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MINUTES of a Meeting of the Full Plaistow and Ifold Parish Council held on Wednesday 12th July 2023 

at 19:30, Kelsey Hall, Ifold. 

 

Please note: - These minutes are to be read in conjunction with the Clerk’s Report, which can be found 

at the end of these minutes (here) and which was published on the Parish Council’s website with the 

agenda in advance of the meeting. The Clerk’s Report provides all necessary background information 

for the matters considered at the meeting.  

 

Present Cllr. Paul Jordan (Chair of the Parish Council); Cllr. Sophie Capsey (Vice Chair of the 

Parish Council); Cllr. Phil Colmer (Chair of the Finance Committee); Cllr. Rick 

Robinson; Cllr. Sarah Denyer; Cllr. Andrew Woolf; Cllr. Jane Price and Catherine 

Nutting (Clerk & RFO). 

 

Two (2) members of the public (MOP) were in attendance remotely via Zoom.  
 
County Councillor Janet Duncton and District Councillors Gareth Evans and Charles 
Todhunter were in attendance.  
 

C/23/103 Apologies for absence & housekeeping  

Apologies were received and accepted from Cllr. Nicholas Taylor and Cllr. Doug 

Brown (who attended the meeting remotely, in his capacity as a MOP).   

 

C/23/104 Disclosure of Interests 

None received.  

 

 

C/23/105 Minutes  

The Council RESOLVED to APPROVE the minutes of the Full Parish 

Council Meeting held on 14th June 2023, which will be SIGNED by 

the Chair of the meeting via Secured Signing, in accordance with 

Standing Order 12(g), as a true record and published on the Parish 

Council’s website. 

 

Actions: 

Clerk & Chair 

C/23/106 Public Forum 

None raised.  

 

C/23/107 To receive reports from County and District Councillors 

The Council NOTED the reports received from County Councillor 

Duncton and District Councillors Evans and Todhunter. Both reports 

are appended to these minutes at A & B respectively. 

  

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4wj46vf549yesvqhsfsm1zd7wn
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/07.%20JULY%20Full%20Parish%20Council%20Meeting%20Agenda%2012.07.2023.pdf
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/49jjgf641q4rsxb1mbpygecs42
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/county-v-district
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Additionally, Cllr. Duncton advised that WSCC is keen to hear from 

anyone who can offer accommodation to refugees.  

Cllr. Price expressed her disappointment at the reduction of WSCC 

funding for bus services, which has caused the termination of rural 

services such as Compass Travel route 42. Cllr. Duncton advised that 

a new dial-a-bus service would be launched, which may help rural 

areas.   

 

District Cllr. Evans thanked the work of Council Clerks. Additionally, 

he advised: -  

- Townfield, Kirdford planning application did not get 

considered at the July Planning Committee meeting. 

- He attended a meeting with Artemis Land & Agricultural Ltd 

at Crouchlands Farm on 11th July. The meeting was 

organised by Artemis, due to Cllr. Evans’ Facebook posts 

about the number of planning applications (3) and how 

people should respond separately to each. The meeting 

included other CDC Councillors and Officers. A further 

extension of time to determine the ‘Whole Farm Plan’ will 

be agreed, as more information is required regarding water 

neutrality, highways and ecology.  

- There has been a CDC data breach further to an 

Environmental Health Officer visit to an address in 

Wisborough Green where poultry were being kept.  

-  CDC is experiencing many ‘non-determination’ planning 

appeals. The majority of which are occurring in the south of 

the district.  

 

Cllr. Duncton left the meeting at 19:44 

 

C/23/108 Financial Matters 

For all items listed below, please refer to the details contained within 

paragraph 6 of the Clerk’s Report. 

 

1. Financial report for June - July 2023 

The Council RECEIVED, REVIEWED and NOTED the 

Payments Analysis Reports which details expenditure for 

the period 10th June – 6th July 2023.  

 

No income has been received by the Council during this 

period.  

 

Actions: Clerk 

Cllrs. Jordan, 

Colmer, Price 

& Woolf 

 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4mrb66fvjrhd43vd78bn5d40wp
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The report is appended to these minutes at C. It will be 

countersigned by Cllrs. Price and Woolf.     

 

2. Finance Committee & Working Group – end of Quarter 1 

The Council RECEIVED, REVIEWED and NOTED the Finance 

Working Group’s minutes dated 5th July, published on the 

Council’s website here ; and received a verbal update from 

the Chair of the Finance Committee, Cllr. Colmer.  

The Finance Committee have resolved to open an account 

with Unity Bank to mitigate the Council’s financial risk of 

having more than £85,000 with any single banking provider.   

  

C/23/109 August meeting  

See para 7 of the Clerk’s Report 

The Council RESOLVED to VACATE the AUGUST full Council 

MEETING. 

 

Actions: 

Clerk 

C/23/110 Code of Conduct 

See para 8 of the Clerk’s Report 

The Council RESOLVED to ADOPT the Local Government 

Association’s MODEL CODE OF CONDUCT, which the Parish 

Council’s Principal Authority (CDC) has likewise adopted. The Code 

of Conduct is published on the Council’s website here.  

 

The Council NOTED the invitation to nominate a Councillor to sit as 

a ‘Parish Member’ on CDC’s Standards Committee; however, NO 

ONE wished to be PUT FORWARD.   

 

Actions: 

Clerk 

C/23/111 Highway Matters  

See para 9 of the Clerk’s Report 

1. Highway matters raised by Councillors.  

None to note. 

 

2. Updates regarding Plaistow’s School Safety Zone (SSZ) and 

Rickman’s Lane Traffic Regulaiton Order (TRO)  

None to formally note since the meeting on 14th June. 

However, Cllr. Capsey advised that WSCC Highways have 

begun to install the wig-wag school signs within the SSZ in 

Plaistow. The Clerk to seek a formal update and confirm if a 

separate TRO application for 20mph within the SSZ is 

required.   

Actions: 

Clerk 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4wpq2s3746h596m7razvkerrn4
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/policies
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C/23/112 Ifold Play area 

See para 10 of the Clerk’s Report 

The Council RECEIVED, REVIEWED and NOTED the minutes and 

recommendations of the Playpark Working Group dated 14th and 

28th June 2023; appended to these minutes at D.  

 

The Council RESOLVED to APPROVE the recommended ACTIONS: -  

* Write to direct neighbours of the Kelsey Hall  

* Website to be updated with the survey results (here)  

* Information about the project and survey results to be publicised 

via Facebook and the Council’s newsletter.   

 

Members NOTED that noise and parking would likely be the main 

contentious issues to be mitigated.   

 

Actions:  

Clerk  

C/23/113 Priority & Funding Survey 

See para 11 of the Clerk’s Report 

 

The Council REVIEWED and RESOLVED to APPROVE WORDING 

regarding the Neighbourhood Plan to be added to the Priority & 

Funding Survey webpage (when launched).  

The Council RESOLVED to APPROVE the survey questions and 

AGREED to launch / publicise in SEPTEMBER 2023. HARD COPIES of 

the survey WILL be made AVAILABLE.  

 

Actions:  

Clerk 

C/23/114 Newsletter 

The Council RESOLVED to produce its next newsletter in 

SEPTEMBER after the holiday period. A combined email / hard copy 

version of the newsletter will be produced in tandem with the 

launch of the Priority & Funding Survey to ensure consistency.  

 

Actions:  

Newsletter 

Working Group 

C/23/115 Clerk’s update & items for inclusion on a future agenda  

The Council NOTED the following updates, as detailed at para 13 of 

the Clerk’s Report: -  

 

1. Councillor training 

The Clerk will deliver new Councillor training on 19th July.  

 

2. Cessation of Compass Travel bus service 42 

This is the only bus servicing Dunsfold Road. A Durfold 

Wood resident has expressed their concerns. The Council 

RESOLVED to write a letter of concern to WSCC (appended 

Actions: 

Clerk / Cllrs. 

Price, Denyer 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/ifold_playarea
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at E). Cllr. Price will investigate the matter further and 

report back to Council in due course.  

 

3. Bus shelter build in Plaistow and Ifold 

The build has begun within the WSCC workshop. The Team 

expects to be on site (Plaistow and Ifold) from mid-July 

onwards. A letter will be distributed to the Plaistow site 

neighbours regarding deliveries/noise etc; although 

disruption is anticipated to be minimal. The shelters are due 

to be completed by September, subject to any further 

unforeseen delays outside of anyone’s control.  

 

4. Receive an update regarding bike rack installation in Ifold 

- Cllr. Denyer provided a verbal update. Ifold Stores is 

supportive of the initiative/siting a bike rack in the carpark 

to encourage more people/children to cycle. The school bus 

is being well used, which reduces traffic within Plaistow. If 

the initiative is popular / well used, the Council will consider 

installing more bike racks in due course – the project / use 

will be kept under review.   

 

The Council RESOLVED to APPROVE: -  

- A ‘toast-rack’ style bike rack, for six (6) bikes. 

- Cllr. Denyer to research the cost / type of secure bike-

helmet storage box.  

- Cllr. Denyer to provide the Clerk/Finance Committee with 

firm project costings (rack and box) to be considered/signed 

off.  

