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HOUSING SUPPLY and SITE ALLOCATION 

REF. RESPONDENT COMMENT 

2 Cranbrook & 
Sissinghurst 
PC 

Affordable housing is not defined 
 

5 Historic 
England 

We note there are areas where site allocation could have effects for the 
Benenden Conservation Area and recommend discussing these potential 
impacts and any necessary mitigation to avoid or minimise potential for harm 
with the District Council's Conservation Officers. 

13 TWBC Page 27, 4th para:  
o The standard methodology is Borough wide, rather than Parish wide;  

o It may be worth altering this sentence to reflect that the standard 
methodology identifies the housing need for the Borough;  
“The NPPF (para 65) explains that strategic policies should also set out a 
housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the 
overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any relevant 
allocations. The TWBC Draft Local Plan does this in Strategic Policies STR1 
and STR/BE1, although it should be recognised that the DLP is still draft”. 

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

Housing Supply and Allocations – Page 27 
Given the planning context and strategy, as worded the objective appears 
over-welcoming to housing development in the Parish and should be amended 
to include reference to the small scale of development expected in the Parish 
over the Plan period.  
 
Example housing objective:  
To support limited housing development, wherever possible locally-led, to 
meet local needs with a mix of well-designed, high quality, sustainable and 
affordable housing that enhances the existing built and natural environment.  

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

Conservation Areas  
Whist the Iden Green and Benenden Conservation Areas are mentioned in the 
Neighbourhood Plan, their importance in planning the future of the parish is 
certainly underplayed. 
 
Page 28: Policy context/justification  
This section does not refer to the constraints of the designated Conservation 
Areas and their setting in selecting suitable housing allocations. This may be 
simply rectified:  
 
Potential for new housing in the parish is highly constrained  
• Over 98% of the parish is in the High Weald AONB  
• Access within the parish is constrained by the width of the roads  
• Access to/from the parish is constrained by the distance from main centres:  
Tunbridge Wells 15m (24km), Maidstone 13m (22km), Ashford 14m (23km)  
and Hastings 14m (23km)  
 
• Benenden Parish contains two conservation areas and over 150 listed 
buildings, Roman roads, medieval field systems, an SSSI and much ancient 
woodland  
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77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

Fig 2 - LBD boundary to exclude large part of existing settlement…..page 30 of 
feedback 

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

Limits to Built Development  
The Neighbourhood Plan explicitly supports the TWBC approach to Limits to 
Built Development (LBD) for the Parish.1 However, this is ‘tucked away’ on 
Page 29 in the Housing Supply and Site Allocation chapter. Firstly, the adopted 
and emerging Local Plan policy on the LBD applies to all development (not just 
housing) and the reference to LBDs is therefore inappropriately included 
within the housing section. Secondly, LBDs distinguish in law between the built 
up area and the countryside and therefore help determine the most 
appropriate and sustainable location for development. For this reason the 
section should be promoted alongside the planning strategy. The section The 
Form and Distribution of Past Development section should be similarly 
promoted. However, in order to conform with the adopted Local Plan, 
amendment will be required to this text.  
 
For me, a fundamental issue of the Neighbourhood Plan is the failure to apply 
this clear spatial distinction between development which is supported within 
the LBD and the more limited development which is supported within the 
countryside beyond the LBD boundary. 
 
1 The adopted Local Plan, to which the Neighbourhood Plan must be in 
general conformity, states:  
 
3.39 There are long-established, nationally-recognised and county-based 
policies for protecting the countryside of the Plan area because of 
Metropolitan Green Belt, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Special 
Landscape designations, and for its own sake.  
Once taken for built development, the countryside cannot be easily replaced or 
restored. Clear Limits to Built Development will direct development to the 
appropriate locations within the Borough. Consequently, this Local Plan defines 
the Limits to Built Development around all the principal settlements and Local 
Plan allocations, in order to restrict the encroachment of built form into the 
surrounding area and to meet the strategic objectives within the Plan to ensure 
sustainable development patterns. The Plan’s strategy is to concentrate most 
development within the built up area whilst limiting development in the 
surrounding countryside. The Limits to Built Development are shown on the 
Proposals Map.  
 
POLICY LBD1  
Outside the Limits to Built Development, as defined on the Proposals Map, 
development will only be permitted where it would be in accordance with all 
relevant policies contained in this Local Plan…  
 
The emerging Local Plan is also clear:  
 
4.80 Limits to Built Development (LBDs) are used to differentiate between the 
built up areas of settlements and areas of countryside beyond. Generally, and 
subject to compliance with other policies in this Plan, there will be a 
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presumption that proposed development such as infilling, redevelopment, 
and/or changes of use will be acceptable inside the LBD, while land and 
buildings outside the LBD will be considered as countryside where there is 
much stricter control over development.  
4.81 The definition of LBDs is an established policy tool to provide both 
certainty and clarity to residents, landowners, developers, and other interested 
parties on where new development would generally be acceptable in principle. 
By drawing LBDs around settlements (including land to meet growth needs), 
LBDs help focus growth to sustainable locations/settlements, while protecting 
the surrounding, more rural areas from inappropriate and intrusive 
development. 
  
There are a number of circumstances, recognised by specific policies in the 
Local Plan, where development outside of LBDs may be acceptable, such as 
that associated with agricultural, woodland, equestrian uses, certain tourism 
activities, and affordable housing ‘exception sites’.  
 

Emerging Local Plan Policy STR 10 states:  
Limits to Built Development Boundaries  
The proposed Limits to Built Development for all settlements are shown on the 
draft Policies Map.  
New development shall be focused within the Limits to Built Development, 
where proposals accord with other relevant policies of this Plan.  
Outside the Limits to Built Development, development will normally be limited 
to that which accords with specific policies of this Plan and/or that for which a 
rural location is demonstrated to be necessary.  
In my view, the Neighbourhood Plan should ensure that all policies clarify 
whether they apply to  
• sites within the LBD (currently Benenden and Iden Green)  
• sites in the countryside outside the LBD  
• both of the above  

28 Peter Nuttall Further to the above the report indicates that “TWBC have adopted a policy of 
redrawing the LBD tightly around the village centre” The current LBD achieves 
this ambition already. What this re-drawing of the boundary seems to mean is 
that green field Countryside in the AONB is to be lost which is contrary to our 
overall objective of protecting the scenic beauty of the countryside. I 
appreciate that this was probably done with the Alms house Charity in mind 
and I’m aware they have been doing a lot of work to deliver their core 
objective of building new Alms houses. My concern is that to achieve this we 
could have a small estate of private houses to provide finance when there are 
houses available elsewhere. I would therefore like to see more consultation, 
review of options including financing options so that we can satisfy all of our 
objectives in a good way. I believe we have sufficient time to do this. 

5 Historic 
England 

Site allocations discussions. A lot of text is included that describes the 
community’s preferred approach to the development of each of the sites 
allocated within Policy HS1 (Pages 39 – 52). If the requirements set out in this 
description are what is necessary to make the development of these sites 
acceptable to the community and can be justified on the basis of 
demonstrable need and policy, such as the need to provide good design that 
contributes positively to local character and sustains the significance of 
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heritage assets, we recommend that the requirements relating to each set is 
more clearly expressed as a policy using the same text box style as policies 
elsewhere in the plan. It isn’t clear at present what is allocation policy and 
what is supportive, discursive text or guidance. The latter receives a 
significantly different weighting in planning decisions. 

28 Peter Nuttall Whilst I acknowledge that significant improvements have been made 
compared to earlier housing allocation numbers we do seem to be bearing a 
disproportionate number compared with other similar character villages….134 
for Benenden vs Frittenden 28, Goudhurst 24, Sandhurst 24 and Iden Green 0. 
As written in the report "the 2018 TWBC Housing Needs Survey identified 
Benenden as having the second lowest housing 
needs within the borough” 

33 Russell Cruse Policy HS1  
The re-drafting of the LBD appears somewhat arbitrary. The Plan should 
make clear why exactly it was felt to be a good thing to re-draw the 
boundary in this manner, along with assurances that, should other sites 
become “available” such a convenient “re-drafting” will not recur.  

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS1 - It is noted that the 1% growth requires 150 new dwellings. The 4 site 
allocations are for between 85-95 dwellings which is below the 100 stated. 
Even with 36 unimplemented approval units, this is only 121-131, still below 
the 150 required. The density of development will be key to the delivery of 
adequate number of dwellings on allocated sites to meet these targets. The 
densities required appear to be significantly higher that the current average 
across Benenden, which would result in developments that are completely out 
of character with their surroundings and as a result, could not be in 
accordance with most of the policies in this plan. If the Parish is serious about 
these policies, then it has to match them with a realistic allocation of site 
areas, to meet the housing required. 

13 TWBC Page 32, Policy HS2:  
o Please note that current policy approach is for 35% affordable housing on 
sites of 10+.  

o Policy H5 in the DLP proposes:  
40% affordable housing for greenfield sites of 10+ dwellings (where this 

percentage is not a whole number, it will be rounded up to the next whole 
number), with sites comprising predominantly brownfield land delivering a net 
increase of 10+ dwellings will be expected to include a minimum of 30% 
(gross) affordable housing;  

For sites of one to nine dwellings will be expected to provide a financial 
contribution towards the provision of off-site affordable housing (land and 
build costs) based on 20% (gross) number of residential units to be provided;  
It may be pertinent to re-word to state that affordable housing should be 
provided in line with adopted TWBC policy (without specifying a percentage), 
as this will future proof policy if/when the TWBC policy position changes;  

o See comment on Page 19, Policy LE2 and para 1.5.2:  

• 10% requirement for single storey or accessible and designed with elderly 
or disabled occupants in mind would be stronger if included in policy 
rather than as supporting text;  

• Has thought been given to specifying a particular standard of 
accommodation for the elderly (e.g. Building Regs M4(2)/M4(3)?  
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40 Tony 
Fullwood 

I suggest the following minor spatial Policy clarifications: 
 
Policy HS2 Delivering a balanced community  
 
Housing allocations Developments will be required to provide balanced 
communities with the following mix of properties. New housing should meet 
the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council’s Strategic Housing Assessment mix, and 
take note of the Local Housing Needs Survey, to ensure suitable and affordable 
housing is available for individuals and families and, in particular, housing to 
meet the needs of an ageing population. Each allocated site should include  
a) Affordable housing in line with TWBC policy of 35% of dwellings.  
b) Options to include low cost rental/shared equity/Help to Buy equity loans.  
c) Suitable property for older local residents who wish to downsize within the 
parish.  
d) Mixed sizes of market housing for parishioners and new residents.  
e) Affordable and market housing should be well integrated within each 
development to help to establish and maintain a strong, mixed and balanced 
community.  

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS2 - The plan favours small developments and only allocates sites up to 25 
units, with windfall developments on unallocated sites limited to 4 units. Does 
the 35% affordable provision get applied to all small developments, eg 3 
houses must include 1 affordable, or does it have a cut off limit, eg 9 units? If 
the policy is to be interpreted as providing 1 bungalow for every 9 houses, 
then this should be specifically stated in the policy, not lost in the 
explanatory notes, 2.2.2. Densities will also have to be adjusted down as 
bungalows take up more site than houses with a similar floor space. 
Historically the pattern of development rarely incorporated mixed 
developments. Where multiple units were built, they were usually of one type, 
for example alms house groups. To try to get all types of dwelling into all 
developments may appear artificial and be less effective than specialisation. 

