WMbKk
The Battle Civil Parish Design Guidelines highlight
need for safety and accessibility for vulnerable grot

Battle Town Council have already agreed to work
towards becoming carbon neutral by 2030. We wo
also refer the respondent tpage 40 of the Battle Ciy
Parish Design Guidelines which deals with energy
efficiency.

Regarding Telham Court, the house, the southern
playing field and the remainder of the grounds have
been included in the Local Heritage Listamgl will not
beinclued in the Neighbour
development sites.

Materials access will be dealt with in any future
planning application by RDC.

Our understanding is that the ESCC Highways saf¢
audit does not indicate a high risk.

Thank you for your supportivdmments concerning

policies HD3 and HD4.

The steering group met Rother Investment owners
Telham Court and they have clarified that they wisl
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suitable sites and places, proper brownfield sites that could be remain private for business purposeghe house and
for helping with the soci al mostofthe grounds have been included inthe Loc;
Heritage Listingand will not be included in the
Nei ghbour hood Pl an’s pr
O-0TG14  |Comments on |[Comments on other documents: Comments on other documents:
other document; _ The Loose Far@iteBANS118vill not be included in
The r_espopdent shows photographs concerning surface water the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to R
flooding with respect tdANS118 for Regulation 15.
H-9QEO2 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development There are 2 sites being put forward by the

Development

5.2
Infrastructure

The respondent states: “I ha
some housing in the Darvel Down area as adequate housing i<
needed in the area. However the building of 68 houses in this ¢
area concerns me. DarvebDvn has 120 house

The respondent has concerns about the road system on Darve
Down and the site with planning permission Darvel Down
2019/921/P and Darvel Down /2017/2305/P.

The respondent al so states
way would [ connect alB sites and have perhaps 2 entrances
from B2096(using Swall ow Bar

5.2 Infrastructure

The respondent has concerns and provides details on:
- Infrastructure (clean water)

- waste water

Neighbourhood Plan, NENS102 (White House Pou
Farm) and NENSO5ar (Swallow Barn

A third site NEO1 already has planning permission
granted by RDC (RR/2019/921/P and RR/2017/23(

The Neighbourhood Plan currently being consulted
only be for a maximum of up to 23 dwellings (not 6¢
alleged) but the site with planning perssion is for 25
dwellings.Following discussions with RDC planning
ESCC Highways, the steering group have been in

contact with developer / landowners regarding NEC
(RR/2019/921/P) and NEO5ar (Swallow Barn) havir
the possibility of a shared access otite B2096

5.2 Infrastructure
Clean/Waste water and Electricity
Whilst this is not within the remit of the

- electricity supplied
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Neighbourhood Plan the concerns about utility sery
will be dealt with at planning application
stage.Nevertheless these matters are noted het

7. Community Aspirations Community Aspirations
The respondent has concerns about the following: _ L
7. Community |pys service 7. Community Aspirations
Aspirations telephone system/broadband - Pu_blic trgnspor? is not within the Ne_ighbogrh(_)od F
doctors surgery remit but is considered unde&Zommunity Aspirations
in Regulation 14 document.
- There is a concern about the telephone
system/broadband and this ieferred to in
Community Aspirations.
- GP Surgery provision is outside the NP remit;
however, residents' wishes are included in the
Community Aspirations.
H-9QB03 5.1 Housing and5.1 Housing and Development 5.1 Housing and Development
Development The respondent states: “ 1 f 2TheNeighbourhood Plan has to provide for 48
then the preferred site of White House Poultry Farm is the bettidwellings in Netherfield of which 25 are provided by
option because of Green space and lesser impact on the granted planning permission (RR/2019/921/P). Th
environment . " residual requirement of 23 dwellings will be met by
_ other sites proposed by the plan, which are White
The rgsp_ondent also has concerns about saving our ggpaces House Poultry Farm (NENS102) and Swallow Barn
and wildlife (NEO5ar),
The respondent comments summary which follows is derived fiISG responses following are in respect of 5 separat

O-ANK10 5 separatelysubmitted responses from the same individual consultation responses from the same individual

O-ANK11

O-ANK12 (via email) The respondent has concerns about the way in which respondiAs soon as this was brought to our attention and

O-ANK13 are requested to only feed back via the Neighbourhood Plan pifollowing further advice from RDC and our external

O-ANK14 forma response form. consultant, the methods of responding were opeéne

up to any freeform text responses.
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The r es ponTheStdering Graup'sreductance to eggaWe believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
with the people of Netherfield has been a source of deep concithe community via public consultations, drap
and trying to "bulldoze" your vision through the process, when sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
whole essence is meant to be one of a shared vision is extremnewspapers, and social media
unhel pf ul " The steering group, which at the timeclnded
Netherfield representatives, were advised by their
newly appointed external consultant to review the
vision and objectives in January 2018. The vision
statement was subsequently drafted and circulated
the chairman via email on™ebruary 2018dllowed
on the 17" February with the draft objectives.
Te respondent speastteisg tdd¥ny peopde(The steering group strongly objects to the wholly
who have learning difficulties and would struggle to complete tlinappropriate language used here by the responde|
form, those that are overawed by the complexity of the form an
generally those that are seeking to make it a simple process tolndividuals were able to respond in fréext both on
express their concerns, from votig . " the form and on the website from the outsef the
consultation period.
O-ANK11  |(by email) The respondent states that at the time of writing he was still  [The respondent received a full response from the ¢

waiting for a response to his complaint ofi Becember 2019 (ser
to the chairman’s personal e

The respondent complains that there was a lack of engagemer
with Netherfield residents.

of the steering group in writing, from the official
Neighbourhood Plan email address on thé'10
December 2019.