 

The Council THANKED Cllr. Denyer for the idea and taking 

the project forward quickly and efficiently.  

 

5. Community Speed Watch (CSW) – Speed Indicator Device 

(S.I.D) data  

The Council NOTED the CSW SID data, published on the 

Council’s website here. When comparing the percentage of 

speeders along Plaistow Road, Ifold in October 2020 and 

May 2023, the situation appears to have worsened.  

In accordance with minute reference C/23/022(4) 

08.02.2023 the Parish Council will consider the outcome of 

the public meeting held on 10.01.2023 and the follow-up 

Speed and Road Safety Working Group meeting dated 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4wj46vf549yesvqhsfsm1zd7wn
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4cppq2m011dvht1acsg0hy6yc5
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4cppq2m011dvht1acsg0hy6yc5
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17.01.2023 in due course, as part of its wider exercise to 

develop a business plan. The Council NOTED that many 

people who speed live in the parish.   

 

6. Asset audit  

Members have been allocated their areas of responsibility 

and will report to Council in September.  

 

7. CDALC AGM update 

The Council NOTED the Chichester District Association of 

Local Council (CDALC) draft AGM minutes dated 29.06.2023. 

The meeting was attended by Cllr. Price.  

 

C/23/116 Meeting Dates 

The Council NOTED the following meetings: - 

• Planning & Open Spaces Committee, 8th August 2023, 

Winterton Hall, Plaistow, 7:30pm 

• Planning & Open Spaces Committee, 29th August 2023, 

Winterton Hall, Plaistow, 7:30pm 

• Planning & Open Spaces Committee, 12th September 2023, 

Kelsey Hall, Ifold, 7pm  

• Winter & Emergency Plan Committee, 12th September 2023, 

Kelsey Hall, Ifold, 7:45pm  

• Full Parish Council, 13th September 2023, Kelsey Hall, Ifold, 

7:30pm 

 

Actions: 

Clerk 

 
There being no further business, the Chair closed the meeting at 20:32 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/CDALC%20Minutes%2029%20June%2023%20-%20DRAFT.pdf
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Appendix A – C/23/107 

 

 

Report from County Cllr. Janet Duncton 

PC Meeting 12.07.2023 

 

Chichester District 

We recently had a locality day for the members representing divisions in the Chichester District and 

some interesting trends were in it since the 2021 Census.  There is a tremendous amount of data but 

one or two interesting items. 

One discussion was about the refugee situation in West Sussex and the current trends.  This is mainly 

for Afghan and Ukraine refugees. 

Originally, we had some 2,500 Ukrainians with sponsors, that number is now about halved for various 

reasons.  Some of the host only committed to the 6th month period, some decided to go back to 

Ukraine or indeed other Country’s not all in Europe.  It’s difficult to know exactly because some known 

as tourist visitors do come and go back several times. 

I don’t have a lot of information on the Afghan refugees except that some are doing really well 

especially when they have medical training.  They are taken on and trained in our way for medical care 

and then can go on as Doctors, Nurses etc. 

One more slightly scary figure for us is the average house price in Chichester District which is now 

some £700k.  The most expensive place is apparently Wisborough Green. 

 

WSCC 

We are very aware at County that the state of the roads is of great concern to many residents, and I 

can assure you that this will play a prominent part in the forth coming budget meetings.  We have 

already agreed several more millions in the current budget so that works on the roads can be 

continued. 

Lots going on at the moment as ever trying to get things done so that we can have some free time 

during August.  Usually, the only meetings actually in the diary for August are the Planning and Rights 

of way meetings and it’s the same this year although there is only one application this coming month 

and that’s for a rights of way application but not in our area. 

Hopefully you will have seen that the new Fire, Rescue and Training Centre at Broadbridge Heath is 

now up and running.  It is now names as Platinum House and is already taking 999 calls as well as 

bookings from all over the Country for training purposes.  It has been recognised as state of the art 

and considered the best facility in the County at the moment.  Quite a feather in our cap and a lot of 

the thanks go to our Chief Fire Officer Sabrina Hatton-Cohen. 

When she arrived with us she immediately set to work on this project and has produced something 

that the Council and indeed the whole of West Sussex can be proud of.  She is an exceptional Chief 

Fire Officer and has the respect of all who work with her. 
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For once I don’t have a report on Children’s Services and you can be assured that the required 

improvements are going ahead as planned.  Another Service that we have worked hard on to make all 

the improvements required of us and we’ve done.  Nothings perfect but it’s a continuing process and 

it will be as good as it can be so that the young people in Care get all the help they need. 

You know all about the Midhurst and Pulborough road situation and to add to things last month I also 

had a sink hole in Middle Street Petworth.  It sounds dramatic but it was quite small in diameter but 

inspection showed it to be 1.2mtrs deep.  I have a suspicion which could be right as pipe that probably 

once carried water was found, that one of the many underground tanks in Petworth built in the time 

of the third Earl on of which is situated under the present British Legion building in Petworth probably 

had pipes laid to supply public pumps in the town and my guess would be that this is one of 

them.  However, whatever the history it has been dealt with for now and hopefully for some time to 

come. 

That is most of the items for this month, but I will of course take back any issues for County that may 

arise at the meeting. 

 

Janet Duncton 

County Councillor Petworth division 

Janet.duncton@gmail.com 

 

Back to top 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Janet.duncton@gmail.com
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Appendix B – C/23/107 

 

Report from District Cllrs. Gareth Evans & Charles Todhunter 

PC Meeting 12.07.2023 

 

10th – 14th July is Local Council Clerk Week. We would therefore like to use this top of this 

meeting to recognise the formidable work that your Clerk puts into supporting the Parish. It is 

an understatement to say how lucky you are to have such a wonderful Clerk.  

 

Local Updates 

21/00466/OUT – Land West of Cornwood Townfield Kirdford West Sussex – Was 

expecting to go to planning committee in July however has now been given an extension of 

time till 30th September. Reasoning seems connected to CDC staffing levels and fighting 

appeals. Charles and I have spoken to Fjola outlining disappointment in time to determine this 

application 956 days if not determined by 30th September.  

 

Lagoon 3 – Reminder trial date is  23 August 2023 at 10:00am at Horsham Magistrates. Will 
update when there is further guidance.  
 
Crouchlands Proposed Developments and 22/02346/OUT Foxbridge Golf Club, 
Foxbridge Lane – A meeting with the developer, Loxwood District Councillors and Senior 
Officers taking place on 11th July. The Leader of the Council has also been invited and will 
attend time permitting.  
 
Old School House, Loxwood – This has been refused on the grounds it is a locally significant 
heritage asset and any future application need to take its status as a locally listed building. It 
also was refused due to the cramped layout and location outside the settlement boundary. 
 
Loxwood Shop Update: There has been a further delay to the S106 but the CDC are 
proactively keeping us up. We will update as soon as we have something more concrete we 
can comment on.  
 
Bittlesfield, Balls Cross We visited a resident who is having challenges getting a planning 
application through to renovate their house that they purchased in 2019. There are several 
inconsistencies in CDCs determination  approach that Charles and I are trying to unpick. 
 
 

CDC Wide Updates  

Midhurst  

Midhurst road has reopened ten days ahead of schedule. 

 

Next Full Council Meeting – Tuesday 18th July 
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Meeting your District Councillors: 

Gareth has the following surgery dates scheduled: 

Saturday 1st July – Old Mill Café, Wisborough Green (12pm-2pm) 

Saturday 15th July – Ifold Stores, Ifold (12pm-2pm) 

 

Should the dates suggested not be suitable for you or there are any other reasons preventing 

you from seeing us we are also happy to do home visits, telephone calls or zoom calls.  

 

Our contact details: 

Cllr. Gareth Evans, email: gbevans@chichester.gov.uk or telephone 07958918056 

Cllr. Charles Todhunter, email ctodhunter@chichester.gov.uk or telephone 07986344365 

 

Back to top 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:gbevans@chichester.gov.uk
mailto:ctodhunter@chichester.gov.uk
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Appendix C – C/23/108 – Order for Payments  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Back to top 
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Appendix D – C/23/112 – Ifold Play area – Working Group minutes 

 

 

 
 
 
 

MINUTES of a Working Group Meeting regarding the new playpark at Kelsey Hall, Ifold held on 

Wednesday 14th June 2023 at 18:45, Winterton Hall, Plaistow.   

 

Present Cllr. Paul Jordan (Chair); Cllr. Doug Brown, Cllr. Sarah Denyer and 

Catherine Nutting (Clerk & RFO). 

 

IP/23/001 

 
Apologies for absence  

Apologies were received and accepted from Mrs Sarah Segar-

Thomas, Kelsey Hall Management Committee  

 

 To note: at the Parish Council’s Annual Meeting in May 2023, the 

membership of the Playpark Working Group changed; Cllr. Capsey 

stepped down, and Cllr. Denyer was formally appointed by the 

Council.   

 

IP/23/002 Purpose of meeting 

To take an initial look at the results of the Ifold playpark consultation 

results, which ran from December 2022 – 31st January 2023.  