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

I suggest the following minor spatial Policy clarifications: 
 
Policy HS3 Partnership schemes  
The Parish Council will encourage partnership‐based locally‐led housing 
schemes initiatives, on allocated sites that  
a) Satisfy national policy requirements.  
b) Are designed to maintain an appropriate demographically mixed and 
balanced community.  
c) Respects the local environment.  
d) Upholds village services. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy HS3  
 Other than a need for more low-cost accommodation, there has, to my 

knowledge, been no local requirement for housing. If the Plan is to make 
mention of “Locally-led housing delivery” [why the word “delivery” is used 
here, one can’t imagine] then it must be clearly stated that the only 
developments upon which the parish would look kindly are those that fulfil 
a clear local need. The amount of housing imposed upon Benenden by 
TWBC has nothing whatsoever to do with local need.  
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77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS3 - While it is a reasonable desire for communities to seek affordable 
housing that is for the benefit of local residents, the nature of the 
demographic and the rules that RSL normally have to apply is that the housing 
is allocated to those with the greatest needs, usually from outside the 
immediate community. Is it appropriate to mention by name a specific 
provider in this non-partisan document? 

13 TWBC Page 33, Policy HS4: Perhaps would be stronger with specific reference to 
definition of affordable housing as set out in the NPPF?  

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

I suggest the following minor spatial Policy clarifications: 
 
Policy HS4 Almshouses  
The Parish Council will give priority to schemes on allocated sites in the parish 
applying the almshouse principle. Benenden’s almshouses are administered by 
the Benenden Almshouse Charities (see Feoffee site 277) and, where 
appropriate, this principle should be followed to provide a supply of 
‘affordable housing’ in perpetuity. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS4 – Alms houses are a good means by which local community can have 
some control over the allocations, as well as being exempt from right to buy. 
There is still a moral imperative that Benenden should take its responsibility 
for housing those in greatest need within society as a whole, not just their 
own people. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy HS4 (cf Site Specific Policy 1)  
Benenden is fortunate to have an Alms house Charity but there are a 
number of points arising from the desire to build more. Chiefly is the so-
called “enabling development” by which the funds for alms houses are to 
be raised. The Plan should indicate far more strongly,(and consistent with 
comments on page 41) the desire that this development include more, if 
not a predominance of low-cost housing and express a strong desire to 
exhaust other ways of raising capital before resorting to sale to a private 
developer.  

Some parishioners are of the understanding that this site will be entirely 
comprised of houses fulfilling a parish need and it would be good to see 
this misunderstanding addressed more prominently in the Plan.  

13 TWBC Page 33, Para 2.4.1 and Policy HS5:  
o Is there a particular internet connectivity speed that the NDP would wish to 
specify? Policy ED 3 Digital Communications and Fibre to the Premises (FTTP) 
of the DLP (page 465) specifies internet access speeds in excess of 24Mbps;  

o Would the NDP wish to include the 25% figure in the policy (to strengthen 
it)? If so, may be worth having some evidence to support this figure as a 
requirement…perhaps from the surveys undertaken?  

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS5 - Working from home is an existing circumstance which is outside the 
scope of planning policy to encourage or restrict. It takes place regularly 
regardless of planning controls, so this policy may be largely redundant. 
Residences with specific commercial spaces are hard to control as the space 
can be converted back to residential use at any time. The NDP may benefit by 
having policies for improved data infrastructure and internet connectivity to 
assist home working. There may also be additional policies to specify the 
sorts of activity that can be integrated within residential areas and which 
ones would cause a nuisance. Should supporting a sustainable community 
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include policies on energy targets, renewables, car sharing & electric car 
charging points? 

13 TWBC Page 34, Policy HS6:  
o Similar comment as above about specifying the internet speed?  

o Worth specifying (perhaps in supportive text) that conditions would be 
imposed to ensure that the “work” element remained as such in the long-term  

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

I suggest the following minor spatial Policy clarifications: 
 
HS6 Live/Work units  
Live/work units can improve local employment and are environmentally 
friendly. Premises should have appropriate internet connectivity. Units will 
only be considered appropriate if they are on allocated sites or conform with 
our Windfall Policy HS7, are conversions of redundant farm buildings or are on 
brownfield sites. 

35 Gerard 
Conway 

Policy HS6 - Live/work units are in my view a problematic concept that does 
not sit comfortably within the construct of today's planning system. The vast 
majority of requirements for working at home are provided by carve outs that 
permit home working in units designated as have C3 residential use. My 
concerns remain that proposals will essentially be C3 in character as opposed 
to mixed residential/business use. This may encourage abuse of the planning 
system by way of use of PDR to convert agricultural buildings to B1 use 
buildings and then onwards to "live/work" units. Use conditions attached to 
live/work units may be hard to enforce. Separately, it is unclear what work 
element is considered appropriate for such units. More intensive business uses 
such as B2 general industrial, could lead to undesirable environmental effects 
(eg noise, vibration). That may prove unacceptable in terms of residential and 
general amenity. The NDP contains no provisions for ensuring that undesirable 
environmental impacts do not occur as a result of developments. 
Recommendation: Policy HS6 should be deleted. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS6 - This policy provides a route by which rural buildings can be converted to 
residential use, starting as live work units and then transitioning to purely 
residential use. It is hard for planning enforcement to keep the work element 
tied to the property. If the resident wants to retire, do they have to lose their 
home? Does the NDP need specific policies on this matter? 

13 TWBC Page 34, Policy HS7 and Para 2.5.1: consider that further justification is 
required as to why there is a limit of 4 houses on windfall sites.  

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

As worded, Policy HS7 Windfall Sites is imprecise and unclear about where 
windfall development would be supported and relies on cross reference to 
national and Local Plan policy:  
The Policy should be more precise and locally distinctive. As written, there are 
no criteria which specify where windfall development would be supported 
within the Parish. In order to comply with the Local Plan, this would generally 
need to be within the defined LBDs. In addition, there may be exceptions to 
the usual planning restrictions in the countryside such as windfall 
development on brownfield sites not in business use or sites which support 
the specific needs for key workers at Benenden School or Benenden Hospital).  
I have not seen evidence which justifies the limit of the size of windfall sites at 
4 dwellings. If the Policy is made more spatially precise, there may not be a 
need to quantify the maximum capacity of windfall sites.  
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Example Policy HS7 – Windfall residential development  
 
Windfall residential development such as infilling; redevelopment, conversion 
or extension will be permitted  
(1) within the Limits to Built Development, as defined in the Local Plan, 
where such proposals do not conflict with other policies in the Plan  
(2) outside the Limits to Built Development, as defined in the Local Plan, on 
brownfield sites which are not currently in business use  
(3) outside the Limits to Built Development, at Benenden Girls School and 
Benenden Hospital to meet the specific needs for key workers at the site  
Development proposals  should be designed to a high quality; respond to the 
heritage and distinctive characteristics and comply with BNDP design 
policies. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS7 - It is unclear if windfall sites will be restricted to the LBD. The allocated 
numbers are well below the targets for development, so some windfall 
development will be required if these are to be achieved, but in the policy it is 
not clear what are the criteria that have to be met. What policy will be applied 
if someone wants to subdivide a property, or to build in the garden? Many 
existing properties within the LBD have space, but the character would be 
changed. Does the plan promote inward intensification to deliver windfall 
development, or external expansion? Will affordable housing and bungalow 
targets be applied to developments of 4 or less? 

33 Russell Cruse Policy HS7  
This is very problematic. It contradicts the policies on the LBD and seems to 
indicate that, somehow, four is an acceptable number. This is not the case.  

Windfall sites should be acceptable only on brownfield sites! Indeed, a 
hierarchy of need should be specified prominently in the Plan, to the effect 
that: no green spaces of agricultural land is to be built upon before all 
suitable infill and brownfield sites have been used. The hierarchy should 
be: 1) Infill 2) brownfield 3) greenfield.  

16 Alex Betts NDP Policy HS7 Windfall Sites 
Now that the village has a fantastic new primary school, I wonder what 
happens to the redundant buildings. I assume they will be converted to 
residential units – does this change of use count as a windfall site? If so, then 
surely that is potentially another 4 or so units – or do they not count as they 
are not new build? 

13 TWBC Page 34, Para 2.7.1: There is no specific guidelines from TWBC as to density, 
and each site must be assessed on its own merits. However, 30dpha has long 
been recognised in national policy (e.g. former Planning Policy Statement 3, 
which was replaced by the NPPF) as striking a good balance between making 
efficient use of land and protecting character.  

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS8 - It is vital that this policy is enforced and informs development and 
housing allocations, so inappropriate standard developer schemes can be 
avoided. The plan has to identify the characteristics that make Benenden 
special and that need to inform any development so that it feels particular to 
this location. If the design guidance is to inform this policy, then the 
documents listed need to be clear and detailed, but also made part of the 
policy. 

13 TWBC Page 35, Policy HS9: On very small sites which propose small houses (e.g. 
semi-detached cottages) there is conceivably the chance that some sites may 
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be at higher densities than 25dpha. Would it be better to phrase it as “only in 
exceptional circumstances will densities greater than 25dpha be permitted”?  

40 Tony 
Fullwood 

Policy HS9 on housing density repeats the content of the Built Environment 
Chapter. How is density to be measured (eg dwellings per hectare/ persons 
per hectare/ footprint coverage)? The density of development within the built 
confines of Benenden exceeds 25dph. As the Plan supports development 
within Beneden LBD, the policy as written is therefore likely to lead to 
development which is incompatible with the character of the Benenden 
Conservation Area. 
  
Policy HS9 Housing density  
While being aware of the need to make efficient use of land, as expressed in 
the NPPF and endorsed by CPRE, nonetheless the density of new housing 
should where possible be consistent with existing densities in the adjacent 
parts of the parish in order to maintain the character and distinctiveness of the 
settlement. Density at no time to be greater than 25 dwellings per hectare. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

HS9 - The density of sites is key to the character of places. If a site is in the 
centre of a settlement it should have a higher density than one at the 
periphery. Benenden has a very low density and dispersed nature that gives it 
its specific green character. Allocations for sites, which rely on densities higher 
than the immediately surrounding areas, will only damage the character of the 
area, or fail to deliver the required number of dwellings. By limiting 
development to a few small sites, the plan is putting too much pressure on 
these to deliver the target number of dwellings. The allocated densities are 
too high to maintain the established character. Policies in the plan, for green 
spaces, sustainable drainage, retained features and bungalows, all reduce the 
number of dwellings that be accommodated by each site. If the plan is to be 
realistic, more space must be allocated for the housing targets to be delivered. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy HS9  
One of the more egregious examples of perceived lack of resolve appears 
in this section. “…the density of housing should, where possible, be 
consistent with…” Replace “should” with “shall” and omit “where 
possible”.  

13 TWBC BNP Proposed Site Allocations  - General Comment 
 
Would be clearer to present site allocation requirements/criteria within a 
policy box? 
 
AL/BE1 Walkhurst Road – has planning approval & conditions being 
discharged; not included as an allocation in BNP. 

3 Environment 
Agency 

As 3 sites allocated are brownfield, a preliminary site investigation report 
should be submitted to support any application, thus protecting underlying 
groundwater from contamination. Ensuring the developments foul drainage 
can connect to mains drainage with only clean uncontaminated surface water 
drainage goes to ground. 

5 Historic 
England 

Site 1 - land adjacent to Feoffee Cottages - the site specific allocation policy 
requirements needs to provide an approach to minimising the impact on the 
setting of the cottages, to ensure this allocation has met the requirements of 
the NPPF at para 190. Given the position and orientation of the cottages, their 
visibility in views along the road and outlook over the allocation site, we 
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would suggest it is appropriate to consider whether an area of public open 
space fronting the road should be required to maintain views of the listed 
buildings and provide a green to their fore that both sustains their 
significance and the rural quality of the lane. This could potentially also 
provide an attractive focus for the alms house development. 