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media

The r es ponldfaa Wwhesthegptoldesns dn your visior

were highlighted at the Hall meeting on Thursday, even some ¢

The respondent is referring to a response to a lead
question made to one member of the steering grou
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your own "volunteers" stated that they would not want to live in
the village, in the developments you are proposing

The respondent criticises a légifthat was delivered by hand to
residents of Netherfield during the Regulation 14 consultation
period.

The respondent is criticising his perceived lack of engagement
Netherfield residents.

'The respondent welcomes the changes made to allow
feedbacktomments in any written format.

The respondent has concerns regarding infrastructure,-over
subscibed schools, lack of pavements and cycle tracks, utility
infrastructure problems, employment, argstruction of historica
character

[The resporlent once again questions his perceived lack of

during an informal Q&A discussion and did not and
does not reflect the thoughts of the steering group
whole.

As a direct result of the Negéhfield meeting the
steering group produced an informative leaflet to
enhance its consultation with Netherfield residents
and delivered it within a few days of the meeting to
address perceived misunderstandings.

As soon as this was brought to our attemtiand

following further advice from RDC and our external
consultant, the methods of responding were opene|
up to any freeform text responses.

Many infrastructure issues fall outside the main ren
of a Neighbourhood Plan, but are included in
Community Apirations.

Public transport is not within the Neighbourhood Pl
remit but is considered undeZommunity Aspirations
in Regulation 14 document.

Schools are outside of the NP remitowever, the
ESCC Director of ChiOurdr
latest forecasts indicate there should be sufficient g
years, primary and secondary school places in bott
Battle and Netherfield over the Neighbourhood Plal
Period to meet the predicted demand for pldces
The Neighbourhood Plan does not necessitate the
destrudion of historical character.

We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
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engagement with Netherfield residents.

'The respondent highlights the restrictions on Community
I nfrastructure

joint venture between the authority and the bus company

Steering Groupwhmayma ke changes" and
provide the residents with any guarantee that whatever is said
change the proposed plan”

The respondent states “I tru

L e v y nfrasBucturg such @assertion that there are restrictions on CIL spendini
water and electricity would b#he sole responsibility of the utilitiebut it could be used for example on a number of the
the roads are down to the highways authority and buses wouldCommunity Aspirations shown in section 7 subject

example the int-rodubkbéab
in the village.
The respondent quot es f r othe NPThe leaflet was distributed solely to engage with

the community via public consultations, drap
sessions, Parish Assemblies, Parish newsletters,
newspapers, and social media

The steering group, which at the time included
Netherfield representatives, were advised by their
newly appointed external consultant to review the
vision and objectives in January 2018. The vision
statement was subsequently drafted and circulated
the chairman via email on™February 2018 followed
on the 17" February with the draft objectives.

We agree with the respondent

bids by local war@ouncillors for funding from the CI
money delivered to Battle Town Council by RDC. F

Netherfield residents to address various
misurderstandings made at the Netherfield village |
meeting, set up by the respondent which, members
the steering group attended.

This response document provides evidence of the
changes both major and minor which have been mi
to the Neighbourhood Plansaa result of the
Regulation14 consultation.

The request to address these concerns within a fey
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by Wednesday of this week as | will be delingra copy of this  |days was made during the consultation period and
statement to the entire Village of Netherfield shortly, in order thwas not permissible to respond to individual
the community can assess matters in time for the referendum. comments during the six week period. The steering
group respose forms part of the consultation reviey
undertaken herein.
The statement below is repeated 4 times by the respondent in The respondent repeatedly makes assertions abou
email: lack of engagement with Netherfield residents, here
GbSOKSNFASE Rddmbtwgni2 &G &l @ Ay 3  gand above with this comment in bold.
development. Netherfield is saying come and talk to us so we ¢We believe we have had sufficient engagement wit
reach a joint approach’ the conmunity in Netherfield having had two dreap
sessions, attendance at the village hall meeting, an
extensive conversations with residents. In addition
steering group have reached out to the community
through parish newsletters, monthly newspaper
articles, and social medidt should be noted that the
steering group has undertaken more research abol
Netherfield than other areas within the civil parish ¢
to the perceived special village character.
O-ANK12  |(by email) The respondent complairebout the process of the NeighbourhcThe complaint was received throughpavate email
Pl an and not it’'s content i njaddress despite requests to use the public
s t a Thereforé, | am concerned that you have witheld a respNeighbourhood Plan email address.
despite acknowledging that a complaint exis@Given the fact that|/A response was made by the chairman through the
you have not angered anything to date in the appropriate official Neighbourhood Plan email address off 10
timescales, or, as far as | am concerned, in a manner which rel[December 2019 which was prior to the consultatior
the regulatory protocols, | believe | have been extremely period. Thereforghis email addressed the
patient. That patience is not opeanded respondent’s request in
O-ANK13  |(by email) The respondent confirms that he alone received and delivered By personally collecting and receiving what should

completed Netherfield prdormas to Battle Town Council.
The r es ponTbelarify, thede eespenserfris raised

issues created by the "proposed plan" numberetiQland all are t

have been confidential feedback forms, the
respondent is clearly in breach of General Data
Protection Regulations (GDPR).
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be taken as relative, whether ticked or unticked It was not made clear on thdetherfield specific pro
forma whether or not ticks should be used to indica
preferences but irrespective of this lack of clarity ar
analysis has been undertaken in the Netherfield
questionnaire responses section which follows late|
this document belav.

The r espondelidve adso eeéneesuedted B provigThe steering group cannot accept comments made

an additional comment by (name redacted by steeringug) a third party without confirmation that there is

whose form was included in my first batch agreement for this to happen. Notwithstanding this
the respondent copied in numerous people to this
emailed response and is clearly once again in bred
GDPR

The respondent is questioning the ownership of NE GS04. The

context is questioning the meaning of policy EN1 where it stateThe ownership of the land NE GS04 was not held k

“very special circumstances i n r espect of LRDC butongoing investigations are being made by

specifically NE @8 steering group with the trustees of Netherfield Villag
Hall.
The policy EN1 is under review.