 

The results are provided alongside these minutes (separate pdf & 

Excel documents)   

 

 

IP/23/003 Results review 

• 14 questions in survey 

• Delivered to 500 houses in Ifold 

• 96 responses 

• 19.2% response rate 

• Overall conclusion – respondents were in favour of the idea 

(77.1%) 

 

Q: Is this a good response rate?   

A: YES 

The meeting considered whether 19.2% is a respectable response 

rate, which can be trusted to provide an accurate indication of 

project support to be taken forward. As part of its consideration, it 
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had regard for the following information: - 

 

“The average response rate for external surveys at 10-15%” (SmartSurvey) 

 

“Survey response rates in the 5% to 30% range are far more 

typical” (Customer Thermometer) 

 

PeoplePules offer the following: - 

SURVEY TYPE 

RESPONSE RATES 

WITH INVITE 

INCENTIVE: 

RESPONSE 

RATESWITH NO 

INVITE INCENTIVE: 

Post-service Client 

Survey (short length*) 

55-75% (with 1 

follow-up) 

40-60% (with 1 

follow-up) 

Post-service Candidate 

Survey (short length) 60-80% 

40-60% (with 1 

follow-up) 

General Client 

Satisfaction Surveys: 

(medium length**) 

15-30% (with 1 

follow-up) 

Less than 10% 

(with 1 follow-up) 

* Short Length surveys consist of up to 12 questions 
** Medium length surveys consist of 12-25 questions 

 

The Ifold Play area survey best fits the description of a ‘general client 

satisfaction survey of medium length with no incentive to complete’ 

(with no follow-up - other than general reminders via Facebook). 

Therefore, less than 10% response rate would have been typical.  

 

CustomInsight, a US company that designs and administers surveys 

offered the following comments regarding the link between 

response rates and survey types: 

“Response rates vary widely for different types of surveys. Customer 

satisfaction surveys and market research surveys often have 

response rates in the 10% – 30% range. Employee surveys typically 

have a response rate of 25% – 60%. Regardless of the type of survey 

you are conducting, you can have a major effect on the number of 

respondents who complete your survey.” 

PeoplePulse 

 

Therefore, a 19.2% response rate can be considered a typical, 

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/blog/what-is-a-good-survey-response-rate
https://www.customerthermometer.com/customer-surveys/average-survey-response-rate/
https://peoplepulse.com/resources/useful-articles/survey-response-rates/
https://peoplepulse.com/resources/useful-articles/survey-response-rates/
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confident return, which can be trusted to take the project forward. 

 

Q: What is the overall survey conclusion? 

A: IN FAVOUR (77.1%) 

 

Q1 was a simple “are you supportive” question. This allowed 

respondents to answer yes / no. 

- 74 respondents said Yes - in favour of a playpark (77.1%) 

- 20 respondents said No - against the idea of the playpark 

(20.8%) 

- 2 respondents stated ‘other’ - these answers were ["maybe, 

see below "] and ["Undecided. See questions."] (2.1%) 

 

Therefore, this is not a ‘close call’ result (e.g., Brexit); this is a 

comprehensive ‘in favour’ response.  

 

The meeting considered the various comments made by those at 

Q14 Please expand any of your answers given above as necessary; or 

provide any other information / comment that you feel will assist the 

Parish Council in taking this project forward. Thank you.  

appended at A 

 

CONCERNS 

The meeting agreed that discussion should focus on the concerns 

raised by those who were not in favour. Although it is impossible to 

please everyone, it is important to address (as far as possible) the 

concerns of those with reservations, to prevent the play area 

becoming a contentious area for a small minority of residents. 

 

The meeting considered the ‘Areas of Concerns’ (Appendix B). The 

13 issues were drawn out by answers to questions 2 and 14 and have 

been categorised as: -   

Parking / size / appeal / cost / dog fouling / maintenance / litter / 

antisocial behaviour / noise / garden size / trees / loss of use of area 

/ house prices.  

 

In addition to the table of concerns and resolutions on how to 

address these (please refer to appendix B) the meeting specifically 

discussed parking and antisocial behaviour. 
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Parking  

Q5: Parking at the hall is for hall hirers only and not for play area 

users. How will you/your family/friends/visitors travel to the play 

area? (multiple options permitted) 

The meeting discussed that if someone is minded to drive to a 

playpark, they would most likely go further afield to a larger park 

e.g., Plaistow or Loxwood. Anyone with experience of young 

children understands that getting them into/out of a vehicle is not 

straight forward and therefore the journey (especially if for 

recreation) is usually commensurate with the effort.  

The results indicate that most people will either walk - 62 

respondents (50%), or travel by bike – 26 respondents (21%).  

 

19 respondents (15%) said they would travel by car. Of those ‘car 

users’, 61% said they would park in someone’s driveway and 11 

respondents (39%) stated ‘other’, which included “park at our 

house” | "this is totally dependent on the mobility of the users " | 

"Unsure" | "Not in favour" | “N/A” | “by road blocking”. 

 

In terms of parking on either Chalk Road or in the Hall car park, in 

contravention of signage/permission, the results were: - 

Chalk road – 3 respondents (3%) 

Kelsey Hall – 2 respondents (2.1%) 

 

Therefore, whilst the meeting accepted that there will always be 

some who flout the rules, the survey results demonstrate that such 

people will be very few, and most users will walk/cycle as intended. 

 

The meeting agreed that the draw of the area will be the fact that it 

can be walked/cycled too. Parents/carers who want to get out of 

the house / their own garden for a while, can have somewhere to 

go – a purpose – where they can meet other families and children.  

 

This is a sample of comments made by those in support, which 

illustrates this point: -  

 

“I think this is a wonderful idea. Ifold has lots of young families, as well 

as grandparents who look after their grandchildren during the week 

etc, and having an area specifically for children is important. I’d like to 

be able to meet up with local families and make new friends (adults 

and children for play dates) I think it would strengthen the Ifold 

community for the better. Great idea.” 
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* 

“This is an excellent idea to support the local community and has been 

talked about for a long time amongst parents. It would be lovely to 

meet up for a quick play with other parents.” 

* 

“It will be great to have somewhere to go with the kids within Ifold and 

meet up with other families.” 

* 

“I no longer have preschool age children but feel that it is very import 

to have equipment that is suitable for younger children as this can be 

an isolating time for new parents, especially if they have moved to a 

new rural community. They are more likely to be home during the day, 

and a playpark you can walk to, albeit small would be a valuable asset 

to visit to help break up the day, great for grandparents too. If there 

had been something like this in Ifold when my children were younger, 

I would have used it most days as had 2 small children who were home 

for 2 years before old enough to go to local preschools.” 

 

The provision of bike racks generally at the Hall was discussed. It was 

agreed that the KHMC should be encouraged to explore this as a 

general community asset/service in any event. Ifold suffers from 

increased traffic movement and speed – if residents had 

somewhere they could secure their bikes, they might be more 

inclined to cycle to events held at the Hall, the play area etc.  

The PC might consider some funding support – the Working Group 

can raise this with the Council for consideration, subject to the views 

of the KHMC & IEL – who have a vested interest in reducing vehicle 

movement and speed around the estate.  

 

Antisocial behaviour  

The meeting agreed that the risk (especially drug misuse) is minimal 

given the frequent use of the Hall, the area’s proximity to Chalk 

Road and the degree of public movement along the road and the 

fact that the area is not secluded. The meeting considered some of 

the examples provided by concerned residents e.g., children using 

the Hall’s car park for cycling and skateboarding. It was agreed that 

this issue already ‘exists’ without a play area and is not a major issue 

for the Hall and/or residents. Access to the Hall has always been 

unimpeded – the gate is not locked and even if it were, the fence 

can be readily climbed. If issues develop in the future, then CCTV 

could be considered.  
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Q: Will the play area get used and represent good value? 

A: YES 

Q3: Would you, or your family / friends / visitors use the play area? 

Q4: How often would you, or your family/friends/visitors use the play 

area? 

The meeting noted that 26 respondents stated they would never 

use the area (Q3), whereas only 20 answered they were not in 

favour. This shows that there are members of the community that 

can see the value in providing a children’s play area, irrespective of 

their own personal requirements (a sense of community). 13 people 

answered ‘other’ (Q4), which illustrated the point that those with 

grandchildren/visitors would use it on a ‘need basis’ - “maybe once 

a fortnight? (grandchildren who live in Cranleigh)” | “when 

grandchildren visit" | “If we had visitors with young children - it’s 

good to have the option” | “It would vary through the year” | “a 

few times a year” | “very rarely” | “possible visitors”. 

 

44% of respondents said they would use the area either weekly or 

daily and 23% said they would use it monthly. Therefore, the area 

will be consistently well used and therefore is a worth-while 

investment for PC funds.  

 

TYPES OF PLAY EQUIPMENT 

Age 

The meeting agreed that the specific targeted age appeal of 

equipment should be up to reception age (5 years). 42% of 

respondents sought equipment for pre-school age (20%) and up to 

5s (22%). This age group will be ‘at home’ during the day and 

catering for their needs will provide carers with a place to go. Older 

children, who attend school, can more readily access Plaistow’s park 

at the end of the school day.  