33 Russell Cruse On page 41 under “Constraints” remove the contention that Walkhurst Rd 
is “well used as a cut through”. This clearly contradicts the assertion that 
it’s a “narrow, characterful rural lane” mentioned in the first clause of the 
sentence. The statement needs to make reference to the fact that 
Walkhurst Road is the only rural lane directly linked to the village of 
Benenden and is well used by agricultural traffic and by walkers and other 
pedestrians. The developments along this lane and in East End are very 
likely, unless a desire to stop it is strongly articulated, to destroy the 
character of the lane within a very short space of time. A policy needs to be 
included that makes it clear that the desire of the parish is for traffic flow 
to be restricted along Walkhurst Rd. (as intimated in Section 5 (page 73) 
under “Principal aims”.  

13 TWBC Page 40 Site Allocation ‘Site 277 Land adj to Feoffee Cottages, Walkhurst 
Road, Benenden  
(ref AL/BE3 in TWBC draft Local Plan, Page 271)  

• Site Plan does not include open space/landscape buffer as indicated on 
Map 73 of TWBC Local Plan  

• Justification refers to 22-25 dwellings: proposed site allocation AL/BE3 has 
a capacity of 23-25  

Policy requirement 
TWBC AL/BE3  

Included in BNP 
(numbers are ref to 
policy numbering on 
Page 42 of BNP Plan)  

Comment  

Type of development – 
23-25 C3 dwellings  

Policy requirements 
Page 42  
1. 22-23 residential; at 
least 12 units for alms 
houses  
 

• TWBC quantity is 
23-25  

• State ‘C3’ for clarity  

• 50% alms houses 
higher than TWBC 
affordable 
requirement – to 
be cross subsidised 
from other sites. 
This should be 
stated in the 
policy?  

(NB: under 
Opportunities, states 
‘majority being local 
needs affordable 
almshouses’ – but RJ 
refers to a quantity of 
50% almshouses, so 
not a majority)  
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1. Single vehicular 
means of access from 
Walkhurst Road  

6. ‘provide vehicle 
access link’  

Recommend that this 
needs additional 
information as per 
TWBC policy 
requirement  

2. Provision of a 
pedestrian footway 
from site 
entrance…(more 
details included) 

6. details follow those 
within TWBC policy 
except for reference to 
sensitive edge of 
settlement 

Recommend to add in 
reference to “having 
regard to sensitive 
edge of settlement 
character” to inform 
design of footway.  

3. Requirement for 
landscape buffer  
 

4. Refers to protecting 
Ancient 
Woodland/buffer  
 

Recommend that 
landscape buffer 
should be indicated on 
site plan (as per Map 
73 TWBC AL/BE3)  

5. Layout & design of 
scheme must reflect 
location of site on edge 
of settlement, taking 
account of sensitive 
topography (ref to DM 
policies incl AONB)  

2 & 7 Largely follow 
requirement of TWBC 
policy requirements  

5. Layout & design of 
scheme must reflect 
location of site on edge 
of settlement, taking 
account of sensitive 
topography (ref to DM 
policies incl AONB)  

3 Provision of on-site 
amenity/natural green 
space, improvements 
to existing allotments, 
parks, rec, playspace  

No specific reference  Recommend that 
should be added to 
policy requirements  

4 Development to be 
informed by an LVIA & 
heritage assessment  

2. Reference to local 
character /heritage 
setting  

Policy requirement 
could be more robust; 
no specific requirement 
for a LVIA/heritage 
assessment  

7. Design shall be 
sensitive to the 
approach and setting of 
the Benenden 
Conservation Area 
(with ref to DM policy 
EN7)  

7. reference to design 
requirements within 
other BNP policies  

Recommend that policy 
requirement should 
include reference to 
approach and setting of 
CA  

List of Contributions  Not included  Should be included to 
ensure contributions 
for off site 
enhancements etc are 
provided by 
development  

 
NDP Policy also includes (criteria 3) details of on site parking requirements and 
(5) details of gardens and landscaping within site/site boundary 
treatment/removal of pd for fences & garden structures. 
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24 
 
29 

Robert and 
Lynne Mills 
Sara Rowan 
and Peter 
Stennett 

Site 277, Land Adjacent to Feoffee Cottages, although not a brownfield site is 
fully supported with regard to its location, almost an infill area along with 
being near to Rothermere Close and existing affordable housing. 

39 Peta Grant SSP1 Page 43 - suggest add paragraph 9 under the expectation of 
development proposals: 
9. The parish is a dark skies area and any proposals for the outdoor lighting 
of new developments must comply with Policy DB5. 
SSP2 - Uphill page 46 - add above paragraph as para 10. 
SSP3 - Hospital sites page 52  - add above as para 11. 

13 TWBC Page 43 Site Allocation ‘Site LS16 Uphill, New Pond Road, Benenden  
(ref AL/BE2 in TWBC draft Local Plan, Page 269) 

Policy requirement TWBC 
AL/BE2  

Included in BNP (numbers 
are ref to policy numbering 
on Page 45/46 of BNP Plan)  

Comment  

Type of development – 
18-20 C3 dwellings  

1. 18-20 residential; 35% 
affordable  
 

• TWBC 
quantity is 
18-20  

• State’ C3’ 
for clarity  

  % affordable 
will be higher 
in new TWBC 
Local Plan  
 
 

1. Vehicular access  
 

8. details follow those within 
TWBC policy  

  

2. Details of ped access  
 

7. details follow those within 
TWBC policy except for 
reference to sensitive edge 
of settlement  

Recommend 
adding in 
reference to’ 
having regard 
to sensitive 
edge of 
settlement 
character’ to 
inform design 
of footway  

3.Hedgerows/mature 
trees within the site  
 

4. Details of requirements 
for protection of trees and 
hedges within site/along 
boundaries 

 

5. Location close to 
Parsonage Wood SSSI  

Not included   

6. Outcome of MAGIC 
website  

Criteria 5   
 

7. Design sensitive to 
approach and setting of 
CA  

2. Ref to character/local 
distinctiveness/heritage  
 

No specific 
reference to CA  
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8. Archaeological 
investigations  

Not included   

9. Layout – not to 
prejudice future provision 
of access to site to north  

Not included   

10. Ref to TWBC 
Affordable Housing Policy 
H5  

Not included   

11. Provision of on-site 
amenity/natural green 
space, improvements to 
existing allotments, parks, 
rec, playspace  

Not included   

List of Contributions  Not included except for 
reference to improvements 
to crossroads within (8)  

Should be 
included to 
ensure 
contributions 
for off site 
enhancements 
etc are 
provided by 
development  

NDP Policy also includes (criteria 3) details of on-site parking requirements and 
(6) details of gardens and landscaping within site/site boundary 
treatment/removal of pd for fences & garden structures. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen 
Mortimer 

We propose that the land adjacent to Uphill, which is outlined by the red 
edging on the attached plan (see supporting documents for 77), be included 
within the scope of the Local Plan in order to help contribute towards the 
development for the parish. This piece of land will help to improve the 
suitability of Uphill, for the reasons listed in the representation, for 
development to help to ensure that the target housing for this area is met with 
greater ease later in the process. 
The land was originally submitted in the Call for Sites 2018 but, because it was 
linked to another larger site, 158, it was not selected. The site was considered 
suitable and available and the assessment recognised that this site could be 
separated from the larger site to the east. The report states “should the Parish 
decide to pursue a policy of smaller scattered sites, it might be advantageous 
to consider developing only the smaller, western part of the site nearest New 
Pond Road”. 
The site owners now wish to promote the site for housing allocation in 
conjunction with Uphill site, to ensure that the objectives of the plan are 
deliverable and see the site as a natural extension of the existing village. 

16 Alex Betts With regards to LS16 Uphill I agree that this is a suitable site in that it is a 
brownfield site, and am happy that it has been added to the redrawn plan of 
LBD of the village. 
 
Tunbridge Wells Local Draft Plan 
Policy AL/BE 2 
However, I urge the committee to lobby TWBC who have seen fit to add the 
next door fields in the map on the SHELAA published July 2019( including site 
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158), and have also added in clause 8 to policy AL/BE2 (site LS16 Uphill) page 
267: 
The layout, including hard and soft landscaping, to be designed so as not to 
prejudice the future provision of a suitable vehicular access with appropriate 
visibility splay(s) to the land located to the north, which may be allocated for 
development as part of a future 
Local Plan; 
This is without doubt contrary to the wishes of our NDP and we must protest – 
we are leaving ourselves open to further development on top of the 100 new 
homes already put forward. This clause should be removed from the TW Local 
Dra] Plan, and the SHELAA redrawn. 

21 Jim Newman Just to confirm my support for the Development Plan. However I am against 
the proposal to allow road access to the area adjacent to Uphill which could 
encourage possible unwanted future development on 158. 

22 Stuart Collier I am writing to express my support for the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Development Draft Plan. 
As a Benenden village resident, having looked extensively at the proposals, I 
feel it strikes a good balance between the need to ensure a reasonable supply 
of housing for the future of our community and protecting the green spaces 
around us so crucial to the character of the village. 
With Benenden being set in large part within the AONB, I feel the decision to 
identify and earmark brownfield sites with potential for development is 
preferable to building on greenfield sites, which would only end up putting 
more pressure on the countryside and our environment. 
The plan has clearly been well thought through with a significant amount of 
work going into assessing the available sites by the teams of volunteers 
undertaking what is a difficult and time-consuming task. 
In situations such as these, there is never going to be a perfect solution but I 
feel this approach makes best use of the sites available while striving to keep 
the impact on the AONB, countryside and the community as a whole to a 
minimum. 
In general I have concerns about opening up large areas of our AONB 
countryside to potential development and would like to ensure that seemingly 
small entryways into sites such as Site 158 do not lead to large scale 
development stretching across the rear of the village from New Pond Road 
right across to Walkhurst Road, which I feel would completely change the 
character and identity of our community. Any initiatives to ensure that this 
does not happen are to be welcomed. 

23 Olivia Collier I wanted to write in order to express my support for the current Benenden 
Neighbourhood Development Draft Plan. I am a resident in Benenden and 
having been bought up in Cranbrook/Benenden I feel that we are at a critical 
crossroads in the future of the village - it is critical that the integrity and 
beauty of the village is preserved for future generations. 
Having looked at the various proposals, I feel it strikes the right balance 
between the need to ensure a decent supply of housing for the future of our 
community as well as protecting the green spaces around us, so crucial to the 
character of the village. 
With most of Benenden being situated within the AONB, I feel the decision to 
identify and earmark brownfield sites with potential for development is 
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preferable to building on greenfield sites, which would end up putting 
considerably more pressure on the countryside and also our environment. 
The plan has clearly been well thought through with a significant amount of 
work going into assessing the available sites by the teams of volunteers 
undertaking what is a difficult and time-consuming task. 
In times such as these, there is never going to be a perfect solution but I feel 
this approach makes best use of the sites available while striving to keep the 
impact on the AONB, countryside and the community as a whole to a 
minimum. 
I do hope that the Benenden Neighbourhood Development Draft Plan is 
passed successfully. 

24 
 

Robert and 
Lynne Mills 

We are writing to confirm our support for the above BNDP Regulation 14 
Draft. 

29 Sara Rowan 
and Peter 
Stennett 

The sites that have been put forward for development and take account of the 
need to preserve the overall attractiveness of Benenden and the surrounding 
area with its stunning views, areas of outstanding beauty (AONB), ancient 
woodland and the wildlife that lives in and around our village. 
The four sites offer a good balance for the supply of new houses which we are 
told by the Government and in turn the Local Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 
are required for the future of our community, although where all the people 
are going to come from to buy these properties we really do not know, 
especially if you look around the majority of county and see new building sites 
are occurring in abundance. However, we must at all costs protect the 
character of Benenden village, the green spaces, beautiful countryside and 
vistas in our parish. 
Site LS16 Uphill, a brownfield site is suitable for development and it is noted 
that this area has now been included within the revised Limits to Built 
Development. However we are extremely concerned that in the TWBC Local 
Plan for this site AL/BE2 page 267 the wording 
under Section 8 reads: The layout, including hard and so3 landscaping, to be 
designed so as not to prejudice the future provision of a suitable vehicular 
access with appropriate visibility splay(s) to the land located to the north, 
which may be allocated for development as part of a future Local Plan.  
This comment appears to be contrary to the Benenden NDP and would leave 
the Uphill site open to further ribbon development stretching unchecked 
across a massive swathe of countryside running the entire length of Benenden 
to the north and through to Walkhurst Road and Goddards Green Road. This 
would completely change the character of our community and is completely 
unacceptable. 
Clause 8 must therefore be removed from the TWBC Local Plan before it 
progresses any further. It is also noted that the SHELAA published in the TWBC 
Local Plan July 2019 for Site 158 includes Site 16 which is incorrect and should 
be amended so that Site 16 is shown as an individual Site. Again this appears 
to be contrary to the Benenden NDP. Both these comments are being made 
directly to TWBC. 