The r es ponldshould alse hasetbeen noted in the

Proposed Plan that the Hall wishes to try again for Medical Fa(The steering group has never claimed that thiés

along the lines of Catsfield, and that this would not have been ¢heir initiative. The steering group has used the viey

Steering Group initiative, as it has beenguwing since the the  |expressed in the April 2016 AiRS survey which

previous attempffailed. | trust that you will address these isstieshighlighted the need for improvement of medical
facilities throughout the civil parish. The steering gr
has been listening to the wishes of Netfield
residents and has included a pditine doctors surgery
in the Community Aspirations prior to the consultati

O-ANK14  |(by email) T he r es ponUnorubately,tdespite attending the By personally collecting and receiving what should
Almonry postbox as the gate wasn't open, so | could ntivdethe have been confidential feedback forms, the
envelope with the 3 forms from the (family name redacted by tlrespondent is clearly in baeh of General Data
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steering group) familyHowever, | went back to the Netherfield |Protection Regulations (GDPR).

Village Shop and deposited the envelope in the Battle

Neighbourhood Plan boXname redacted by the steering group)
asked me to enquire when somebody from the Steering Group,
be collecting the box as she closes at 12.00 c'clock lunchtime™
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Y!I NBI Q
ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
O-0JRO1 The respondent comments summary which follows is [SG responses following are in respect of 3 separate
O-0JR0O2 derived from 3 separately submitted responses from théconsultation responses from treameindividual
0O-0JRO3 sameindividual.
5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing and DevelopmenBA36a Agree with
Development 5.1 Housing and Development allocationof up to 9 dwellings
(O-0JR01) -Justification for allocating Caldbec Hill BA36a

1. Introduction
(O-0JR02)

5.1 Housing & Development
- BA19- Requests inclusionfddughs Field in NP and BA

BAGSO05- Objection to inclusion as a green space

Comment on maps Request that final version of NP
includes earlier versions of printed key maps

Priorities— Nominating green space to north and east of
old Deanery

5.1 Housing & Development

- BA19 (including BA19a) is not included in the Neighbour|
Plan as it was not taken forward by AECOM as a site for
development.

The decision on Hughs Field was subsequemsiyfied by the
LPAs refusal for planning.

(Planning reference RR/2019/2126/P)

BAGSO05 in ownership of ESCC and they have agreed to it
Green Space.

Comment on mapsThis may lead to confusion and initial
maps were incorrect.

Local Green Spaces mapd#l be amended along with
associated text

Priorities— The National Trust have agreed to the Local Gre
Space designation
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2.2 Community [Concerns about parking and traffic Parking is not in the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan,
Engagement however there are four pagnd-display car parks within the
(O-0JR02) town.
CivilParking Enforcement (CPE) is scheduled to be intrody
in 2020, which will improve the flow of traffic through the
town and reduce illegal parking.
5.1 Housing & |Access to the downside railway station platform and  |Representations have been made to Network Rail,
Development [congestion on Station Road Sout heastern and DfT for f
(OC-0JRO2) a | project.

5.1 Housing anc
Development
(O-0JR03)

5.3 Environmen
(O-0JR02)

BANS110 (Site 2, Field north of Upper Lake and St.Mai
Church) or BANS111 (Site 3a, Field north of Cherry Ge
allotments and east of Caldbec Hill)

- Concerns about the above sites.

Respondent has made a correction to site number
references 110 and 111, which should have been BAN!
Cherry Gardens

BA36a/BA36- Queries regarding public transport

5.3 Environment-

Objecting to the Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) in |
of Green Space opposite Caldbec House.

Now supportive of wild flower meadow

Request to change naming of green space

Station Road is owned by Network Rail and is outside of th
remit.

BANS110 or BANS14These sites were not included in the
Regulation 14 document

The Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not be included in th
Neighbourhood Plan Proposalt8nission to RDC for
Regulation 15.

BA36a/BA36 Scored Amber regarding public transport on
Assessment to reflect the need to cross over the road twic|
use the footway to the bus stop.

5.3 Environmen{GS05}
No change required.

No change required
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Comment on |Further objections to CPO by ESCC and historic descri
other documentiof use for parking of the site No change required
(O-0JR03)

BAGS2# Concerns about Caldbec Hill arboretum (BAG

Site scoring spreadsheets

Reference made to heritage issues and a lack of provel
for various clains, for instance Profession Fidif, Time
Team TV special, axe head, bus stop, old dog license, |
density of housing.

Record of meetings with developers
Respondent was unable to attend meetings

Concerns about conflicts of interest

Concernsbout communications strategy and how
representatives of the steering group were appointed

BAGS27 was
Green Spaces analysis.
This Green Space was not included in the Regulation14
consultation.

removed at t he

Site scoring spreadsheets

The site scoring spreadsheets weredartaken with due
diligence and included heritage issues.

The Heritage Charter Group of Battle Town Council has
surveyed the whole parish for undesignated assets.

Record of meetings with developerdhe respondent could
not attend and did not choose taead a representative. The
external consultant received from the respondent a full
account of the responses to the pforma questions asked a
the meeting.

The process conformed to data protection regulations and
declarations of interest were and are k#lvailable to view
from Battle Town Council on request.

Communications StrategyBattle Town Council established
the steering group terms of reference to advise them on th
formulation of the Neighbourhood Plan. Some members w|
Battle Town Council gintees but most were volunteers

from within the community.The Neighbourhood Plan was

ConsultationStatement

161 0f183



Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
scrutinised, subsequently adopted and endorsed by Battle
Town Council.