 

However, the meeting agreed that the results show a fairly even 

split of preferred age appeal - 20% said the appeal should be up to 

7 years. However, the meeting agreed – from personal, firsthand 

experience – that the types of equipment preferred by respondents, 

which would appeal to children up to 5 years – would also cater for 

a wider age range too. Children of 6 & 7 will equally enjoy slides and 

balance bars etc. As a priority, the area should be accessible for 

younger (pre-school) children; however, older children will also 
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enjoy playing on the equipment.  

 

Equipment 

The most popular equipment was: -  

- Climbing / balance apparatus (63 respondents/ 1st choice 

out of 9) 

- Balance plants – (52 respondents) 

- Small slide (57 respondents / 2nd choice out of 9)  

- Small playhouse (51 respondents / 3rd choice out of 9) 

- Seesaw (42 respondents) 

From experience at the Plaistow park, a small slide and playhouse 

can be combined, as can climbing and balance apparatus. This would 

free up more space for other equipment.  

It was agreed that although the swing was not unpopular (35 

respondents and 4th out of 9 in popularity) the space can only 

accommodate one small baby swing. The swing ‘A frame’ would 

reduce the space available for other equipment. Therefore, it was 

agreed not to include a swing.   

 

The meeting took note of a comment made by one respondent: -  

“Climbing and sliding are good as it changes [?challenges] kids. Most 

have swings at home. Make it an adventure worth going on…” 

 

The meeting agreed that many people have swings in their garden – 

if they have any play equipment - and one swing would cause 

squabbles between children. Therefore, the site should offer more 

unusual equipment not normally found in private gardens, which 

would increase its appeal.  

 

The meeting agreed that the montage of rustic play equipment on 

the PC’s website page illustrates some of the equipment sought and 

feasible for the site: -  

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/ifold_playarea
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The meeting also agreed that as part of the tendering process, 

companies will design the space and recommend equipment to 

meet the brief. Alternative designs can be subject to further public 

consultation “do you prefer design A or design B?” before a final 

decision is made.  

 

Disabled use 

The meeting agreed that this was an important issue to ensure that 

equipment is as inclusive as possible. Companies will be asked to 

recommend and advise as part of the tendering/design process, to 

ensure the equipment is as accessible to all as possible.  

 

This will also include the width of the entrance gate for wheelchairs, 

mobility scooters and also double buggies access.  

 

Aesthetic  

The meeting agreed that it should be predominantly wooden/rustic 

in keeping with the wooded feel of Ifold – see picture montage 

above.  

 

Q: What about seating? 

A: BENCHES ONLY 

The meeting agreed that given the use of the area - i.e., it is not 

going to be a ‘day trip destination’ but rather Ifold residents will ‘pop 

down the road’ to get out of the house for a play – providing picnic 

seating would be unnecessary and take up too much of the limited 

available space. Whatever food may be consumed at the site can 

easily be done sitting on a bench. This will also minimise litter / food 

debris, which can attract unwanted wildlife.  
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Benches were the most popular choice – 33 respondents, or 53 

respondents if you include those who called for both benches and 

picnic tables. It was noted that collectively, 37 respondents called 

for some kind of picnic table (17 in favour of picnic tables and 20 in 

favour of both tables and benches). However, maximising play 

equipment in the safe is paramount and the provision of tables will 

outweigh the benefits.   

 

IP/23/004 Next Meeting  

The Working Group agreed that there should be a meeting with the 

KHMC representative, who was unable to attend this meeting due 

to short notice; and with IEL, before reporting back to the Council. 

This will ensure that their views are fully discussed and included. 

Therefore, a Zoom meeting will be organised as a matter of priory.  

Actions: 

Clerk 

 

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting ended at 19:25 

 

 

Appendix A - Written responses to Q14 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. I think this is a wonderful idea. Ifold has lots of young families, as well as grandparents who 

look after their grandchildren during the week etc, and having an area specifically for 

children is important. I’d like to be able to meet up with local families and make new friends 

(adults and children for play dates) I think it would strengthen the Ifold community for the 

better. Great idea. 

 

2. This is an excellent idea to support the local community and has been talked about for a 

long time amongst parents. It would be lovely to meet up for a quick play with other 

parents. 

 

3. Very supportive of a playground in Ifold. Now we have lost the preschool there is not much 

for children and families and Ifold has lots of young children. 
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4. It will be great to have somewhere to go with the kids within Ifold and meet up with other 

families. 

 

5. good idea. 

 

6. I personally thinking parking would be a deal breaker for most people. 

 

7. I no longer have preschool age children but feel that it is very import to have equipment 

that is suitable for younger children as this can be an isolating time for new parents, 

especially if they have moved to a new rural community. They are more likely to be home 

during the day, and a playpark you can walk to, allbeit small would be a valuable asset to 

visit to help break up the day, great for grandparents too. If there had been something like 

this in Ifold when my children were younger, i would have used it most days as had 2 small 

children who were home for 2 years before old enough to go to local preschools. 

 

8. a great idea but in totally the wrong place. a complete waste of money at that position 

 

9. I think this is a really excellent idea and very much needed and desired in Ifold. As a mum 

of 2 young boys who live in Ifold I would love to see something for families to enjoy in the 

local community. We have many local friends with young families too and it would be great 

to have somewhere to walk/ride our bikes to meet and let the kids have a play. I 

wholeheartedly support this proposal. 

 

10. Could you not buy a plot of land to make a much larger play area there is one available 

 

11. A good idea to have a playground, something that Ifold has lacked. 

 

12. Lovely idea for young mums/dads 

 

13. Please can the equipment be rustic / rural in style . I think the car park should be available 

too . 

 

14. Thank you for asking our opinion. It is much appreciated. The answers were dictated by our 

five year old granddaughter. 

 

15. How will visitors access the play area given that it is next to the hall car park and alongside 

a ditch? Will the play area be fenced off? 

 

16. I greatly fear for the area becoming an eyesore. Not what we want for our lovely village. 

 

17. Climbing and sliding are good as it changes kids. Most have swings at home. Make it an 

adventure worth going on… 

 

18. A small, accessible play area would be a great addition to the community and it's families. 

There are lots of examples of recycled material or natural material equipment which would 

enhance the setting. 
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19. I think it is needed but not the end of the world if my visitors are too old to use it. 

 

20. Somewhere to sit for sure but in summer a space for lunch would be ideal 

 

21. I don’t have a young family so would not visit the area, however I am supportive of this 

being provided for young families in Ifold, providing play space that does not require 

people to drive out of Ifold to find it. 

 

22. Money should be spent wisely and not on a compromise play area. 

 

23. Great idea!! 

 

24. This would be great for local families and bring the community together. There are now a 

lot of young families in Ifold as the older generation need to accept this. 

 

25. This will be used by teenagers in the evenings. They already hang out in the area, and head 

to the disused house behind. 

 

26. Young kids are at preschool all day. This will be used by teenagers and older primary in 

evenings. 

 

27. I am 100% not in favour of this proposition, I do not see the need in this location to provide 

equipment for children when most residents with young children have their own. There is 

a problem with space, noise, and parking. The hall car park is not available for participants, 

and the road is a bridleway and narrow, believe me we live here and we know. I find the 

proposal to be completely unnecessary and the money could be put to much better use, 

improving existing play areas, or in an area where children desperately need something 

like this 

 

28. This proposed project cannot be compared with 'Little Acorns' when much of the children's 

time was spent inside the hall. 

29. Rats will be a problem with a bin, nesting birds in trees will be removed. There are wasp 

nests in ground in bank every year. Drug dealing has been a problem in bus stops in Ifold, 

and will likely move to this area. Who will be responsible to move teenagers late at night? 

Who will be the out of hours warden? A difference to normal parks is that this is private 

land on a private road, in a private hall owned by residents. This must not place 

inconvenience to neighbours due to its location. Local parks are available widely for families 

with toddlers already. 

 

30. Priority of the limited space should be given to the play equipment. If carers want to sit 

and chat they could go to Craig’s coffee cup afterwards. 

 

31. The original survey (all those years ago!) when people expressed a wish for recreation for 

children - they were hoping for a large area for ALL ages of children to include teenagers - 

NOT this postage stamp sized piece of land with play equipment for any child under 7 

years of age! No, No, No! 
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32. The project needs to be brought to a close in order to avoid ratepayers money being 

wasted. Parish council funds need to be spent in areas which benefit all, not just a few. Not 

a good idea to introduce new regular maintenance costs. All householders in Ifold have 

more than enough room for their own play areas. Why not offer them the chance of having 

a Parish council funded play-park in their garden? 

 

33. Been living in Ifold for 4 years and have always felt the only thing missing is a play park 

that we can walk to. 

 

34. Lovely idea for the Ifold community as there is currently nothing there. 

 

35. No options above to say no to any of the options showing a bias towards the project rather 

than an open mind. 

 

36. Ifold needs more children focused things to do, which get children and parents together. 

The roads are busy and so biking and walking is not safe and stressful. We would love a 

park to meet up at. 