26 Simon and 
Shane Raw 

Thank-you for all your work on the latest NDPReg14. 
We are writing to give our support to the Benenden NDP. 
It is vital that we protect the AONB for the future of the village character. 
You have identified the brownfield sites which should be developed before any 
greenfield are interfered with. 
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We feel that the discrepancy between your plan and the TWBC version should 
be addressed, namely that Clause 8 within Policy AL/BE2 should be removed. 
Perhaps a new clause Inserting a “Ransom” strip between “Uphill” site and the 
original site 158, but extended to include the adjacent site to the north. This 
would stop the possibility of development running away across 158 and the 
area to the north of the village almost up to East End, Benenden! 

33 Russell Cruse On page 50, the language is again, far too passive conciliatory. The second 
paragraph under “Reasoned justification” in particular, needs to be much 
more robust. This entire section needs to be substantially rewritten, in 
order to ensure that the strong views of parishioners are correctly 
represented.  

13 TWBC Page 50 Site Allocation North of Goddards Green Road/Site South of 
Goddards Green Road, East End  
(ref AL/BE4 in TWBC draft Local Plan, Page 273)  
Site Plans:  
- BNDP splits site out into north & south areas (separate maps) but with one 
overall policy  

- BNDP does not include hospital development to north west and north east  

- Southern site plan in BNDP (Page 47) does not follow the south east part of 
TWBC Site Plan on Page 273  

- BNDP site plan omits landscape buffers indicated in TWBC Site Plan  

Policy requirement 
TWBC AL/BE4  

Included in BNP 
(numbers are ref to 
policy numbering on 
Page 50/52 of BNP 
Plan)  

Comment  

Type of development – 
net increase 44 - 50  

 State ‘C3’ for clarity 

Comprehensive 
proposals for whole 
site; phased timetable 
indicating land to south 
of GG Road to be 
developed first  

Requirement for 
Masterplan included 
under ‘Our Approach’ 
on Page 50  

Currently ‘whole site’ in 
BNP is smaller than for 
AL/BE4 – not incl 
western parts of 
Hospital Site  

Requirements (i) and 
(ii): if part of site is 
subject to planning 
application  

Not included   

1. Active Travel link  3 (top Page 51) 
foot/cycle paths  
5 support for KCC 
Hopper Bus Trial /other 
initiatives  

 

   

2 No development in 
hatched areas; no new 
buildings in AONB  

1 (Page 51) refers to 
design/massing, 

BNP Plans do not 
include any hatched 
areas  
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character, building 
heights  

3 development to 
incorporate tennis 
courts, similar level of 
hospital parking, access 
to sports pavilion – 
unless it can be shown 
that facilities no longer 
required  

6 (middle Page 51) 
requires area for sport 
& rec for use by local 
community  

 

4 garage block to north 
to be demolished 
before occupation of 
50% of resi units – land 
used for benefit of 
LWS/sports pitch  

Not included   

5 means to secure 
public use of hospital 
café  

Not included  See comment below  

6 provision of retail 
outlet in existing 
buildings  

1 (Page 50)Covers this 
but gives opens for 
retail, café, or 
commercial enterprise  
 

1 could result in just a 
café or shop, not both. 
Criteria 5 & 6 of TWBC 
policy could deliver 
more facilities than 
BNP policy.  

7.minibus to coincide 
with primary school 
start/finish  

4 (Top Page 51)  But BNP criteria not as 
comprehensive as that 
included in TWBC 
policy criteria  

8 long term 
management for LWS  

7 (page 52) and 8 (Page 
52)  

 

9 existing 
hedgerows/mature 
trees within site  

10 (page 52)  Site area smaller than 
AL/BE4  
No reference to layout 
and design protecting 
hedges/trees. Could be 
made more robust  

10 existing 
trees/hedges; 
topography  

10 (page 52)  Site area smaller than 
AL/BE4  
See comment above  

11 affordable housing 
as 35% of net increase 
in dwellings - % could 
be to cross subsidise 
Feoffee site  

3 (bottom page 51) 
requires contribution 
to be made to 
Almshouse Trust  

 

12. Provision of on-site 
amenity/natural green 
space, improvements 
to existing allotments, 
parks, rec, playspace  

Not included   
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 2 (Page 50) provide 
community space for 
events – possible use of 
existing old chapel?  

Note – chapel not 
within BNP site areas  

List of Contributions  Not included  Should be included to 
ensure contributions 
for off-site 
enhancements etc are 
provided by 
development  

 
BNP Policy also includes  
(criteria 2, Page 51) details of on-site parking requirements  
(criteria 4 bottom Page 51) requires 25% work/office space  
(criteria 5 bottom page 51) refers to design/materials  
(criteria 6 bottom page 51) details of gardens and landscaping within site/site 
boundary treatment  
(criteria 9 Page 52) disposal of earth redistributed as part of wider landscape 
remodelling 

17 Andrew and 
Kate 
Westcott 

We would like to voice our support for the proposed development at 
Benenden hospital on the existing brown field site. 
We strongly feel that any development needs be undertaken in areas which 
are already built on as we need to conserve as much of our beautiful 
countryside as possible. 
We also feel that developments should be small and with great individual 
character. We drive past the newly built houses in Rolvenden and look on with 
despair at the poorly designed boring boxes. 

20 Jan and 
Christopher 
Dunkley 

I support the draft plan and think that brown field sites should be used 
whenever possible. I would like to see the AONB and the environment of the 
village protected for many years into the future. 

29 Sara Rowan 
and Peter 
Stennett 

We fully support the two sites at Benenden Hospital for development, both 
being existing brownfield sites and particularly Site 424/LS40 which currently is 
a complete eyesore, with derelict buildings surrounded by unsightly hoarding. 
With sympathetic development this area would be improved and bring a much 
needed balance to the area surrounding the existing large hospital complex. It 
does however seem a great shame that the pavilion building ,which is a rare 
example of British Modernism is doomed to be demolished , when surely this 
could be converted in to flats or apartments ? 
We question the need for a cycle track being created through to Benenden 
village, as, in our opinion, most people do NOT cycle anywhere, let alone walk, 
they will use their cars. 
As a large part of Benenden is within the AONB , the decision to develop on 
brownfield sites has to be preferable to building on greenfield sites, to us that 
is just common sense. 
Putting together this Plan must have been no easy task, taking into account 
the many sensitive issues and conflicting interests , we feel that the best 
possible compromises have been made and therefore fully support it. 
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30 Rolf Bakker 
and Corinne 
Corbett-
Thompson 

We like the specific policies that are designed to limit the overall 
outward development of Benenden village as this would permanently 
change and devalue the character of the parish. In particular the 
considerations towards and policies in relation to the Weald AONB, Local 
Green Spaces and the newly drawn Limits to Built Development. This will 
go some way to achieve retention of the village character.  
 
• It goes without saying that existing brown field sites should be selected 
as a priority over new green field sites.  
 
• We support the current site selection as it is in line and supports the 
adopted policies to retain the village character.  

 

24 Robert and 
Lynne Mills 

The two sites at Benenden Hospital are fully supported for development, both 
being existing brownfield sites and particularly Site 424/LS40 which is currently 
a blot on the countryside with derelict buildings surrounded by unsightly 
hoarding. With sympathetic development this area would be improved and 
bring a much needed balance to the area surrounding the existing large 
hospital complex. Though we do question the emphasis for a cycle track being 
created through to Benenden village, how many people are really expected 
going to use this given the poor potholed road surfaces in and around the 
village? 
A large part of Benenden is within the AONB and the decision to propose 
development of brownfield sites offers far more potential and is preferable to 
building on greenfield sites. 
We understand and take into account that the Plan you have created has not 
been an easy task but does take account of all of the above in assessing the 
sites that are available and is therefore fully supported. 

31 Rod and 
Karen Lebon 

I am advised by a neighbour that this is the closing date for consultation 
submissions, and therefore am submitting this. 
I understand that there have been representations from East End residents 
recommending that the site called by the owner "Green Meadows" in the 
southwest quadrant of Benenden crossroads, be developed instead of the East 
End brownfield sites recommended in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. "Green 
Meadows" is a totally unsuitable site for development and would be in the 
most flagrant breach of the High Weald AONB Management Plan. 
Development of any kind on this most outstanding scenic site, one of the 
finest in the entire AONB, would render the entire thrust and intention of 
AONB's, stated by Govt. in law to have the same protected status as a National 
Park, utterly worthless. 
I have nothing to add to my original submission concerning "Green Meadows" 
of a year ago, which remains equally valid and which is attached here. 
I wholly support all the recommendations of the draft NP, which was drawn up 
with the utmost care and in my opinion got it absolutely right in their key 
recommendations for development sites. It is entirely understandable that 
some East End residents would seek to move development to another site; but 
the simple fact is, that the proposed East End sites are largely brownfield, 
already developed, whereas Green Meadows would be a development in total 
breach of all AONB policies and the High Weald Management Plan. 

34 Polly 
Hardwick 

As a resident of Benenden, I would like to write in support of the 
Neighbourhood Development Draft Plan that has been researched and written 
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on behalf of villagers to shape future planning development of our rural 
village. 
This is clearly a carefully researched and through document who’s authors 
have grappled hard on villagers’ behalf with how to best accommodate 
necessary future development in the village, while maintaining the wonderful 
natural setting that Benenden enjoys and that enhances our lives as villagers. 
The decision to focus future development on brownfield sites, ie the unused 
hospital site in the East End of the village, appears wholly sensible and, in 
addition, achieves the primary objective of the purpose of an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which is to “conserve and enhance 
natural beauty” because it will enable greenfield sites, such as Site 158 and 
Site 222, to be preserved thereby preventing unnecessary development of the 
AONB. The fact that the form and objectives of the NDP is underpinned by the 
village’s previous Parish Plan evidences the strength of villagers’ long standing 
wish to protect, whenever possible, Benenden’s countryside and to minimise 
impact on the AONB. 
I believe it is, whenever possible, our duty as villagers to act as custodians and 
protect the rural landscape we are lucky enough to live within and I therefore 
strongly support the NDP’s decision to target future development in the village 
on the East End’s brownfield site. 
I am very grateful for the extensive work that has been undertaken by the 
Steering Committee on our behalf. 

15 Adrian Betts Thanks to all those who have put in time and effort to produce the NDP. I am 
fully supportive of the NDP as I feel it is very well balanced , using the parish as 
a whole rather than just the village . 
The brownfield sites at East End are an absolute eyesore and have to be 
developed in some shape or form. Residential development would probably be 
the most sensitive form of development on those sites as any commercial use 
will probably result in greater daily traffic movements. 
The sites within the village are not of any great landscape significance and 
could almost be described as infill sites. 
It can never be right to build on greenfield sites in areas of outstanding natural 
beauty when there are available brownfield sites. I think this follows national 
planning policy. 
The village centre itself cannot accommodate a large number of new dwellings 
which would destroy the character of the village forever and result in traffic 
chaos. 
I think the plan has found the right blend and hope it is adopted. 