0O-4QUO01 5.1 Housing & |Draft Policy EN4Local Green Space Draft Policy EN% Local Green Space

and Development [a) Concerns about Local Green Space a) the proposed LGS designations meets the criteria set in

0O-4QU02 NPPF and reflesthe community engagement undertaken a
part of the development of the Plan

(01 was

received via b) Exclusion of NEO2 from the Neighbourhood Plan  |b) Site NEO2: There were two planning applications:

the website RR/2016/2722/P dated 18/10/2016, refused by notice on

questionnaire 09/02/2017.

and merely RR/2017/1146/P dated 14/05/2017, refused by notice on

stated that 21/08/2017

02 would be

send via Two appeals (APP/U1430/W/17/3177298 and

emalil, as the APP/U1430/W/17/3188117) were lodged on 03/07/2018 at

web page dig were dismissed on 17/08/2018

not permit

attachments) Independent of these planning decisions the site was not
shortlisted by AECOM.

O9HAO1 5.1 Housing & 5.1 Housing & Development 5.1 Housing & Development

Development

Welcomes the inclusion of Cherry Gardens (BANS117)

HD2 policy wording questioned

Priority order questioned

NPPF technical issue on housing numbers

The Cherry Gardens siBANS117) will not be included in th
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for
Regulation 15.

Policy HD2mended for clarity and the use of reserved site
priority list removed.

The use of reserved sites and priority order are no longer |
used
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Completion of Blackfriars beimmgpmpleted within the
timeframe

In planning policy, housing numbers are always minimumg
for clarity this will be emphasised. The housing number
allocated has been through examination as parthaf RDC
numbers and the supporting text for the policy explains the
background behind the numbers. Para 104 goes on to ex|
that

where the figure is set in strategic policies, this figure will not net
retesting at examination of the neighbourhood plan

In consultation with RDC the agreed figure of &tBn the
strategic policiesvill need to be met through the Plan and t
distribution approach and updated policy wording has beel
agreed by RDC.

Whilst the guidance also state neighbourhood plan can
allocate additional sites to those in a local plan (or spatial
development strategy) where this is supported by evidencg
demonstrate need above that identified in the local plan or
spatial developrant strategy

There is no evidence to suggest that more housing is neeg
so the Plan needs to address the parish housing allocatior]
given by RDC to be in general conformity with the strategig
policies.

The Neighbourhood Plan is responding to the Rofistrict
Council allocated numbers

O-0TXx07

5.1 Housing &
Development

5.1 Housing & Development
a), b), d) and e} Wishing to extend the boundary of BA:

5.1 Housing & Development

a), b), d) and e)The steering grup are responding to the
wishes of the community in the AiRS survey which indicate
preference for individual developments to be up to 20

dwellings.
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The proposed extension falls under land which has been
identified for Local Heritage Listing.
c) Questioning priority order and reserves sites
c) Priorty order and reserved sites are no longer used in th
revised plan.
P36 of SEAQuery on number aBlackfriars P36 of SEA
RDC have advised and the planning application RR/2019/
indicates, that up to 220 dwellings will be built at Blackfriar,
The respondent raised a number of questions 1) to 4) |Questions 1 to 4
concerning the possibility of a shortfall from 220 dwellinThe purpose of the Neighbduwod Plan is to allocate sites
in Blackfriars and how this might be accommodated in which are deliverable within the timescale of the NP.
Glengorse
O-0TG13 Respondent makes the case for inclusion of Loose FariThe Loose Fari@ite BANS118 will not be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for
Regulation 15
Respondent indicatean error in the Historic England  [Thank you for pointing out errors Historic England and
listing of Cedarwood Care Home and 4 Loose Farm cotAECOM documentation.
The listing of Cedarwoodare Homdnas been removed by th
Heritage Charter Working Group and being submitted to fu
Council BTC for endorsement
O-ANKO7 Swallow Barn, NEO5a and NE8&oncerns about details|Swallow Barn we can confirm that NEO5a and NEO5r are b

related to the Neighbourhood Plan contained in Pag21
of this agent’s response

Paral3- Access to B2096

.9 dwellings.

included in the Neighbourhood Ridor development of up to

Paral3 ESCC Highways have responded positively to a sl
access onto the B2096 for NEO1, NEO5a and NEO5r and tl

supported by RDC.

ConsultationStatement

164| 0183



Wi NBI Q

ID feedback Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
O-0FRO1 Concerns about Sunnyrisée (BA3) not being included [Sunnyrise site BA3 was not included in the Regulation14
Nei ghbour hood Pl an due to
remain unresolved.
O-ORBO1 Submitting a site in Marley Lane for potential developm|Received outside of the second and final Call for Sites datj
which ended on 14/04/2018
ID W NB | Q 2[Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
feedback
O-9HAO2 |Comments on [The respondenivelcomes the inclusion of Cherry GardeThe Cherry Gardens site (BANS117) will nohbleded in the
any other site (BANS117) Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for
documents Regulation 15

Respondentaises concerns about the priority ordbased
approach set out in Policy HD2

The respondent has concerns about only minimum targ
being addressed.

Re s p o nde mtordes fiordPblieydHD2 td pass the fqg
tests of “soundness” as ¢
prepared, to be justified, to be effective and to be
consistent with national policy) the policy should be
redrafted to this effect?”

Going forward to Regulation 15 and 16 the priority order is
longer being used.

Paragraph 29 of the National Planning Policy Framework s
that neighbourhood plans should not promote less
development than set out in the strategic policies for the a
or undermine those strategic policies

The National Planning Policy Framework @sfs most strateg
policy-making authorities to set housing requirement figure
for designated neighbourhood areas as part of their strate(
policies.