 

37. A lovely idea! Not before time!, 

 

38. Bench for bottle/breastfeeding/pregnant people 

 

39. I have two grandchildren aged 5 and 8 and often take them to Plaistow and Loxwood parks 

which have a huge green area as well as plenty of playground equipment . We can easily 

spend an hour there . Two or three bits of equipment at Kelsey hall will not hold their 

interest so I will continue to drive to the other parks 

 

40. Would endorse this idea and am amazed nothing like this exists in Ifold already given the 

amount of houses here. 

 

41. This has been a long time coming! Looking forward to being able to use it with my children. 

 

42. Many thanks, great initiative. 

 

43. Having somewhere to go to socialise is mentioned in your pamphlet. This is not in the 

miniscule area that Ifold can offer . In 10 years social activities have changed. Parents and 

guardians want to sit and chat with coffee facilities whilst their children play. The 

demographics of childrens ages in this area have changed since the survey was taken. Not 

a deprived or in need area to warrant this. All detached houses with large gardens with 

play facilities adequately covered. A walk around will display tree houses and slides in 

abundance. Parents etc use the facilities after school at Plaistow. Not enough toddler age 

group now as I believe even the playgroup that were using the hall no longer are there 

possibly due to lack of attendees. A complete waste of money please use this to put play 

facilities where it is most needed and that is not here in Ifold. 

 

44. Antisocial behaviour: Older children do “hang out unsupervised” at Kelsey Hall. And “from 

experience, those looking to engage in antisocial behaviour” do not worry about “spaces 
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open to public scrutiny”. We and the other neighbours of Kelsey Hall actually experienced 

this in a major way about 8 years ago. Every day when the preschool wasn’t open, a group 

of up to 8 twelve year old boys started to come to Kelsey Hall with their bikes, skate boards 

and radio. They were zooming around the car park and up and down Chalk Road, shouting 

and playing their music loudly. If people went by they would go quiet. All the neighbours 

were getting quite annoyed (one said he’d mentioned it to Ifold Estates) and so, as the only 

neighbour to know the boys (they were in my children’s year at school), I asked the boys 

why they had taken to doing this and they said that they’d written to the parish to say that 

there was somewhere for little ones to play in Plaistow, but nowhere for older children to 

go and they’d been ignored. I asked them to play more quietly and to maybe move around 

different parts of the estate, but they just turned up their music and carried on coming. It 

got so that it was scary to go in the front garden or to leave the house as they would jeer 

at us through the car windows and on one occasion one of them rode into our drive. After 

a couple weeks I told them I would have to speak to their parents. One boy immediately 

rang his dad, who immediately came round in his car and had a go at me, saying they 

weren’t doing any harm and had a right to be there and then he drove off while I was in 

the middle of explaining what they had been doing. I didn’t dare talk to any other parents, 

but luckily after a few weeks, one of the mums suspected and asked me about it. Thankfully, 

she had a word with them twice and they stopped coming. That was decidedly not good 

for mine and the neighbour’s wellbeing‼ And since then, I still get concerned when children 

start zooming around outside. My concern is that if older children see the 8 year old’s 

equipment, they will see the area as a hanging out area! That happens in the Plaistow Park. 

In conclusion: I feel that those who have asked for this Play Area aren’t those who would 

be negatively affected by it. A lot of effort (understandably) has been put into financial and 

practical implications, but no effort into thinking about the wellbeing of those of us that 

live near Kelsey Hall. I feel we are just being dismissed as a minority in the community. 

Thank you for your attention. 

 
Back to top 

 

Appendix B – Areas of Concerns 
 

 

These are the comments made by those who were not in favour (Qu2)  
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The concerns can be categorised as follows (see bold type below): -  

Concern 

 

Resolution 

Parking 

 

This is where some analysis of the results will come 

in. Most respondents stated they will walk / cycle and 

of those who said they would drive, the majority said 

they would park at a friend’s house. As with all things 

in life, you cannot prevent a handful of people doing 

what they want – that’s just a fact of life. However, 

signage / possible bike racks or other ‘out-side-the-

box’ initiatives can reduce what is already a small 

issue. 

Size (too small) 

 

Something is better than nothing. Due to prohibitive 

land costs in Ifold there is no alternative to purchase 

land for a play area. In the absence of any other viable 

option, we must work with what we have. The area is 

big enough for 3 – 6 items of equipment (depending 

on type/size). For comparison, the Plaistow park has 

8 items; therefore, if the site holds 4 – 6 pieces of 

equipment, it is (given its comparative size to 

Plaistow) a viable/healthy number.  

Appeal (limited) 

 

The survey results provide an indication of the types 

of equipment sought – which will go to the number 

of bits of equipment/cost and age appeal. However, 

firsthand knowledge / experience tells us that the 

types of equipment sought (climbing/balance 

apparatus; playhouse with slide) will appeal to 

children from toddler to 8 years (inclusive).  

Cost (linked with size & appeal – unable to provide 

‘decent’ equipment) 

 

The PC has a duty to support all residents, including 

children and families. This project is not to the 

exclusion of its other expenditure/responsibilities. 

The Council can support its £20,000 budget with 

grant applications. The cost to upgrade the Plaistow 

Park was £55,000 – which has much bigger 

equipment, including a zipwire; therefore, the 

budget is sufficient to create a viable play area. 

Dog fouling 

 

It is unlawful to allow dogs into a play areas. This is 

almost universally known. Signs (provided by the PC) 

will support this. The area is more at risk currently 

than it will be once play equipment is installed.  

Ground / equipment maintenance 

 

The PC’s grounds maintenance contractor will 

include the site in the annual contract and manage 

the leaves / grass cutting etc as they do for the 

Plaistow play park. The area will be safety inspected 

regularly and equipment maintained in the same way 

as the PC does at Plaistow. The trees will be included 

in the PC’s tree survey schedule, to ensure their 
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safety. 

Litter 

 

A bin will be provided. The PC contracts with CDC for 

public litter bins in any event, including at the 

Plaistow play park. The bin design will be such as to 

prevent foxes / rates etc.  

Antisocial behaviour e.g., drugs & vandalism 

 

The area is public – regular hall use/footfall and sight 

of Chalk Road. This is not an area which naturally 

lends itself to antisocial behaviour e.g., drug misuses 

and vandalism.  

Noise  

 

There will be some; but limited given the age of the 

children at play and the times of usage. Adult 

supervision and signs “please respect our 

neighbours” will help. It is already a community 

venue / hub, which is used by a variety of 

people/ages at varying times (including evenings with 

cars ‘coming and going’ until 10pm at times) 

throughout the week/weekend.  

Ifold residents have large gardens and are not 

‘disadvantaged’. 

 

Some carers e.g., grandparents do not want to install 

permanent equipment in their gardens. Isolation is a 

key issue for parents. Having somewhere public to 

visit / meet up / meet new people (with children) is 

paramount for the welfare of children and their 

careers as borne out in studies from the Pandemic 

and the survey results. It strengthens a sense of 

community and cohesion.  

Trees 

 

These will not be felled and will be better cared for 

by regular surveys.  

Loss of space to be used for other things The area can still be used by other hall users – parties 

/ fetes etc. The area will offer young children a facility 

which is lacking in Ifold.  

Impact on house prices 

 

Nothing. The hall is a community venue – house 

prices of near neighbours already reflect proximity to 

a community centre. Impact on house prices is not a 

material consideration within the planning process in 

any event.  

 

 

1. no parking available - should people walk to the 'park' major impact to the surrounding 

houses space available is far too small and a total waste of time, money and effort no 

real proper and decent play equipment would be available because the amount of space 

is too small poor access to the proposed park danger from falling leaves in autumn winter 

- who will collect and clear need to have area for prams etc which cuts down equipment 

space dog fouling 

 

2. A few small items of equipment will only appeal to a very small minority of relevant users. 

Irrespective of the locality, users will undoubtedly drive (example note the number of 
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parents that drive to pick up children from the school bus stop at end of chalk road). There 

is no suitable road parking available in the immediate vicinity without causing blocking of 

the road, especially given the road pinch point a few yards up from the Kelsey Hall entrance, 

before the bend. I would have less issue with a usage that perhaps appealed to a broader 

range of age groups - eg a basketball hoop setup etc that could become something more 

communal. There is already a sizeable play area at Plaistow - has any research been 

conducted into how much this actually gets used to gauge its value to the community 

before created a limited version at Ifold? 

 

3. Use the money to reinstate the bus shelter you removed. Ifold children need it for the 

WINTER 

 

4. Most properties in Ifold have large gardens and therefore no need for play area. It will 

potentially create unsociable behaviour and parking is a huge constraint. Money would 

be better spent on renewable energy for Kesley Hall. 

 

5. I feel the area designated would be too small for significant child friendly equipment to 

be installed. It could soon become an eyesore when the toddlers and parents do not tidy 

up after being there. things could be left for the next visitors, who would possibly be 

reluctant to tidy others mess. Mess grows!!!!! 

 

6. Difficult maybe go with the needs of people likely to use it the most. Pick equipment that 

can be used by more than one child at the same time. 

 

7. Well it is so small and barely room to swing a cat with so many beautiful trees surely 

limiting the movement of more than 2 or 3 toddlers at any given time. 