16 Alex Betts I am writing to give my comments on the Neighbourhood Plan produced by 
Benenden 
NDP. 
Firstly I commend them for their sterling efforts over many months, and 
wholeheartedly support the plan. 
In particular I support the following 4 sites: 
Policy HS1 Number of new dwellings 
In addition to existing planning permissions, this Plan allocates four sites to 
accommodate around 100 additional new homes in the parish. 
Ref LS16 Uphill 18-20 units 
Ref 277 Feoffee 22-25 units 
Ref 424 Hospital South 22-25 units 
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Ref LS40 Hospital North 23-25 units 
I am delighted that the committee have satisfied the need for choosing 
brownfield over AONB whenever possible, within the confines of the number 
of houses bestowed on us by TWBC. The 2 sites at Benenden Hospital are an 
eyesore and will be developed 
whether we agree or not, and if they are not residential units it could be light 
industrial or worse. 

18 Derek and 
Mary Catlin 

Having closely followed the Councils progress from the outset, in the 
production of a development plan to meet the needs of TWBC, We would like 
to congratulate them on finally producing a draft plan which distributes the 95 
houses which Tunbridge Wells asks for, over 4 sites. These are mostly “ 
Brownfield sites” where development meets the needs of the village without 
ruining the historic village environment . Building a large estate on land which 
enjoys fabulous Views and is moreover protected by AONB status would have 
been disastrous for the village as a whole. We refer of course to the original 
site 158 the whole of which lays in an area of outstanding natural beauty.  
Benenden is a beautiful village remote from major towns and is capable of 
taking small development of special design quality. This plan surely meets 
these needs.  

19 Jack Martin 
and Emma 
Gale 

We would like to show our support to the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Development Draft Plan. 
As residents of the village, we much enjoy the surrounding area of Benenden 
as an AONB. It would be a shame to lose this due to the proposed housing 
developments suggested at the two greenfield sites. 
Our concerns are that these developments will impact local biodiversity and 
cause unnecessary pollution (noise and traffic) to the local area. 
We understand that there are advantages to using a greenfield site, however 
we feel that the negative impacts far outweigh these. 

Making use of a brownfield site will cause less disruption to both the 
community and the environment. 
We acknowledge that it is a difficult decision and an awful lot of planning has 
gone into this development but we hope that you will consider the thoughts of 
us and fellow residents that support the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Development Draft Plan. 

26 Mark Glubb I am writing to express my support for the current neighbourhood plan with 
the proposed additional development of 100 dwellings on the following sites: 
Ref: LS16 Uphill 
Ref: 277 Feoffee 
Ref: 424 Hospital South 
Ref: LS40 Hospital North 
This fulfils the requirement that Brownfield sites be used where possible as 3 
of the 4 fall into this category. This helps to minimise the negative 
environmental impact on the rural environment. Also, the traffic through the 
village Conservation area can be very heavy, and the positioning of the 
intended development helps to minimise the impact on this area. 
I do feel that the plan could have been bolder regarding the 
environment/transport infrastructure, particularly as we will see an increase in 
the village population. It would be good to increase the number of open green 
spaces, suggest a site for allotments, and develop a network of cycle paths 
connecting all parts of the village, not just East End and Walkhurst Road. 
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Infrastructure is key to the success of the plan and although it falls outside the 
immediate scope of the plan, there needs to be action to have good quality 
mobile and internet connectivity, a good bus service and quality provision to 
encourage people to walk and cycle. 

27 Amanda 
Glubb 

I would like to voice my support for the current Plan, with particular and 
specific reference to the proposed sites for additional housing. It is very 
important that, wherever possible, land is "recycled" through the 
redevelopment of brownfield sites rather than by developing greenfield sites. 
The current plan fulfils this. In addition, the adoption of the proposed sites will 
minimise the negative impact of additional traffic through the village 
conservation area that additional housing will bring. 
I would also like to comment on the following points in the Plan which are 
closely linked to the issue of new housing and the environment: 

• any potential developer should acknowledge and respect Benenden's 
status as a "dark skies" village to ensure unsuitable lighting plans are not 
submitted 

• additional open green spaces and community amenities need to be 
provided close to any new development, if they do not already exist, to 
cater for the increased number of residents in the area. 

• for community cohesion and the physical and mental well-being of 
residents and visitors alike, safe, off-road cycle routes should be created 
linking all parts of Benenden together. 

• although outside the remit and control of the Neighbourhood Plan, a 
properly-functioning, low cost public transport service that operates not in 
seeming isolation, but with proper regard for connecting services and 
timings for local schools, is urgently required 

Finally, I would like to thank those involved in preparing the Benenden 
Neighbourhood Plan for their time, effort and commitment. It is appreciated. 

37 Tim and 
Deana Maw 

We understand comments are invited for the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Development Draft Plan. The requirement for land to be allocated for housing 
is the key concern for villagers and decisions taken in the coming period of 
policy making are of the utmost importance if the character of the village is to 
be preserved for future generations. 
We consider the Draft Plan has shown consideration for this and as a result the 
draft receives our support. 
We appreciate the need to fulfil Government requirements for new housing 
provision and sustain a thriving community and the draft seeks to do so 
without unnecessary harm to the villages green spaces; Benenden has a classic 
layout with the green, church and pub at the heart of the community but it 
also has other green spaces that make the village so special by giving it superb 
views and vistas across the adjacent rolling farmland on the numerous 
approach roads and within the village itself. 
The location within the High Weald AONB is also exceedingly important and 
the draft seeks to develop well screened sites rather than what might be 
considered ‘obvious’ land in Benenden itself and Iden Green. The latter 
settlement could so easily be damaged by inappropriate development. Areas 
158 and 222 are of particular concern and we support the drafts objection to 
these areas being developed. The Benenden crossroads are a local landmark 
and the view to the west across the pasture has great significance. 
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Development of these green spaces would have a grave impact and would 
carry no logic when brown field sites are available such as those in nearby East 
End. It is not just the views that are important but also the countryside and the 
wildlife it supports also. It must be remembered that if these green spaces are 
developed, they are gone forever. 
We appreciate the hard work of the volunteers who have drafted the plan and 
will continue to give support through the continued development of the 
policy. 

41 Robert Todd I just wanted to email my approval at present to the NDP - particularly the use 
of brownfield sites. Living in AONB means that we need to protect it and 
protect the green fields around our village whether Iden Green or Benenden. 
The village is not set up for the huge build being proposed and the building 
development of Benenden needs to stop. I hope that the Parish Council will 
listen to most villagers who are against these developments. 

42 Robert Moser I am writing to indicate my support for the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Development Draft Plan. The plan is all encompassing and appears to have 
been well considered with balanced scrutiny and assessment of all potential 
sites by an extensive team from within the local community. Under challenging 
circumstances, a sensible compromise appears to have been reached between 
the need for a reasonable amount of additional housing supply to sustain the 
future growth of the community whilst protecting the unspoilt countryside 
and the AONB which is of course such a quintessential characteristic of our 
parish. Earmarking brownfield sites with potential for development is clearly 
preferable to building on greenfield sites which would only serve to exert 
greater pressure on the countryside, wildlife and our environment and I feel 
this approach makes best use of the sites available whilst striving to minimise 
the impact on the AONB, countryside and the community as a whole. 

43 Andrew 
Marks 

As a long-term resident of Benenden Parish, I have several objections to the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan which I shall list below. Before this 
however, I would like to point out that, despite the Parish Council’s claim to 
have “consulted widely”, very little communication has reached the East End. 
It would appear that the wide consultation was only within the Village and this 
is the first real opportunity that I, and apparently many of my neighbours have 
had to make comments. 
 
My objections; 
Firstly, the proposed development intended to be imposed on the East End is 
out of all proportion to the existing community and an unreasonably large 
proportion of the total intended for the Parish. The addition of 50 new houses 
to the 24 currently permitted plus the resurrection of 18 small largely 
uninhabited properties, making 92 new dwellings in all, will create an 
unsustainable burden and a strongly adverse environmental impact on the 
local community. I am aware that there is some argument about what the 
total increase in dwelling numbers actually is but even the lowest 
interpretation of 74 is still unacceptably high. 
Page 8 of the NDP states that, as a rural situation, the Village centre has a 
housing density of less than 10 dpHa yet the plan notes a proposal for 22dpHa 
across the East End. Why this is acceptable in an area more rural than the 
village centre has not been addressed and is not at all clear. 
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As noted in your own supporting documents, “The East End in any case has 
very few facilities, low employment prospects and poor transport links.” (Ref. 
Document HSA5). These observations do indeed apply to all of the sites at the 
East End and have been put forward as reasons to reject one proposal 
however, for sites 40,41 and 424 owned by the Hospital, these drawbacks can 
apparently be mitigated by cycle lanes to the Village, hopper buses and the 
expectation that the Hospital will provide a shop, community centre etc. This, 
unsurprisingly, creates a suspicion of prejudicial bias and the fact that the 
current hospital administration previously closed the shop that was already 
serving the administration previously closed the shop that was already serving 
the community does not lend credibility to this plan; Benenden Hospital is a 
private trust and can only be expected to take actions according to its own 
best interest. There are several other examples of “selective observations” 
within the supporting documents; for instance, the assertion that 
development of site 222 would create “fears of creeping suburbanisation” and 
“Ribbon development linking the two distinct settlement (sic.) of Iden Green 
and Benenden” while at the same time asserting that, when rejecting site 437 
at Iden Green itself, the area is “unsuitable for building development due to 
the undulating and steep land.” 
This argument also applies to any development linking Iden Green from site 
222 but in that case it was ignored. In addition, the statement that there are 
no buildings on the west side of Iden Green Road is not strictly true, to the 
west of the cross roads there is already a string of ribbon development along 
the road towards Hartley which is already, effectively part of the Village. Far 
from creating ribbon development, site 222 would be utilising space around 
that which already exists. 
 
The Limit to Building Development line is, I understand, only a drafted 
proposal and will only be finalised after an overall Local Plan has been 
approved. The NDP is using the draft proposal to prematurely exclude 
development of otherwise suitable sites. The Local Plan should define the LBD, 
not the other way round. 
 
The proposed cycleway is not a practical suggestion to connect the 
development with the Village; neither relying on a third party to provide a free 
taxi service nor expecting a 5 year old to cycle every day to the newly-built 
school 3 miles away in the Village is realistic. In practice, the needs of 
employment, shopping and schooling would result in a large increase in traffic 
– predominantly motor traffic, all of which would be avoided or reduced by 
development within the Village or close by at Iden Green; which would also be 
a better, more practical way of meeting the aims of the Borough Council’s 
Cross-Party Committee on Climate Change and Biodiversity. To this end, sites 
66,158 and 222 within the Village, should be reassessed as should the three 
parts of site 437, at Iden Green, which may actually be more suitable for a 
smaller amount of development than the 60 dwellings considered in the NDP. 
 
As noted above, a presumed LBD should not be used to exclude otherwise 
suitable sites. 
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We happen to live within the AONB but within sight and hearing of the 
Hospital and its grounds. The AONB will be affected by the proposed 
development at East End which, being at one of the highest points in the 
Parish will be highly visible to me and many others as the hospital site is 
actually an enclave intruding into the boundary of the AONB. 
 
The present local community at East End exists from an original need for 
accommodation for hospital employees. The proposal to add some new 90 
houses would alter the whole character of this community and contravenes 
the Borough Council’s planning policy by creating, what would in fact be, a 
substantial new satellite community within the Parish. 
 