The planning practice guidaneaeighbourhood planning
section para. 103 makes it clear that

Where reighbourhood planning bodies intend to exceed thg
housing requirement figure, proactive engagement with the
local planning authority can help to assess whether the sc

additional housing numbers is considered to be in general
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Respondent stisanpatant td dekinowkedgée

conformity with the sategic policies For example, whether
the scale of proposed increase has a detrimental impact o
strategic spatial strategy, or whether sufficient infrastructur
proposed to support the scale of development and whethe
has a realistic prospeof being delivered in accordance with
development plan policies on viability. Any neighbourhood
plan policies on the size or type of housing required will ng
to be informed by the evidence prepared to support releva
strategic policies, supplemented wie necessary by locally
produced information.

Para 104 of the planning practice guidance goes on to exp
that

where the figure is set in strategic policies, this figure will n
need retesting at examination of the neighbourhood plan.

In consultatimn with RDC the agreed figure of 4ffém the
strategic policiesvill need to be met through the Plan and th
distribution approach and updated policy wording has bee
agreed by RDC.

\Whilst the guidance also state neighbourhood plan can
allocate additioral sites to those in a local plan (or spatial
development strategy) where this is supported by evidencg
demonstrate need above that identified in the local plan or
spatial development strategy

There is no evidence to suggest that more housimgéexded
so the Plan needs to address the parish housing allocatior]
given by RDC to be in general conformity with the strategi
policies.

that there is a very real possibility that the Blackfriars si
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ID W NB | Q 2[Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
feedback
may not be completed by 2028ver the timeframe of the [The steering group has been liaising with RDC as requrBx
pl an period)” has advised the steering group that the Blackfriars
development will be progressed.
O-0HS02 Comments on [The respondent summarises many of the policy statem¢Following the independent assessment by AECOM the Aln

any other
documents

i n the Neighbour hoohdSiel arn
reference: BA18: Land at AlImonry Farm (South) North 7
Road is not included in the BCPNP proposed site alloca
following the assessment made in the AECOM Site
IAssessment Report which concluded that the Site is lod
in a wholly rural sethg, partly within and adjacent to
Ancient and SerNatural and Wet Woodland and multip
historic field boundaries across the site. The report
therefore agrees with the SHLAA (2013) conclusions th
the Site is not suitable
and set out later why this site could be allocated now s¢
Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic conditions and alg
provides a contingency should other sites not come
forward”

The respondent makes comparative statements concer
site BA18 (Almonry Fa) and national and local planning

meet the minimum housing targets within the DaSA.

Concerning the Blackfriars site the respondent states
“Homes England have recently confirmed that they will
provide a significant sum of money to contribute to the
delivery of this spine road. However, it is unclear wheth

policies and alleges that the Neighbourhood Plan will niNetherfield, which stands alongside the DgBAvelopment

Farm (South) site (BA18) was not imgd in the
Neighbourhood Plan.

RDC are content with the allocation of 475 dwellings withir
Battle and Telham and the 48 dwelling allocation in

and Site Allocation document) covering sites for the rest of
Rother.The plan is therefore in general conformity with this
strategic policy.

RDC has advised the steering group that the Blackfriars
development will be progressediny infrastucture deficit
issues to deliver roads will be addressed as part of the pla
application process.

this money will fill the infrastructure costs gap, whether
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other document:

ID W NB | Q 2[Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
feedback
road can be delivered, and indeed, whether the homes |Since the respondent wrote, the Government has awardeg
be delivered RDC approx £6m for development of a spine road at Black
(RR/2019/604/P) and compulsoryqghase of some land in
order that RDC can bring this site into occupation
Theres p o n d e n Our seviewtofdhe eight sites
proposed for allocation in the emerging Plan demonstrgThe steering group completely disagrees with this view an
that the majority are unsuitable and/or undeliverable sites were independently assessed by AECOM, which is &
Government approved body for this specific purpose.
O-0LL01 Comments on [The respondent proposes additional development on th{The plan is in general conformity with the strategic policieg

Beech Estate and supports their case by reference to th
DaSA, policy HD2

Housing delivery targets will be out of date, for example

Para 104 of the planning practice guidance goes on to exp
that

where the figure is set in strategic policies, this figure will r
need retesting at examination of the neighbourhood plan.

In consultation with RDC the agreed figure of &tBn the
strategic policiesvill need to be met through the Plan and th
distribution approach and updated policy wording has bee
agreed by RDC.

\Whilst the guidance also state neighbourhood plan can
allocate additional sites to those in a local plan (or spatial
development strategy) where this is supported by evidencg
demonstrate need above that identified in the local plan or
spatial development strategy

There is no evidence to suggest that more housing is neeq
so the Plan needs to address the parish housing allocatior]
given by RDC to be in general conformity with #trategic
policies.

Since the respondent wrote, the Government has awarded

Blackfrias site

RDC approx £6m for development of a spine road at Black
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WNBIFQ 2
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

Respondent raises a second point on a failed historic S
agreement

The respondent criticises the RDC officer report on the
planning application and constraints to deliver the road.

The respondent questions the validity of tBéackfriars sitg
and viability of including it in the Neighbourhood Plan.

Respondent comments on tH
assessment by AECOM and changed NPPF requireme
also that AECOM did not deviate from SHLAA assess

The respondent sites that BANS118 (Loose Farm) and

BANS103 (Marley Lane) are remote from the town centBANS103 (Marley Lanwjill not be included in the

Respondent makes the case for infill development withi
t he devel opment bounhdary
Neighbourhood Plan clearly does not expect to allocate

(RR/2019/604/P) and compulsory purchase of some land i
order that RDC can bring this site into occupation.