 

8. There is already an issue of drugs being dealt at the bus stop. That will move the park. 

 

9. Noise, litter and drugs in evening There are so many better things to spend money on, or 

keeping council tax lower as everyone struggling financially Damage to verges by cars 

parking on them will have to be paid for by Ifold residents 

 

10. several reasons, firstly we live opposite the hall and we moved to this area for peace and 

quiet in a very pleasant location. 2. I really don't feel it is required, almost everybody has a 

large enough garden on the estate and provides play equipment for their own children. 

3. We do not need to provide play equipment for underprivileged children with small 

gardens, nobody on the estate falls into that category, there are plenty of footpaths and 

open spaces locally. 4. The area described for the play equipment is small as is the whole 

car park, what about the loss of this space being used for other general events for adults 

and children, we must be inclusive of the whole community. I can see nothing that would 

alter my opinion about this 

 

11. It depends on whether the plan includes cutting down any trees on the plot? If so, then 

I’m not supportive, but if not, then it depends on the local demand and traffic increase. 

With the age range so limited, demand is reduced, but I’d still be concerned about 

additional traffic on Chalk Road as some people do seem to drive even within Ifold and we 
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already have an issue of speeding and a tight blind corner. Also, value for money… should 

analyse how much the Plaistow park used and it’s much bigger. 

 

12. The car park is not of sufficient size to accommodate the cars of existing hall users. Car 

parking in Chalk Road is a nightmare of an evening in the dark with concealed drainage 

ditches to stumble into. A community hall with restricted car parking is a retrograde 

proposal. It is for parents to provide for play equipment in their own gardens not look 

for the Parish Council to divert existing facilities. It is unreal to expect the old and the elderly 

to walk to the hall. 

 

13. Has a project been completed on what may be the impact on house prices in Chalk Road? 

 

14. I am a neighbour and it would negatively impact us. Noise early and late, litter, drug 

dealing are a real concern. 

 

15. A complete waste of money to satisfy the whim of a handful of people. The area is too 

small to make a useful play space. 

 

16. Ineffective use of public money to serve the very few young children of the area who all 

have large back gardens to play in. 

 

17. The proposed play area is used already. People do use the seat, without need of an 

enhanced discloser or the like; the area IS used for other events, with occasional use by 

vehicles at these events. Not often, but the area is used for events for all residents, not just 

a minority. The money could be better spent. 

 

18. Why would people go there? It would make much more sense to use the area they call the 

"wild" area where the bus shelter (still not replaced) used to be, then at least they would 

have a reason to visit ... with the shop on hand to supply refreshments. the rewilding 

involved taking a tree down that only benefited the occupants of the lodge, dug out a 

number of wild plants and put a bunch of others in its place - not really rewilding, but 

farming. 

 

19. This is not a suitable location, given the small area available. The car park is already used 

after hours by teenagers with cars as a meeting point and there is now vandalism and 

littering of empty alcohol containers to the bus stop. This will only serve to exacerbated 

this issue as well as causing disturbance to neighbours of the hall who didn't have this 

when they moved in. If parking is not allowed at the hall car park then more cars will park 

outside the hall which is not allowed under Ifold Estate rules. 

 

20. Too small an area. No parking. Will encourage parking on road and verges. Ifold is 

surrounded by woods lots of adventures for children (mine played in woods) all houses in 

large plots sufficient for own play area 

 

21. The area is too small to make a substantial play area . Most of the homes have a bigger 

back garden than the proposed site so can have their own swings etc 
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22. The survey for this was in 2013. These parents now have children who are possibly 12 - 14 

years old. They will want a hard standing football goal and basketball net not toddlers toys 

so the survey is not relevant! There are very few families with young children on Ifold 

now. Concerns being the area is too small. The hall committee are very precious about the 

grounds of the hall and would not like young children straying any where near their hall. 

so how do you keep toddlers on the allotted area. People parking in the narrow road near 

the hall. Concerns of people are not encourage to use the one bench there how will 

toddlers help this situation? 

 

23. In response to your newsletter, I have a few concerns and you do say you wish to implement 

this to the satisfaction of everyone. Traffic: Families on the other side of Ifold aren’t going 

make their little ones walk all the way to Kelsey Hall and will park on the roadside, which 

will cause restriction for other traffic and pedestrians and making it more difficult for us 

residents to get out of our drives. If you let them park in the car park they will leave the 

gate open encouraging skate boarders and bikers to hang out there (see antisocial 

behaviour below). Social interaction: For both the children and their carers, this is not in 

short supply, as they attend school/the school run and visit each other’s houses. I believe 

the community would be better served with a nature area in that spot, which would give 

the community a good chance to work together on an environmental project, be good for 

health and relaxation, social bonding between all ages and could especially good for giving 

the elderly who really do feel isolated, some much needed company‼‼ Play equipment 

will deteriorate with time and need replacing. A nature area, perhaps helped by the 

Gardening Club, could last for generations. We live right by Kelsey Hall and we are very 

concerned about the noise and antisocial behaviour that would be introduced by the Play 

Area. Noise: We are very upset by the comment in your newsletter that we and our 

“surrounding neighbours are already familiar with the noise of playing children”. Clearly 

stated by someone who doesn’t live near the hall and it should be rescinded from the 

newsletter/parish reports as it isn’t true! The Preschool only runs in the mornings, on week 

days and during school terms. We are at home all the time and we hear very little noise 

from them, apart from a short while playing outside under supervision. The rest of the time 

we don’t hear a peep from them as they are mainly inside the hall. So you are proposing 

to introduce the noise of not just preschool children, but those up to 8 years old (who 

incidentally have much louder voices; I know as I helped for 8 years at the local primary 

school) in every daylight hour, 7 days a week, all through the year! It only takes 2 children 

to start screaming and shouting as they play! You seem concerned about the “wellbeing 

and positive mental health… for everyone”, but that doesn’t seem to extend to the Kelsey 

Hall neighbours having to listen to other people’s children at any time throughout the 

week/weekend. And it’s not like we can ask the Play Area visitors, like we can our own 

neighbours, to please be a little quieter if we have our own visitors, an important work 

meeting via zoom or just aren’t feeling well. I don’t suppose you will be sound proofing 

the Play Area! Please see the box in question 14 for a real example of Antisocial Behaviour. 

Thank you. 

 

Back to top 
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MINUTES of a Working Group Meeting regarding the new playpark at Kelsey Hall, Ifold held on 

Wednesday 28th June 2023 at 19:30, via Zoom.   

 

Present Cllr. Paul Jordan (Chair); Cllr. Doug Brown; Cllr. Sarah Denyer; Mr. Jon 

Pearce (Ifold Estates Ltd) and Catherine Nutting (Clerk & RFO). 

 

IP/23/005 

 
Apologies for absence  

Apologies were received and accepted from Mr. Brian McNulty and 

Mrs Sarah Segar-Thomas of Kelsey Hall Management Committee.  

 

 

IP/23/006 Purpose of meeting 

To allow IEL and KHMC to consider and feed back on the results of 

the public consultation.  

 

 

IP/23/007 IEL Comments / Discussion 

 

• Mr. Pearce confirmed that IEL’s usually get a low response 

rate when trying to engage with residents and was 

therefore impressed with the 19.2% engagement rate.  

 

• IEL do not need to provide their consent for the project as 

an interested landowner regarding access to the site. 

Boundary/access issues have been investigated / confirmed 

due to an unrelated matter when someone fell down a man-

hole cover at the hall.    

 

• If IEL are to consider funding some of the project, they will 

hold their own public meeting and invite residents to attend 

and vote (in due course). Mr. Pearce explained that 

sometimes residents can get confused between the roles of 

IEL / IFRA and KHMC and may expect some expenditure 

support from IEL. 

 

• Mr. Pearce and Cllr. Brown agreed that the direct 

neighbours of the hall should receive a separate letter 

regarding the project. Although they have had an 

opportunity to make their comments known via the survey, 

Actions:  

Clerk 
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a further letter explaining the results, a project update and 

inviting further feedback (so that comments can be address 

where possible) was good practice.  

 

Action – IEL to inform which houses to receive letter. Letter 

to be agreed by Working Group and sent to neighbours in 

July. Mr. Pearce offered to hand deliver.   

 

• Communication of the results is important.  

 

Action - The Parish Council website to be updated with the 

survey results. This will co-inside with the letter to 

neighbours (mid-July); Facebook posts; and the PC’s 

summer newsletter.  

 

• It was agreed that Facebook can provide a good source of 

‘immediate’ feedback to be considered.  

 

IP/23/008 Next Meeting  

TBC 

Actions: 

Clerk 

 

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting ended at 20:20 

 
Back to top 
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Appendix E – C/23/115 – Letter to WSCC re No. 42 bus service 

 
 
20th July 2023 

 

FAO Mr. A. Warton 

WSCC 

 

Sent via email: - [redacted] 

 

Dear Mr. Warton,  

 

Re: Compass Travel Bus Service, No.42 

 

Further to your email exchange with Cllr. Price between 29th June and 3rd July 2023, I am formerly 

writing on behalf of Plaistow and Ifold Parish Council regarding its concerns over the cessation of West 

Sussex County Council (WSCC) funding of the Compass Travel Bus Service, No.42 in 2019 which has 

led to the ultimate termination of this service within the Parish/West Sussex on 24th July 2023.  