In addition to the environmental concerns already expressed, the large 
increase in traffic resulting from the proposal would create a significant safety 
hazard along the Goddards Green/Benenden Road to the Castleton’s Oak 
crossroad. In its assessment of rail links from the East End, the TWBC Local 
Plan has omitted Headcorn station (closer that either Staplehurst or 
Etchingham which it has listed). Many of the new residents would be 
employed in either London (via Headcorn) or locally in Ashford or Maidstone. 
All of these destinations require traffic to pass along the GG/Benenden Road 
and over the, already dangerous, crossroad at the Castleton’s Oak. The 
Highway Authority has spent a lot of time and money over the years improving 
the safety of this crossroad and has recently carried out a large resurfacing and 
signage exercise. It is worth noting that further reference to the Crash Map 
used on P76 of the NDP gives a figure of 2 slight accidents at Benenden 
crossroads in the last 5 years. A comparable statistic for the Castletons Oak 
crossroads is 10 slight and one serious accident. (The severity rating appears to 
represent the extent of injury sustained). It is clear that exacerbating the 
existing problem by increasing the traffic loading by building the proposed 
development at the East End would be a retrograde step to road safety. 
 
I understand that these and other objections have been made collectively by 
the Friends of East End group and I also endorse their objections. 

44 Judith Marks I wish to register my objections to the Regulation 14 Draft Benenden 
Neighbourhood Plan dated July 2019 as follows: 
 
There is an unequal allocation of the development around the parish. More 
than half of the up to 100 new dwellings proposed for Benenden under Policy 
HS1 are allocated to East End. 
 
East End has always been a scattered collection of farms and houses rather 
than a discrete village or hamlet, and any clustering has been due to Benenden 
Hospital building its own staff housing. On the other hand, Benenden village 
and Iden Green are already distinct settlements. Benenden Hospital has 
already obtained planning permission for 24 new houses on their land 
(formerly hospital buildings and surrounding landscaped site made redundant 
by the hospital’s new wing, developed on a greenfield site). The Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan proposes to create a whole new settlement at East End 
by allocating up to a further 50 houses. Added to those already approved, this 
means doubling the number of households in East End and overwhelming it. 
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As a comparison, if you doubled the number of houses in Benenden village 
that would mean adding 250. I am not suggesting this should be done, but it 
gives an idea of the impact. 
 
The current approved permission for 24 dwellings is as much as East End can 
absorb, and other opportunities within the parish should be re-examined (see 
below), including those in Iden Green, which is less remote from Benenden, 
has more existing facilities than East End, and is already connected to the 
village by a metalled footpath of around one mile. 
- In particular, Site 158 within Benenden village is within walking distance of all 
facilities, including the primary school, and would not lead to the same 
increase in car journeys assisting development out at East End. Development 
of this site would not overwhelm the character of the village, which we all 
appreciate. 
- Similarly, Site 222 is highly sustainable, and the assertion that it is beyond the 
western border of the village is incorrect as both sides of the road towards 
Mounts Hill are lined with houses, and the proposed development would be 
behind these. It would also open up an attractive green space which would 
add to the charm of the village. 
 
Sustainability should be a priority in planning decisions in order to support 
environmental policies. The proposed sites along Goddards Green Road are 
not sustainable in planning terms. Benenden village with its shop, primary 
school and pub is almost three miles away, and an hour’s walk using the 
existing lanes and footpaths. None of these facilities exist in East End, and 
there is little access to public transport, apart from the current pilot of a twice-
daily Hopper service to Tenterden which also serves Benenden village and Iden 
Green. It is inevitable that the proposed development would generate a huge 
increase in car journeys on the following routes: 
- Primary school traffic from East End to Benenden along Goddards Green 
Road and Walkhurst Lane (narrow single-track country lane), or via New Pond 
Road and Benenden crossroads 
- East End to Headcorn Station, with increased traffic at the notorious accident 
black spot at Castleton’s Oak junction 
- East End to Tenterden, again increasing traffic at Castleton’s Oak. 
The “crash map” provided at 5.1.2 does not extend to the Castleton’s Oak 
junction, but Crash Map shows 15 reported accidents at Castleton’s Oak 
compared with 5 at Benenden Crossroads over the same period. Incremental 
improvements and traffic calming by KCC at Castleton’s Oak over many years 
have not succeeded in cutting the number of accidents at this junction. This is 
not something that can be addressed by requiring developers to improve road 
safety (Policy T2). 
 
The increase in car journeys required by siting development outside the village 
is works against the ambition to be carbon neutral. It is in no way mitigated by 
the projects suggested on Pages 80-81 of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. The 
proposed cycle route between East End and the village including the existing 
footpath from Green Lane to Walkhurst Lane is around 3 miles, and the route 
crosses three steep-sided valleys. It would not improve connectivity in any 
practical way and tarring or otherwise hard surfacing the existing footpath 
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where it passes along the old green lane through undeveloped woodland and 
farmland would be detrimental to the landscape and environment within the 
AONB. 
 
Benenden Hospital and the proposed development sites at East End lie along 
the ridgeway and watershed between the Rother and the Medway. As such 
they occupy an elevated position and are highly visible from within the AONB. 
In fact the boundary of the AONB appears to have been drawn round the 
Hospital site so it impacts the views in many directions. The Hospital and its 
extensive car parks are already highly lit at night, despite apparent 
representations from the Parish. Further development on the watershed will 
intrude even more into the views from within the AONB, counter to the AONB 
Management Plan, which the Borough Council has adopted. 
 
You do not explain what is meant by East End Community Hub (5.3.1), other 
than proposing that commercial and social facilities should be replicated, and a 
children’s play area provided. 
 
There is no “hub” at East End and Benenden Hospital does not offer an ATM 
and cafe for residents as stated in 5.4. A shop and post office that was once 
provided for long stay hospital residents and staff, and could be used by local 
residents, has long been withdrawn. The polling station was closed some years 
ago. Benenden Hospital Trust may be a charity but it is also a limited company 
and a commercial enterprise, and it is naive to consider it as part of the 
community, or expect or rely on it to act in other than its own interests. 
 
I would like to propose that the 18 semi-detached houses in Wood Lane and 
along Goddards Green Road, which the hospital no longer requires for its own 
staff, be offered as affordable housing to local people, who could refurbish 
them themselves. Alternatively, they could be offered to a housing association 
for refurbishment. These houses may be outdated and no longer required to 
meet the Hospital’s accommodation needs, but their current dilapidation is 
overstated. Rather than standing empty for a longer period and deteriorating 
further, these empty homes could meet an immediate housing need and the 
Hospital could realise immediate benefit from their sale. 
 
I fully subscribe to the objections put forward by the Friends of East End. 
 
Finally, I wish to add that I have not found the consultation process in any way 
inclusive. I completed a questionnaire 2-3 years ago, but have not been 
contacted in any other way. In common with other residents of East End, I do 
not have any reason to come into Benenden regularly so do not see village 
noticeboards. As your proposal impacts our neighbourhood so profoundly, I 
would have hoped to have been made aware of it, other than by hearsay late 
in the day. 

45 Arianwen 
Neve 

Please may I reaffirm my concerns about the unnaturally large proposed 
development in Benenden’s East End (sites 424/LS40 a+b) and the effect such 
all-in-one expansion will have on the surrounding roads? 
Would it not be possible to divide the obligatory number of houses between 
the East End, Benenden centre (site 158) and perhaps Iden Green? 
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Simplistic view, I expect, and with the greatest respect for all your work on the 
NDP, but I do think the present proposals need re-thinking.  

46 
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Benenden Neighbourhood Plan 
Regulation 14 objections 
 
I object to the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan because its site specific policies 
often undermine and/or are inconsistent with its stated environmental 
objectives and policies, housing supply objectives and policies, and transport 
and community infrastructure objectives and policies. Further, the 
justifications for site assessments are often inconsistent one with another. 
 
• The Neighbourhood Plan’s suggestion that 50 new houses are planned for 
sites LS41 and 424 at the East End while 45 are planned for the village is 
misleading because it ignores 24 houses already approved for the hospital but 
not yet built, as well as the 18 new houses planned to replace 9 buildings 
containing 18 semi-detached homes with no garages and mostly uninhabited. 
That’s 42 new houses with 42 new families, plus another 50 which makes a 
total of 92 new houses for the East End. This number is disproportionate to 
the number planned for the village and disproportionate for the East End 
which is a rural area of only 76 households. The 42 planned houses are already 
a challenge to the locality. 50 new houses on top of that 42 will totally 
overwhelm it. The proposal is contrary to Policy HS8 that “housing... be well 
integrated into and enhance the local built environment” (p.36) 

• The East End is a remote site, three miles out of the village, with no nursery 
school, no bike path link to the village (the route proposed in the plan is 
opposed by all concerned landowners), and no community hall. Site LS41 and 
424 undermine the Housing Supply objective of supporting “sustainable and 
economically viable sites” (p.27) 

• Iden Green is only a mile from the village, has a long established and highly 
successful nursery school, a popular pub/restaurant at the Woodcock, a well-
used community hall and a paved footpath used by children attending the 
primary school in the village (and which leads through a roadside nature 
reserve and through Hilly Fields), and yet it is rated as being too remote for 
development. See the site review of LS8 (behind the Congregational Church in 
Iden Green). This is inconsistent with the assessment of sites LS41 and 424 
which are more remote and less sustainable yet put forward for 
development. 

• In the Site Assessment paper, Site 158 is recommended for development on 
a restricted scale because “the village only consists of 250 houses so the scale 
of development should be restricted to avoid overwhelming the scale and 
facilities of the existing settlement” yet the Steering Committee disregards the 
need not to overwhelm in relation to site LS41 and 424. This demonstrates 
confirmatory bias and inconsistency. 

• Site 158 and site LS8, among others, are dismissed for being greenfield and 
within the AONB yet sites AL/BE1 (in the TW Local Plan) and site 277 (AL/BE3) 
are both greenfield and within the AONB. So being greenfield is not a 
consistent reason for dismissal. Nor is being within the AONB. Further, Sites 
LS41 and 424 are allocated because they are brownfield but in fact they 
include greenfield areas (a field) and 2 Local Wildlife Sites. The LWS are 
described by the High Weald AONB (see their submission on the TW draft 
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Local Plan) as being “rare and vulnerable acid grassland which should form a 
core area for unimproved grassland as part of a High Weald nature recovery 
network.” Sites LS41 and 424 also include land within the AONB, a fact which is 
more easily discerned in the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan than in the map on 
page 38 of the Benenden plan. In short, Sites LS41 and 424 have greenfield and 
AONB land within them, yet these elements are ignored in the Benenden Plan. 
There is confirmatory bias in the use of the term “brownfield”. Benenden 
planners are turning a blind eye to the greenfield areas in sites LS41 and 424. 

• By allocating sites LS41 and 424, the plan disregards the High Weald AONB’s 
views clearly stated in their comments on the Tunbridge Wells draft Local Plan. 
The HW AONB objects to hospital development on the following grounds: 

o The High Weald AONB Management Plan (to which all councils with AONB 
land have subscribed) says councils should “seek to prioritise the delivery of 
new housing primarily through small scale development” ((Objective S2), not 
by building new satellite settlements of 92 new houses which will overwhelm 
the locality. 

o Land immediately adjacent to AONBs (or indeed land virtually surrounded by 
AONB designated land as in the case of LS41 and 424), contributes to the 
maintenance of the natural beauty of the AONB. This is especially true of sites 
where there are long views. The hospital site was originally a sanatorium sited 
on a ridge running west to east across the northern part of the parish to take 
advantage of long views to the south, the clean air and the remoteness. The 
site, being on a high ridge, will be visible for miles, though out of sight of the 
village centre. 

o The sanatorium which was established in 1906, foreshadows the aims of the 
1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act under which the AONBs 
are designated. This aim is to provide a healthy, natural environment with 
clean air and a tranquil setting. This plan disregards the goals of the AONB by 
assuming that land on one side of the AONB boundary has no effect on the 
natural environment, clean air and tranquillity on the other. 

 
The redundant hospital pavilion building, a rare example of early British 
modernism, provides an important contribution to the cultural history of the 
High Weald (see the September 2019 issue of the Royal Institute of British 
Architects’ Journal. By allocating site 424, the plan disregards this fact and 
undermines the plan’s professed objective of protecting the environment. It 
also disregards Policy HS8 that development “be well integrated into and 
enhance(s) the local built environment”.  
 