Section 106 will be addressed as part of the planning
application process.

Since the respondent wrote, the Government has awardeg
RDC appro£6m for development of a spine road at Blackfr,
(RR/2019/604/P) and compulsory purchase of some land i
order that RDC can bring this site into occupation

This is not the remit of the NDP and is an issue for RDC.

RDC has advised the steering grelgt the Blackfriars
development will be progressed and therefore, its inclusiot
valid.

AECOM independently assessed the sites and came to
different conclusions from the SHLAA on occasions.

Following the consultation,dih BANS118 (Loose Farm) ang

Neighbourhood Plan Proposal Submission to RDC for
Regulation 15

The Neighbourhood Plan allocates the number of dwelling
potential development in accordance with the numbers
required by RDC and confirmésg them.
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WNBIFQ 2
feedback

Summary of issues and concerns

Steering Group recommended response

sites for development within Battle but expects other sit
to come forward independ g

The respondent proposes an extension to the developnfor BANS118 (Loose Farm) and BANS103 (Marley 1Sitee).

boundary to include additional land within Beech Estate
with the planning reference R2018/2666/P and land
adjacent to Whitelands on the North Trade Road

Green Gaps

The respondent comments on Policy HD8 and RDC Co
Policy:

“The policy as written does not seeks to prevent
development outright but requires development to acco
with criteria including preventing the coalescence of
settlements. This policy is considered to be unnecessatr
a number of counts .

The respondenteferences a number of specific points
about Green Gaps around the parish and relates them
the development boundary concluding that other propos
development sites may be more appropriate.

No extensions to the development boundary were propose

will not be included in the Neighbourhood Plan Proposal
Submission to RDC for Regulation 15

Furthermore the steering grouielt it important to protect the
wooded land within the Beech Estate.

The development boundary has not been extended to prot
the land fronting North Trade Road, which limits the urban
street scene and discourages further ribbon development.

Green Gaps
Noted. The policy HD& clearon the difference between
Strategic Gaps and Green Gaps.

The Neighbourhood Plan Green Gaps proposals were
developed after the RDC Da®wAs made in 2019 to take
account of significant changes introduced at that time.

We were advised by RDC that development in Green Gap
could be considered in exceptional circumstances.

We have taken the holistic view of Green Gaps and the
development boudary to ensure the high quality green urb
realm is maintained, particularly to the west of the town.
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ID W NB | Q 2[Summary of issues and concerns Steering Group recommended response
feedback

The respondent concludes by proposing the inclusion oNeither of the sites (adjacent to Thatcher Place and adjacs
two sites to the west of the current development boundgwWhitelands) were proposed or put forward in any of the Cg
namely: adjacent to Thatcher Place, and adjacentto  |For Sites (the final CalbFSites closed on ¥4April 2018) and
Whitelands. therefore cannot be considered.

Indeed the planning application for the site adjacent to
Frederick Thatcher Place (RR/2019/2845/P) was refused |
RDC on 11/05/2020 on grounds that strongly support the
Neighbourhood Rin development boundary decisions.

1711 0f183
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Netherfield local questionnaire

Summary and Response

Executive Summary of independent questionnaire circulated by a Netherfield resident

)l
)l

1

Assertions are made by Maurice Holmes in hisfprma text usingeferences to the Proposed Plan.
The questionnaire was designed to be completed by placing an X against the numbered paragraphs, without the necessiteto read
Regulation 14 consultation documents.
The Netherfield prdorma was presented at a public nté®y called by Maurice Holmes, claiming to be simpler than using the
Neighbourhood Plan response form (availablelioe and in hard copy).
The majority of the completed Netherfield pformas were collected and delivered to Battle Town Council by Matiiodees, without
appropriate GDPR safeguards for confidentiality. It should be noted that any forms lodged in the consultation box aeMieveei
coll ectedcomdeol " dlhwl members of the Steeri ng r&bsequgntanalysisdollodviac
Battle Town Council GDPR guidelines.
The preformas were completed by a total of 50 people.

o 22 proformas were ticked for each of the 10 statements

o 28 proformas were urticked. (One of the wticked preformas had commentsn section 4, 7, and 9; see below for details)

Of the 50 preformas received:

o0 5 completed forms were received from the occupants at one address (5 forms)
0 4 completed forms were received from the occupants at one address (4 forms)

o 3 completed forms were received from the occupants at three separate addresses (9 forms)

0 2 people from each of 10 separate addresses completed the forms (20 forms)
o0 12 were completed by individuals at sepraddresses (12 forms)

Therefore it should be noted that 36% of the responses using the form created by Maurice Holmes came from only 5 addresses

172| 0f183
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not used

Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

Name: Da
Address:

Battle Neighbourhood Plag Netherfield Sectiong Feedback
Form. The Proposed Plan (PP) does not meet my
requirements for balanced and sustainable ahge or

growth within the Battle Parish because:

There has been no recent consultation with any Netherfiel
residents on any dPPSectionsl-7, contrary to Schedule 9
Part 1 Section 61E(10)(g). Majority of residents do not use
website, Facebookerd local press or town council
newsletter (which is irregular), no leaflets, meetings or
forums, as advocated Hyocality. No rep on BNPSG. No
shared vision as advocated under PP 1.1.4 as no consulta|
as expounded under PP 2.2.1

Asserts that no
consd t at i
Net her f i

on
el

w
dn

There has been ample recen
consultation with the
residents of Netherfield,
Battle and Telham which
included delivery of leaflets b
Royal Mail to all households
the Parish. In addition a
leaflet drop was madeot

most households in
Netherfield on 22¢ February
2020.

Members of the Steering
Group attended a public
meeting in Netherfield, held
on 20" February 2020. Two
drop-in sessions were held in
Netherfield and two in Battle
during the Regulation14
consultationperiod.