 

Compass have announced that they are shortening the route of their No. 42 bus service. This weekday 

service provides a route through local villages between Cranleigh and Guildford, looping once a day 

through Loxwood and Plaistow on its way to Dunsfold and beyond. The revised service will no longer 

travel this route and will stay in Surrey and not enter West Sussex. 

 

RH14 0PL/W/N (Dunsfold Road) has ONE bus service per day that passes down the road to Guildford 

via Godalming and then returns 2 hours later. This is the only public transport available in this highly 

rural community for anyone who does not have access to a car.  

 

The Parish Council notes your comment that, 

“…In addition, as a result of ever-decreasing funding from central Government 

the total spending for bus services in West Sussex was reduced by around 

£300,000 per annum in April 2019. Regrettably that meant some services had 

to be reduced in frequency or in a few cases withdrawn altogether, and it 

was at this time that West Sussex County Council funding was withdrawn from 

service 42. Compass Travel have continued to operate the service 42 diversion 

via Plaistow & Loxwood without West Sussex County Council financial support 

from 2019 until now, but the low passenger numbers mean that they can no 

longer do so. 

When spending public money the County Council has to be seen to demonstrate 

value for money, and to financially support bus services we need evidence of 

reasonable patronage for the tax payers money spent. Unfortunately, numbers 

using service 42 were so low that it was difficult to justify the funding, 
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and I am not sure that we ever found a passenger boarding the bus at Durfold 

Wood.” 

 

However, a Durfold Wood resident has advised the Parish Council that they regularly rely upon this 

service for access to their bank and medical appointments in Guildford, as well as shopping in 

Godalming. The bus service was the only way this resident was able to attend the Covid vaccination 

clinics. Naturally they are very concerned about the future. Similarly, students use the bus service to 

attend college in Godalming.  

 

If this service is stopped, the nearest bus stop is 1.25 or 2.5 miles away, depending on which direction 

you walk. The route to these bus stops is along a national speed limit road, which does not benefit 

from any public footpath / pavement / lighting and is therefore dangerous for pedestrians. 

 

The Parish Council is concerned that WSCC is failing vulnerable residents by allowing this service to be 

withdrawn. The area will never achieve large passenger numbers as you would expect in larger 

settlement hubs, owing to its rural, low population nature. However, this does not make the service 

any less important and arguably more so, as residents are isolated and vulnerable by nature of the 

rural location with no other public transport options and services in walking distance.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Catherine Nutting   

Clerk & Responsible Financial Officer 

 

 

Cc. County Councillor Janet Duncton  

 

 

Back to top 

 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.plaistowandifold.org.uk/
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Clerk’s Report 
Full Parish Council meeting, 12th July 2023 

 

BUSINESS TO BE TRANSACTED 

Number Item 

1. Apologies for absence & housekeeping*  

Apologies have been received from Cllr. Taylor.   

 

*In accordance with The Data Protection Act 2018 all attendees of the meeting are hereby notified 

that the meeting could be recorded as an aide memoire for the Clerk when compiling the minutes. 

The recordings are held securely and are deleted after the resolution that the minutes are a true and 

correct record. Members of the public should be aware that being present at a meeting of the Council, 

or one of its committees or sub-committees, will be deemed as the person having given consent to 

being recorded (photograph, film, or audio recording) at the meeting, by any person present. Persons 

who record the parish Council’s meetings are reminded that the “Public Forum” period may not be 

part of the formal meeting and that they should take legal advice themselves as to their rights to 

make any recording during that period.  

 

2. Disclosure of Interests 

(As defined under the Plaistow and Ifold Parish Council Code of Conduct and the Localism 

Act 2011, Chapter 7 ss.26 – 37 in relation to matters on the agenda). 

 

At the time of drafting this report, no disclosure of interests have been received from any Member. 

If a Member becomes aware of an interest in any agenda item, they must notify the meeting (either 

at the beginning of the meeting, or before the agenda item is discussed).  

 

Members have a positive duty to consider the agenda and notify the meeting if they, or 

their partner, have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI), or other interest in any matter 

listed. If a Member, or their partner, has a DPI, or any other interest, they are prohibited 

from participating in the discussion and/or voting. However, a Member can apply in writing 

to the Proper Officer (Clerk) for dispensation to participate and/or vote in the matter. It is 

a criminal offence for any Member to withhold disclosure of a DPI without reasonable 

excuse and/or participate in debate and/or voting (in the absence of dispensation from the 

Proper Officer). 

 

3. Minutes  

Approval of the draft minutes of the full Council Meeting held on 14th June 2023.  

 

The draft minutes are published on the website and were circulated to Members, via email, 

on 22.06.2023.  

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/policies
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/contents/enacted
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/49jjgf641q4rsxb1mbpygecs42
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Approved minutes shall be signed by the meeting Chair via Secured Signing – a secure and 

legally recognised digital signing software package - in accordance with Standing Order 

12(g). The signed minutes will be published on the website here.  

 

4. Public Forum 

At the time of drafting this report, no requests to address the meeting have been received.  

 

In accordance with Standing Orders (SO) 3(e) the public are permitted to make 

representations, answer questions, and give evidence in respect of any item of business 

included in the agenda. However, public participation shall not exceed 10 minutes, unless 

otherwise directed by the Chairman (SO 3(f)). A speaker is limited to 5 minutes (SO 3(g)). 

The Council is not required to respond and/or debate a matter/question raised during public 

participation and the Chair can direct a response to be provided (oral/written) by either a 

Councillor or the Clerk (SO 3(h)). Only one person shall speak at a time and if more than one 

person wants to speak, the Chair shall direct the order (SO 3(k)). A record of the public 

participation session shall be included in the minutes (SO 3(t)).  

 

The business of the meeting will resume immediately following the public forum.  

 

5. To receive reports from County and District Councillors 

Reports provided in advance of the meeting are published alongside the agenda on the 

Parish Council’s website and circulated to Members, via email, for advance consideration.  

 

6. Financial Matters 

1. Financial Reports for June – July 2023 (Payments and Receipts Analysis)  

Includes Parish Council’s income and expenditure during the period 10th June – 6th 

July 2023.  

 

To note, no income has been received by the Council during this period.  

 

To note in particular: -  

PAYMENTS  

- £42 paid to Geoxphere Ltd is the Council’s annual subscription to Parish Online, 

the digital mapping software and asset management tool used by Local 

Government.  

 

All other payments are self-explanatory/standard monthly payments of the 

Council.  

 

2. Finance Committee & Working Group – end of Quarter 1 

Members are encourage to read the minutes of the Finance Working Group 

meeting dated 5th July, which will be available here. The Working Group supports 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/meetings
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Media/General/Model%20Standing%20Orders%202018%20(England)%20-%20Version%20two%20(April%202022)_PIPC_2023-24.pdf
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/county-v-district
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4wj46vf549yesvqhsfsm1zd7wn
24/06/2023%20Geoxphere%20Ltd
https://www.parish-online.co.uk/services/digital-mapping-software
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4wpq2s3746h596m7razvkerrn4
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the Finance Committee by considering matters and making recommendations. The 

Finance Committee meets at 7pm on 12th July.  

 

Any update which deviates from the substantive recommendations of the Working 

Group will be advised to the Council via the Finance Committee Chair, Cllr. Colmer.  

 

7. August meeting  

August is a busy time for everyone, and it is typical that the August meeting is vacated. 

Planning meetings continue as normal (8th & 29th August). However, as always, if there are 

no applications to be considered then the meeting(s) is vacated.  

 

8. Code of Conduct 

1. To resolve to adopt the Local Government Association’s model Code of Conduct, 

which the Parish Council’s Principal Authority (CDC) has likewise adopted. 

 

The Clerk is undertaking a review of the Council’s policies to ensure that the Council 

has the correct policies in place (C/23/085, 17.05.2023). Policies govern the way the 

Council conducts itself lawfully and ensures that in the event of a situation, the 

Council, its Members and Staff know how to respond. Many of the required policies 

are available as model documents from NALC / WSALC and therefore require 

limited amendments.   

It is a legal requirement that the Parish Council has a Code of Conduct (Localism Act 

2011). It is best practice to adopt the Local Government Association model Code of 

Conduct, which likewise the Principal Authority (CDC) has adopted. This ensures 

that the document is up-to-date and helps the Monitoring Officer (Nick Bennett, 

CDC) whose job it is to apply the Parish Council’s Code of Conduct to any complaint 

situation arising. If Mr. Bennett is already familiar with the document (because CDC 

and the Parish Council use the same one) then it supports his role in the process.  

 

2. To consider nominating a Member to sit as a ‘Parish Member’ on CDC’s Standards 

Committee 

Mr. Bennett has contacted Parish Councils as follows: -  

 

You will be aware that the Code of Conduct that applies to all Parish Councillors in 

the District is overseen by Standards Committee.  The work of the committee is 

interesting and includes work to update and improve the policies and arrangements 

of the local code, potentially sitting in sub committee hearings to consider 

complaints and generally giving visible public reassurance that behaviour of 

Councillors is well managed. 