• Under the Site allocation review, site 158 is recommended for 
“development.. .(which) could offer the opportunity for a sensitively designed 
scheme that could potentially be integrated into the existing village centre.” 
However, the Plan eventually recommends against such development because 
the parish has been offered large brownfield sites, two of which lie adjacent to 
each other at the hospital, LS41 and 424. This argument, where it is applied to 
an area 3 miles distant from the village, undercuts the plan’s stated 
Environmental Objective of protecting the landscape because landscape and 
wildlife habitat are best protected where housing is developed organically, 
growing outward from an existing developed centre, not spotted at 3 miles 
distance from the centre so that travel links between the two have to be 
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established. Such links invariably eat into wild life habitat and degrade the 
natural landscape. By allocating sites LS41 and 424, the plan puts at odds the 
two objectives of “enhancing connectivity within the parish” (page 71) and 
the objective of protecting “valued environmental assets” (page 13). 
Connectivity presumably means wider roads, better junctions (such as at 
Walkhurst and Goddards Green Road which is now adjacent to a Green 
Space) paved bike paths and pavements. None of these, when they take 
place outside the built-up area, enhance the landscape and improve wildlife 
habitat. Further, a large housing site of 92 houses set in a rural part of the 
parish of itself diminishes the natural environment.  

 

• By allocating sites LS41 and 424 for so many houses, the plan directly 
challenges Tunbridge Wells Borough Council’s Task Force on reducing carbon 
emissions. Recognising the expense of living at such a distance from village 
facilities, and the need for at least two family cars, the plan recommends little 
affordable housing at the hospital site. Children will be driven to school, 
parents will drive to work and to all village amenities such as the village shop, 
the church, the pub/restaurant and community gatherings of all kinds. There is 
no possibility, as there would be at Iden Green or at sites 158 or 222, of 
walking children to school. At a time when the country, the TW Borough 
Council included, is especially aware of the issue of climate change, this plan 
deliberately turns a blind eye. By so doing, the plan fails to meet its stated 
objective of enhancing the environment.  

 

• I also, of course, subscribe to the arguments put forward by the Friends of 
East End.  

47 Hazel Strouts 
+ signed 
petition for 
133 
additional 
signatures 
 

We, the undersigned, object to the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) in so far as it 
relates to housing supply allocation. In essence, our case is first, that it is 
unnecessary and undesirable for this plan to contain any provisions for 
housing allocation, and that they should be omitted; secondly, if there is good 
reason to do so, the proposed development at the East End is excessive, 
inappropriate and unsustainable, and it contravenes well-established policies. 
The housing allocation can readily be met on sites nearer to the village centre 
which are consonant with common sense policies.   
 

1. The need for an allocation at all 
 
The Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Local Plan is subject to consultation at 
present.  A copy of our objections to that plan is supplied as a matter of 
courtesy and relied upon in relation to the NP.  The Local Plan (LP) takes 
precedence over the NP, so that any case put forward in the NP will be of no 
effect, if it is at odds with the LP, and tautologous if it is not.  No other 
neighbourhood plan, so far as we are aware, has set out provisions on housing 
allocation, plainly because it is unnecessary.  The Parish council does not 
acquire any planning powers or influence by including such matters. See PPG 
Neighbourhood Planning paragraph 07 
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2) :  “A 
neighbourhood plan can allocate additional sites to those in a local plan (or 
spatial development strategy) where this is supported by evidence to 
demonstrate need above that identified in the local plan or spatial 
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development strategy. Neighbourhood Plans should not reallocate sites that 
are already allocated through these strategic plans.” 
 
     2. The allocation at the East End 
 
2.1 There are currently about 74 households in the section of the parish 
known as East End, at a density of less than 1 per hectare.  It is proposed to 
more than double that number by allocating an extra 45 to 50 houses at the 
hospital sites in addition to the 24 houses on the south side for which 
permission has been given, but which are not yet built and a further 18 houses 
to replace semi-detached dwellings no longer fully in use on the north side, 
see page 31, policy HS1.  
 
2.2 This provision contravenes policy HS8, page 36, since housing on this 
scale does not “enhance the local built environment” nor “respect the local 
landscape”. Far from it, it creates a whole new village where none existed 
before with no sensible provision for the facilities which are necessary.  It is on 
a prominence and is visible from the south for a long way, and is almost 
surrounded by the AONB (constraints page 48). 
 
2.3 Policy HS9 requires the density of new housing where possible to be 
consistent with existing densities in the adjacent parts of the parish.  This site 
is not adjacent to any part of the centre of Benenden, but to rural scattered 
houses, at probably less than 1 per hectare, and so the proposal clearly 
contravenes this policy. 
 
2.4 There is already provision at most for 42 new houses on this site, 
overall.  That should be regarded as sufficient, if one stands back and looks at 
the overall picture, as we invited the proponents of the plan to do in our 
previous objections to the original draft of the plan.  Clearly this has not been 
done.  The existence of permission for 24 houses on the south site is described 
as an opportunity, page 48, when it is no such thing.  There is no basis for the 
argument that the existence of some permission opens the land up for further 
development.  If the Local Plan is sufficiently definite about the maximum 
number of houses to be allowed over the whole site, that should be a 
sufficient safeguard, bearing in mind that under the Local Plan, the whole of 
the hospital site, including that part which is in current use, is considered as 
site BE4.  The part in current use is also shown coloured purple on page 38 of 
the NP without explanation. 
 
2.5 There will inevitably be a vast increase in traffic on an already 
dangerous road that leads to the accident black spot of Castleton's Oak 
crossroads.  There will also be a significant increase of traffic in the other 
direction and along Walkhurst Road, a narrow single track lane towards the 
village, especially if the occupants of the new houses have small children to 
take to the primary school. 
 
2.6 Goddards Green Road, (GGR) which divides the site, is a narrow rural 
lane with one lane in each direction, but with barely room for two lorries to 
pass.  There is no other practical route which traffic can take between the site 
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and the village centre.  At present, the hospital accounts for some 400 traffic 
movements per day. The average number of cars parked there is about 250 
per day, almost all of which get there and back on GGR, which will continue 
whatever the outcome of the consultation.  At present the traffic movements 
emanating from sites 41 and 424 are virtually nil. 424 is boarded off. So the 
development of these sites will necessarily add to traffic movements on the 
inadequate road.  80 to 90 new houses will produce at least 240 traffic 
movements, and more likely 300, especially as these sites include only limited 
affordable housing and are built almost three miles from the school, shops and 
meeting places in the village. This is an increase of 75%.  There is no proposal 
to widen GGR, with or without s.106 contributions or CIL payments, if that 
system is adopted.  
 
2.7  The expectations set out on pages 50 and 51 show how lamentably 
deficient the site is as a sustainable entity, since it has none of these features.  
There is no basis for supposing that an independent shop or cafe could survive 
as a viable business.  This part of the NP is at odds with the Local Plan which 
works on the basis that the shop and cafe will be in the hospital itself, see page 
274 of that document.  That is of course equally unlikely.  The proposed cycle 
path has no prospect of coming into effect without the consent of the 
landowners, one of whom has already refused.  It is in any event nothing more 
than a recreational project. 
 
2.8 It has emerged in discussions with the promoter of the NP that there 
are two more reasons behind the allocation of such a large number of houses 
to the East End, neither of which has been put into the Plan or associated 
documents.  One is that since the hospital trust has charitable status it is 
obliged to maximise the value of its assets by developing as much of its unused 
land as it can.  That is of course not a planning reason, since the planning 
system does not exist to assist organisations, however worthy, to make 
money.  Rather it is a reason to be firm in setting limits to development which 
can be sustained.  It was the hospital's choice to move westwards on to a 
greenfield site, thereby releasing land which had previously been used for its 
main function.  The planning system is there for the benefit of the community, 
not one individual organisation.   
 
2.9 The second matter relied upon is that the hospital is likely to, or may 
threaten to, apply for planning permission in any event on the basis that these 
are brownfield sites, and will if necessary take the matter to court.  However, 
section 38(6) PCPA 2004 says that planning applications must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan. If there is no allocation in the 
development plan, it makes it less likely that (i) permission would be granted 
and (ii) an appeal would be successful against refusal of permission (from 
those considerations alone). Clearly therefore ‘fear of litigation’ is permitting 
development which would not otherwise be allowed.  Fear of litigation is not a 
valid planning reason.  In any application for permission or appeal the Local 
Plan and Neighbourhood Plan carry considerable weight.  The fact that a site 
has become a brownfield site does not override every other factor, and a 
strongly argued local and/or neighbourhood plan can be effective.  
Sustainability is a far more relevant factor. 
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2.10 For these reasons, and those set out in individual submissions, the 
hospital site should be limited to the permissions in existence at present.  
Standing back, it is as much development as the East End can absorb. 
 
3. Alternative Sites 
 
There are several alternative sites which are capable of taking up the numbers 
of houses required to meet the target, if the dwellings allocated to the hospital 
site are left at the present number, that is, 24 new houses on site 424. These 
sites are 158, next to site 16 and combined with it in the LP SHELAA document, 
site 222 and site 66 in Benenden centre; sites 8 and 437 East in Iden Green. 
 
3.1    The Limit to Built Development (LBD) is an artificial line drawn where the 
planners want to exclude some sites and include others. The decision on 
inclusion of sites comes first, and the line is drawn round to include them. In 
fact the LBD line should reflect what is on the ground, see LBD Topic Paper 
paragraph 7.1 (a). Benenden’s does not. It extends eastwards beyond the 
primary school on Rolvenden Road, but stops at the crossroads going west. In 
fact the built development extends westwards well beyond the crossroads – as 
far as the public school gates on both sides.  Excluding this part of the built 
development has the effect of preserving the houses along the B2086 west of 
the crossroads from unwelcome infilling. There is clearly no prospect of 
infilling in the suggested tightly drawn LBD to the east of the crossroads.  Sites 
222 and 158 are outside the LBD, as currently drawn, but are adjacent and 
could as well be in it had it been drawn fairly. There is a deficit in process here, 
in failing to include the obvious built development. Site 158 is adjacent to site 
16, Uphill, which was outside the LBD before the re-drawing. The process is 
therefore to allocate a site, and then draw the LBD line round it and say “Look, 
it is fine because it is in the LBD.”    
 
3.1.1  Similarly, the proposed removal of a LBD entirely from Iden Green 
prevents the allocation of housing to infill sites, see page 4, paragraph 7.5, 
item 2 and page 7, paragraph 8.1(b) of the Limit to Built Development Topic 
paper, which says: The removal of two LBDs at Iden Green (Benenden) ….... as 
both of these settlements are considered to be unsuitable for further 
development as they have limited key facilities and bus services making them 
unsustainable in this context.   As has been done in the centre of Benenden 
village, the LBD could so easily be drawn to include sites LS8 and 437 East, 
since they are clearly suitable for development and because the reasons given 
for their exclusion do not add up. 
 
3.2    At page 36, paragraph 2.7.2 it is said that average density in the parish is 
10 dwellings per hectare.  This can only be achieved by taking into account 
spaces which are not and never would be built upon. If we look at the area 
within the LBD, density is relatively high, as is usual in local village centres 
where the old terraced houses are close together. Density at the East End on 
the other hand, is much lower since there was never any hamlet main street 
lined with workers’ cottages. The outstanding rural nature of the East End is 
why it was chosen as a site for a sanatorium.  
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3.3   Site 158. This is next to Uphill, site 16, which was included within the LBD 
by adjusting the boundary. Page 270 of the LP, item 8, requires the layout not 
to prejudice the provision of vehicular access to site 158 “which may be 
allocated for development as part of a future Local Plan.” It is not needed now 
only because of the over-allocation of houses at the East End. The SHELAA 
aggregates sites 158 and 16. The potential yield of the two sites together is 
given as 50-65 houses.  The site is within walking distance of the village 
amenities. And so the sustainability assessment, which refers to lack of 
services and facilities including public transport is misconceived.  The reason 
given for the rejection of the area outside of site 16 (that is 158) does not bear 
examination and is vague.  This site is regarded as suitable for allocation in a 
future Local Plan.  Its landscape impact is the same as it is on 16.  This site was 
originally one of two sites considered as a site of the new village primary 
school and was earmarked in early discussions with the TWBC planners as 
suitable for housing. The TWBC proposed 174 dwellings for this site in 2018. 
 