In May 2019 Maurice Holmeg
the former chair of the
Steering Group joined Battle
Town Council for the
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not used

Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

Netherfield Ward. He did not
raise concerns about

Net herfield’s
Plan issues or volunteer to¢
join the Steering Group as an
additional Council
representative.

Throughout the formative
years of the plan there have
been five Netherfield
residents on the
Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group, one of whom was the
Secretary, and one (Maurice
Holmes) was the Chairman;
during this time tlere was
ample opportunity for him to
engage with Netherfield
residents. The Vision and
Objectives and appointment
of the current external
consultant were made under
his Chairmanship.

In addition and at other times
there have been three Battle
Town Coundibrs representing
the Netherfield Ward, two of
which sat on the NP Steering
Group. Details can be found
on the NP website.
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not used | Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

When these representatives
left and despite publicity for
replacements, no one from
Netherfield volunteered to
join the Steering Guap.
Finally, Councillor Holmes
resigned on the day the
Neighbourhood Plan was
presented to Battle Town
Council for adoption, having
been in possession of the
confidential Regulation 14
briefing documents up to a
week prior to the meeting.

PPSec 3 Emnomy- Only Battle quoted. No statistical
evidence to support any RA1 outcomes for Netherfield
development, as there arem't any. No buses. No potential
employers. No improved dap-day services. ARP3.10
SWOT Weaknesses apply in Netherfield

Asserts that RA1 outcome
are omitted & no buses or]
employment opportunities
included in NP.

The determination of
employment opportunities
was made by RDC in their
Local Plan Core Strategy
(RA1), which was open to
public consultation and wherg
Netherfield residents could
make representations. The
RDC Local Plan Core Strateg
did not include Netherfield in
figure 10. Although the
Neighbourhood Plan did not
make specific representation
for employment, it did
recognsge the need to protect
business opportunities at
White House Poultry Farm.
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residents (Objective 4) as never consulted. EBtdring

Group/AECOM failed to take account of 100 objections to |

account of NE1 objections

not used | Question Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Mauricg Summary Steering Group Response
number Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident
Transport is not in the remit
of the Neighbourhood Plan,
but it is included in our
Community Aspirations.
3 PPSec 4 PPnot discussed with Netherfeild residents, not | Asserts NP not discussed| See above (section 1) for RA
compliant wth RDC Core Strate@Alas required undePP | with residents and non See below (section 6) for
4.1 Obj 1 and expounded RP1.3.6. Does not meet spatial | compliant spatial Spatial considerations
considerationsSee 6 below considerations not met.
4* PPSec 4 Non-Compliance with traffic mitigation measures | Asserts norcompliance Site NEO1 (access via Darvel
(Objective 2). Conservative 150 additional cars (48x3) (seq with traffic mitigation Down) gained outline
3.5.2) will use roads. Roads leading to NEI, NE5a, NE5r all requirements—basically | (RR/2017/2308P) and
NEG6, and exiting eate, do not meet modern safety does not want more traffig reserved matters
standards on Darvel Dowaxit to B2096 and Netherfield on Darvel Down. (RR/2019/921/P) planning
Road. NEI causing implementation yellow lines and 4 park permission following ESCC
places to cover estimated removal of 60 cars from Darvel Highways and RDC
Down roads (Obj 9Will lead to additional car tripsLoss of investigations into roadway
green gaps on NEI, NEsantrary to Sec 4. Obj 3 & use.
sustainability The inclusion of
Neighbourhood Plan policy
IN1 is an example of the SG
l' i stening to
expectations and reacting to
help protect their viewpoint.
The supporting document
Local Green Spaces Analysig
identified a significant numbe
of Local Green Spaces in
Netherfield.
5 PPSec 4 Non-Compliance in meeting needs anishesof Asserts failure to take This is not a Neighbourhood

Plan issue. Whilst site NEO1
contributes to the overall
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not used | Question Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Mauricg Summary Steering Group Response
number Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

NE21when repeating same conditions in PBid not canvass Netherfield dwelling total it is

opinion on proposed plan required undeP Site NE1 not a site allocated by the

included in BNP preferred Sites List version 1.7 Section 1.1 Neighbourhood Plan as it has

and Sectior2 NEO5a&-“ Not e on capacity received planning permission

2&3).See 8 below (RR/2019/921/P) from RDC
despite opposition from Bdt
Town Council to the earlier
outline planning application
(RR/2017/2308/P-“The
Council support a refusal of
this application as: an
inappropriate site due to
access; loss of trees under
TPOs; inadequate services e
drainage, utilities etc; and lac
of AY FNI aidNHzO{
It should be noted that
neither Battle Town Council
nor the Steering Group can
seek to override planning
permission already granted b
RDC.

6 PPSec 4 Non-Compliance with NetherfieleProtection for Asserts ovedense Statement 6 on the prdorma
Open Spaces (Objeeti 5).PPis to develop on land development (e.g. refers to a larger developmer
designated as AONB at rate not consistent with Darvel Do\ dwellings/hectare) and no| RR/2016/2722/PAppealed
Estate. PPProposed/Actual rate 25 per hectarBarvel Down| protection for former PO | RR/2017/1146/PAppealed
rate 16). Government Inspectorate already deemed 25 ratq building. that had alloation of 48
PP(as used in theirmtealonulCa dwellings on a different site tq
Preferred Sites List Page 3 of 8) as excessive. No protecti the ones put forward in the
Heritage AssetBP(Obj 6) as main house in Site NE5ar Neighbourhood Plan. Both
original Post Office for are@Netherfield Survey 1874/Kelly's appeals were dismissed off 3
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not used

Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

PO 1867). Health Centre (Obj 8) at Village Hall vetgeRC
asno tarmac allowed on AONB

July 2018.