 

Clearly it is vital that Parish perspectives are given a voice, and three representatives 

from Parishes can sit on the Committee and we now have some vacancies.  This is 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/MODEL%20CODE%20OF%20CONDUCT_June%202023.pdf
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4knrybpdne5kh79p23vxf0hamz
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really good timing to join with a new Executive and much changed membership, and 

with the new committee already agreeing to review the procedures for handling 

investigations.  Meetings are not frequent – one or two a year – supplemented by 

occasional standards hearings about particular complaints which the Monitoring 

Officer (me!) refers to them. 

 

It is possible more time could be spent on listening and advising other Parish 

Councillors who are the subject of complaints on occasion too. 

 

I would be very grateful if clerks could email me with any persons willing to act as a 

Parish member of the standards committee.  There would then be an appointment 

process through our new Chair of standards, Cllr Corfield at Standards committee, 

on Tuesday 17 October at 9.30am.  It might be helpful if those putting themselves 

forward could write a paragraph as to their interest and/or experience in case more 

applicants than vacancies were received.  I would stress though that experience in 

standards and governance work is not a pre requirement.  A calm, analytical person 

would be absolutely the right person for the role.  A sense of humour is occasionally 

useful too. 

 

Training would be provided, and relevant costs covered but the post is not 

remunerated. 

 

9. Highway Matters  

1. To receive and resolve to act upon any Highway matters raised by Councillors.  

None raised at the time of drafting this report. 

 

2. To note any updates regarding the School Safety Zone in Plaistow and the TRO 

application along Rickman’s Lane, Plaistow.  

No new update to report since the last meeting in June.  

 

10.  Ifold Play area 

The survey results can be found on the Parish Council’s website here.  

Members are encouraged to read the minutes of the two Playpark Working Group meetings 

dated 14th and 28th June.  

Please note the actions of the Playpark Working Group to be ratified by the Council and 

progressed: -  

 

- Write to direct neighbours of the Kelsey Hall 

- Website to be updated with the survey results (done).  

- Facebook posts & the Council’s summer newsletter to communicate survey 

results.  

 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/ifold_playarea
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11. Priority & Funding Survey 

1. To consider and approve the webpage 

A link to the draft page has been circulated to Members separately. The page 

remans ‘offline’ until approved by Council and the survey is launched. 

  

2. To consider and approve the survey 

A link to the draft survey has been circulated to Members separately. The survey 

remans ‘offline’ and confidential until approved by Council and it is officially 

launched. 

 

3. To consider and approve the date of the survey 

Due to the approaching summer holidays, the Clerk recommends that the survey is 

launched in September.  

 

Members are encouraged to remind themselves of the resolution(s) of the Council 

in February (C/23/023) and March (C/23/034(4)) 2023 – the Clerk’s reports for both 

meetings (on the website) provides further background information e.g., why the 

change from Royal Mail to Arun District Council.   

 

12. Newsletter 

An update from the Chair of the Newsletter Working Group will be provided at the meeting.   

 

13. Clerk’s update & items for inclusion on a future agenda  

See Clerk’s Report  

Recommendation: - To receive general updates and resolve to add any matters arising to a 

future agenda in relation to: - 

8. Councillor training (19.07.2023) 

The Clerk will deliver new Councillor training to anyone who wants to attend (zoom) 

on 19th July.  

  

9. Cessation of Compass Travel bus service 42 

The following information been received: -  

 

I write to inform you that Compass Travel bus service 42 will no longer operate in 

West Sussex from 23 July 2023. Currently this consists of just one return journey 

daily on Mondays to Fridays from Loxwood, Ifold and Plaistow to Godalming & 

Guildford, with little or no use of this service being made by West Sussex residents. 

Service 42 will continue to run nearby in Surrey running approximately every two 

hours with all buses running direct from Alfold Crossways to Dunsfold. Loxwood, 

Ifold & Plaistow will still have alternative Compass Bus services 64 & 69 which 

continue unchanged. 

 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4cppq2m011dvht1acsg0hy6yc5
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/Contents/ContentItems/4j5yn53wzftcs3f2j8zhwmnkd3
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Further to a query raised by Cllr. Price to WSCC regarding the impact upon residents 

of Durfold Wood, which will have no bus service; and by removing all public 

transport from the area, Durfold Wood and the surrounding road becomes even 

more isolating for people who cannot drive, the following information was 

provided: -  

 

Firstly, perhaps I should explain how bus services are provided. Under the 1985 

Transport Act bus operators can run bus services whenever and wherever they like 

so long as they can do so profitably, and these 'commercial' services make up some 

85% of the bus network in West Sussex. Whilst the County Council can financially 

support bus services where these are not provided commercially, the budget is 

strictly limited. In addition, as a result of ever-decreasing funding from central 

Government the total spending for bus services in West Sussex was reduced by 

around £300,000 per annum in April 2019. Regrettably that meant some services 

had to be reduced in frequency or in a few cases withdrawn altogether, and it was 

at this time that West Sussex County Council funding was withdrawn from service 

42. Compass Travel have continued to operate the service 42 diversion via Plaistow 

& Loxwood without West Sussex County Council financial support from 2019 until 

now, but the low passenger numbers mean that they can no longer do so. When 

spending public money, the County Council has to be seen to demonstrate value for 

money, and to financially support bus services we need evidence of reasonable 

patronage for the tax payers money spent.  Unfortunately, numbers using service 

42 were so low that it was difficult to justify the funding, and I am not sure that we 

ever found a passenger boarding the bus at Durfold Wood. 

 

10. Bus shelter build in Plaistow and Ifold 

The the build has begun! The local oak, supplied by Miliam Ltd in Kirdford, has been 

delivered to the Team’s workshop for the initial stage. Darren Rolfe and his Team 

expect to be on site (Plaistow and Ifold) from mid-July onwards. The disruption to 

neighbours (deliveries/noise etc) is anticipated to be minimal. The Team will use a 

small concrete mixer and hand tools. The greatest noise will be a generator; 

however, this will not be in continuous use. The shelters are due to be completed 

by September, subject to any further unforeseen delays outside of anyone’s 

control.  

Neighbours of the shelter in Plaistow will receive a letter from the Parsh Council 

updating them on the project (hand delivered by Paul and Nicholas) in the coming 

days.  

 

11. Receive an update regarding bike rack installation in Ifold 

Update from Cllr. Denyer: - 

 

I have been researching different bicycle rack options for outside Ifold 
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Stores. Attached is some info relating the research, costs and pro's/con's. 

Wooden covered bike storage (mini shed) options start in excess of £3K, 

so I have focused on a more basic cost-effective options. 

 

Having had a few chats with cycling enthusiasts it appears the 'toast rack' 

type bike stands are preferable so that bikes can be leant up against 

something solid, preventing bikes falling like dominoes, getting damaged 

etc. Both the wheels and frames can be secured to the rack, which is 

important if you have quick release wheels, as other rack types only 

secure a wheel, then the rest of the bike can be stolen. 

Craig has suggested the location of the rack, shown in pics in the 

attachment. 

Another good suggestion was that a heavy duty plastic box be provided 

and perhaps secured to the ground with brackets, for cycle helmet storage 

(a good cycle helmet is £40-50 so they can be as desirable as the bikes 

to take).  

 

12. Community Speed Watch – SID data  

The meeting is asked to note the up-to-date Speed Indicator Device (SID) data (May 

2023). This has been passed to Sussex police and a traffic op invited / suggested 

along Plaistow Road under their Op Downsway (the force’s response to anti-social 

driving and speeding).  

 

13. Asset audit  

The asset spreadsheet has been circulated to Members and individual Councillors 

assigned to various assets. Some have returned their completed review already. 

The data will be entered into a central spreadsheet for overall review at the 

September meeting. This information will assist the Council to prepare its 3-year 

business plan – alongside the results of the Priority and Funding Survey.  

 

14. CDALC AGM update 

Cllr. Price attended the meeting. The draft minutes can be found here. Cllr. Price 

will provide a further verbal update where necessary at the meeting.  

 

14. Date of next meetings 

Recommendation: - To note the dates of forthcoming meetings: 

• Planning & Open Spaces Committee, 29th August 2023, Winterton Hall, Plaistow 

• Planning & Open Spaces Committee, 12th September 2023, Kelsey Hall, Ifold – 7pm  

• Winter & Emergency Plan Committee, 12th September 2023, Kelsey Hall, Ifold – 

7:45pm  

• Full Parish Council, 13th September 2023, Kelsey Hall, Ifold – 7:45pm  

 

Back to top 

https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/Bike%20Rack%20Ideas%20-%20Parish%20Council%20Ifold%20Stores.pdf
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/SID%20Stats%20by%20week%20-%20up%20to%20May%2023.pdf
https://www.plaistowandifold-pc.gov.uk/media/General/CDALC%20Minutes%2029%20June%2023%20-%20DRAFT.pdf
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