The housing density at Darve
Down NEO1 has been agreeq
by RDC planning as 25
dwellings per hectare.

The steering grnap have
calculated capacity of
NENSO5ar (Swallow barn) ar
NENS102 (White house
poultry farm) based on the
density of dwellings on NEO1
(Darvel Down) on
RR/2019/921/P.

An independent Battle
Heritage Charter Group have
listed properties that meet
their criteria and the old Post
Office was not included.
There was more than one
location for the post office in
Netherfield over last 100+
years.

7**

PPSec 5.1.1/2/8- Outstanding dwelling numbers not
consistent with RA1 (v) which allows variations by
Neighbouhood Plans. An implication PPof nonvariance
which is incorrect. Requires additional houses connections
already severely pressured utility and waste infrastructure
systems, which regularly fail. Current Situation Apr E8b 18
- 8+ water outagesh+ Elect failings (Dates can be supplied)
No short/medium term plans to address problernly repair

work. Not sustainable with any additional dwelling®does

Asserts outstanding
dwelling numbers not
consistent with RAL(v).
Also asserts that
additional dwellings will
overstretch utilities e.qg.
water and electricity.
Also comments on not
mai ntaining

With regards to the prdorma
reference to RA1(v), it should
be noted that Netherfield is
not listed in the RDC Local
Plan Core Strategy.
Overstretched utilities are nof
only a Netherfield issue.
However, this is addressed ir|
Section 7, Community
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not used

Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

not maintainGreen Belt gajfpetween old village (bordering
B2096) and new

Belt gap between old and
new village.

Aspirations is not apecific
element of the
Neighbourhood Plar but the
viewpoint has been
strengthened as a result of
Reg 14 consultation review.
The Neighbourhood Plan dog
not different
Net h e rdllis &datdd'as
one.

PPSec 5.2.1/2 The BNPSG dismiss the 100 objections re §
NEL1 (site included iRPre requirement numbers), resulting if
yellow lines and parking restrictions on Darvel Down therel
not addressing this section of théP. See 4 above

Asserts that the BN&G
dismisses the 100
objections Re site NE1.

It is also asserted that
“yvell ow | i ne
follow NP Reg 14 section
5.2.1/2

The inclusion of IN1 in the
Neighbourhood Plan is an
example of the steering grouj
l' i stening to
experienceand reacting to
help protect their concerns.
Site NEO1 was given plannin
permission before the
formulation of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
However the steering group
have taken into consideration
the concerns expressed by
Netherfield residents about
parkingon Darvel Down. The
two sites proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan (White
House Poultry Farm NENS1(
and Swallow Barn NENSO5a
have access on to the B2096
andnot onto Darvel Down
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not used | Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

and therefore will not impact
on parking in this area.

See comments above
(sections 2, 3, 4 and 5The
traffic regulation orders and
yellow lines are conditional
requirements of the planning
applications for NEO1, which
has already been granted by
RDC.

9***

PPSec 5.3.1/2/3 Pol EN3PPwill exacerbate wholesale
removalof largearea AONB land at NE5ar, NE6

Asserts wh ¢
removal of A
due to NEO5ar and NEO6
development.

The assertion is based upon
misunderstanding of process
The government dwellings
requirement has been
adopted by RDC. This then
had to be used bthe
Neighbourhood Plan to perm
development within the
AONB, but with special
protection, see NPPF Paral7

10

PPwill exacerbate the lack of local educational opportunitie
as the 48+ additional homes cannot be accommodated in {
already oversubscridd school from development initiation ir
1st five years on estate.

Conjecture about school
places required for 48+
additional houses.

Schools are outside of the NF
remit. However, the ESCC
Director of Childrens Service
st at e Ourlathsh t “
forecasts indicate there
should be sufficient early
years, primary and secondary
school places in both Battle
and Netherfield over the
Neighbourtood Plan Period tq
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not used

Question
number

Proforma text written and supplied to residents by Maurice
Holmes, who is a Netherfield resident

Summary

Steering Group Response

meet the predicted demand
for place$

Signature:
Return form to Netherfield Stores or deliver to Maurice at
Whitehouse Farmhouse opp White Hart

4*

7**

9***

Additional Comments by one respondent:

Strong objections to even more traffic on Netherfield
Road/Hill as this has no pavements and already dangerou
pedestrians.

Object to yellow lines on this small estate. Sufficient parkil
should be with any new housing approved.

ESSENTIAL to maintgireen belt

AONB MUST be protected
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04  Conclusion

4.0.1 Throughout the processhe intention of the Steering Group has been to get as many members of our community as possible involved, using a
variety of consultation tehniques to ensure that we gattrue picture of what the issues are for our communityhe various consultatioavents
have all been widely attended and public participation has been very positive.

4.0.2 The summary of the key stages of REPNIProcess so far include:

Call for sites process

NeighbourhoodArea Designation

Parish wide questionnaifsurvey

Draft presubmission plan

Reg.14 presubmission

Building of the evidence base is continuous throughout the process

[enti et et B et ant i

4.0.3 The public hee been verysupportive but criticathroughout the production of the Plan through various consultation events and thage impacted
directly on the production of th&an.
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05 Appendices

The appendices contain additional information that would be helpful to the flow of the main text of the stateiaatto the size of these
documents these are a sepaeaxlectronic Appendceslabelled adBattle CPNP Gonsultation Statement Appendion the website

This can be foundnline at http://battleneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/

CSAppendixi: Communicatiorengagement strategy
CSAppendixi: Questionnairesurveys
CSAppendixii: Photograph®f consultation events

CSAppendixiv: Resourcediterature from key consultation community evenfiinks to section 2 consultation timeline)
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