3.4   Site 222. This site on the southwest corner of the crossroads apart from 
the area around the pond which is directly on that corner and which is to be 
left as a green space for future village use  (it is not currently open to  the 
public) is only outside the LBD because that line has been perversely drawn to 
exclude the built development to the west. The experience of sites 16 and 277 
show that the LBD can be adjusted to enclose an allocated site or it can be 
ignored, as in the case of the hospital site. The SHELAA report is basically 
wrong.   It is within walking distance of all village amenities so the alleged lack 
of services and facilities, including public transport is plainly wrong.  
 
3.5 Site 66. This site is analysed in the NP HSA3 sheets, pages 9 and 10.  It 
is regarded as suitable and achievable.  The reasons given for its suitability are 
valid.  There is on the face of it no reason to reject it. 
 
3.6 The Iden Green sites.  The reasons given for rejecting them are that 
there are no amenities, but Iden Green  is in fact only a mile from the village, 
and has a pub/restaurant, a nursery school and a community hall.   There is a 
paved footpath link to the village giving access to the primary school, church 
and village centre.  This path follows a Roadside Nature Reserve for less than 
half a mile and then becomes a paved footpath through fields to the church 
and adjacent primary school. Compare this with the sites in the East End, three 
miles from the village centre, which has no such facilities nor a direct link with 
the village except by car. 
 
3.6.1 Iden Green has had several parcels of land offered in the call for sites 
yet each has been rejected. Site LS8, for example, a site for 26 houses lying 
between Chapel Lane and Iden Green Road and surrounded by houses in the 
heart of the hamlet, has been rejected on the grounds that it:   
      (a) is in “a remote location relative to services and facilities and public 
transport” (SHELAA; a misguided objection identical to those made in relation 
to sites 158 and 222); 
      (b) would increase the traffic (HSA); 
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      (c) is outside the LBD (true, but capable of being remedied); and 
      (d) has “no amenities” (untrue). 

These points would, on the other hand, all be perfectly true if they were 
spoken of in relation to the East End site. 

 

Site LS8 is a greenfield site and within the AONB but this is also true of the two 
sites on Walkhurst Road, the primary school and the hospital site which 
includes Local Wildlife Sites and, as seen on the map on page 38, overlaps into 
the AONB. 

 

3.6.2 Other sites in Iden Green have been rejected, such as 437, a very large 
site, as if it were only available in one piece for a very large number of houses. 
In fact, a small group of houses could be considered in a small, suitable section 
of the whole, for example, that part of this site which lies to the east of Iden 
Green Road and in the centre of the hamlet, adjacent to an existing housing 
estate and close to the pavement which connects the hamlet to the Village 
centre. 
 
   4. General 
 
Our comments made to the draft plan promulgated in February 2019 and 
signed by 127 people, noted that our objections will be submitted at each 
stage of the consultation process until we come to a satisfactory conclusion. 
Regrettably, we have not reached such a conclusion since the principal 
objections raised in that document have not been put into effect.  No attempt 
has been made to stand back and look at the overall picture in the East End, 
nor to acknowledge and deal with confirmation bias.  Instead, the NDP Group 
has chosen to set out its interpretation of some of our objections and its 
justification for disregarding them, from page 85 onward, appendix IA 1. In the 
light of this, the original objections should be taken as continuing to apply at 
this stage of the consultation, except were items disputed have been removed.  
These objections should therefore be read as incorporating the relevant 
arguments in that document.   
 
The effect of this Plan would be to create an unsustainable satellite village in 
the East End where there are currently no amenities requiring greatly 
increased vehicle movements on unsuitable roads. The fact that it has been 
made into a brownfield site is not sufficient to override these objections, nor 
to exclude more suitable sites in the village centre, where the complicated and 
probably unattainable conditions suggested for this site will not be needed. 

48 
49 

Anne Ludlow 
G Ludlow 

I the undersigned object to the above plan on the following grounds:- 
* The total imbalance of property proposed in the East End, 45 in the village, 
none in the area of Iden Green and 87 in the East End. This takes into account 
24 on the south side that appear to have planning and 18 on the north side 
being redeveloped. 
* It is contrary to planning policy to build outside of the village on this scale 
and would create a satellite village. 
* Building on the hospital will affect the landscape of an AONB. 
* Iden Green has a bus service and is approximately 1 mile from the village 
centre, East End is approximately 3 miles from the village centre. 
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* Iden Green also has an established footpath to the village. 
* Sites 158 and 222 are not being considered, why? In the case of 158 this was 
considered a possible site for the new Primary School, why not for housing? 
* To increase the traffic on Goddards Green Road is irresponsible. More traffic 
on this narrow country road leading to the black spot of Castleton Oak 
crossroads would lead to more accidents at this site. The recent traffic calming 
measures installed DO NOT WORK. I know, I use these crossroads almost daily. 

51 
 
 
52 

Amanda 
Petch 
 
Robert Petch 

I object to the Draft Plan Regulation 14 and my objections are as follows: 
 
The East End is a very rural area. We have 74 households as opposed to about 
840 in the village and in Iden Green. Why despoil the landscape by creating 
new traffic links between a satellite village and the village proper? 
 
The plan is without balance. You wish to build 87 houses at the East End and 
only 45 in the village. Why allocate to only one area more than half the total of 
new houses to be built in the parish? 
 
Unlike Iden Green, which is a mile from the village, we are almost three miles 
away. Unlike Iden Green, we have no pub/restaurant and we have no footpath 
link to the village. Iden Green is linked to the primary school, church and 
village centre with a footpath less than half of which follows a Roadside Nature 
Reserve while the remainder runs through fields to the church and primary 
school. The East End has no direct link with the village except by car. 
Landowners I believe, refuse your cycle path proposals. 
 
Your housing numbers mislead. You should include the numbers of those 
already approved but not built (24) and the houses “replacing” the 9 existing 
buildings, largely unoccupied and each containing two small semi-detached 
houses without garages. You now plan 18 large, separate new houses with 
garages which will not keep to the footprint of the previous 9 buildings and 
which will, presumably, be occupied. This is a real change for the community. 
 
It is contrary to planning policy to build outside a village. On this scale, it 
creates a satellite village (albeit with no services or infrastructure). A satellite 
village created in the shadow of an enormous hospital. 
 
For the residents to be fully part of the village (of Benenden) they will be 
constantly driving backwards and forwards (to the shop, church, village events, 
pub etc etc) polluting the countryside. The lanes between East End and 
Benenden, eg Walkhurst Road or Stepneyford Road, are not suitable for any 
extra traffic as they are narrow and there are many blind corners. Equally, they 
should not be changed to accommodate more traffic; they are beau8ful 
country lanes and should stay that way. They are part of the rural community 
that we live in. 
 
You have made brownfield sites your priority at the expense of sustainability 
and the environment. This contravenes TWBC policy (see its new cross-party 
Task Force on climate and biodiversity which aims to make the borough 
carbon neutral by 2030). The hospital is a bubble of non-AONB bulging into the 
AONB which covers the rest of the East End. Building there does affect the 
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landscape of an AONB. Iden Green has similar bus services to the East End and 
is far closer to the village, yet no building is planned there. On the contrary, 
the plan is to remove the Limits to Built Development line so there will be no 
in-filling either. Once more, one considers the absence of balance in your plan. 
 
You continue to refuse to use site 158 north of the village Street while you 
approve site 16 (Uphill) on New Pond Road which is immediately adjacent to 
158. Why the one and not the other, especially as the TW Local Plan asks for 
an access route through Uphill to serve the development expected at a later 
date on 158. 158 was considered a possible site for the new primary school. It 
was considered by TWBC planners in early 2018 as a possible site for 174 new 
houses. Why is it not a possible site now? 
 
Please reconsider Benenden’s Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan in the light 
of all these comments. 

53 William 
MacPherson 

1. The plan as drafted still proposes that virtually all the new housing in the 
Benenden parish should be sited in the East End. It states (page 88) that it 
balances “a maximum of 50 new homes at East End in addition to 44 new 
homes in Benenden village”. However, there is already permission for c40 new 
homes on the same sites in East End, and it is not reasonable to ignore these 
when counting the number of new houses. In effect, (if I understand it 
correctly), two thirds of all the new houses are to be built in the East End. This 
is despite it being the smallest settlement. 
 
In other words, the NDP proposes a fundamental change to the East End with 
it being converted into s separate, modern satellite village, but one without 
local services. While there is justification for some housing on the sites in the 
East End, this should be at the density presently proposed (and approved). 
There is no sensible room for more housing beyond the already approved 
levels. The plan claims to have “balanced” these factors. But the plan is drafted 
(as I understand it) by villagers from Benenden village centre, who cannot 
possibly be able to balance dispassionately. 
 
2. The discrete nature of the three communities (Iden Green, Benenden village 
and East End, ought to require each to construct their own plan. Otherwise it 
is too easy for the majority to saddle the housing on the smallest settlement. 
The East End residents are under-represented in the planning committee, and 
outvoted by the largest settlements. Their interests are not taken account of in 
this plan. 
 
3. However, even worse, the effect of building a satellite village at East End will 
have a deleterious effect on quality of life of Benenden village residents, as 
East End residents rely on car journeys to get to the village. There will be more 
traffic and more parking problems when the residents of the new houses from 
the East End come to the shop, drop their children at school or attend village 
events. 
 
4. There is an effort to claim there will be a reduction in car use by promising a 
new cycle lane (TA 2) and school minibus. As the owner of the agricultural land 
of Pympne Manor, I can confirm we would have no intention to agree to 
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change the rural footpaths that run through our land (both proposed options) 
into cycle lanes. This would disturb the agriculture and urbanise a country 
environment. It is important this mistaken impression in the supporting 
documents is removed because it suggests something which would be 
impossible. Both routes proposed are footpaths in the definitive map, and we 
own the land. It is astonishing to make such a proposal; and use it as evidence 
to support the plan, without having made any effort to contact the evidence to 
support the plan, without having made any effort to contact the farmers/land 
owners involved. 
 
5. A school minibus is not sufficient mitigation to avoid thousands more car 
journeys each year. This is a deeply environmentally hostile plan which is 
wholly inappropriate in the current climate. 
 
6. As a final point, I would just note how difficult it has been to access 
documents; to know by when, to whom, or where to submit feedback; and 
that much of the detail around additional housing seems to have been made 
obscure (for example not counting the approved, but unbuilt, housing in the 
East End, in the totals of new houses, and for example proposing a cycle path 
over a route that will be impossible to build). In my opinion this fails the basic 
tests of consultation. 
 
Please confirm receipt of this email. As you know I objected in the summer and 
my comments were not acknowledged (at the time or subsequently) nor 
addressed in your new draft. 
Please advise of the next steps in your process. 

54 Sarah 
Macpherson 

I am writing to object to the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan for new housing 
because I am concerned about the distribution of houses on the various sites 
proposed. It seems the majority are possibly to be built in the East End. This 
does not seem sensible. 
 
East End is some distance from the heart of the village meaning that residents 
would have to drive to reach amenities such as the shop, pub, butcher, church 
and most importantly the school. This would significantly increase the 
numbers of cars on the road and therefore carbon emissions. It seems to go 
against government guidelines to “grow from the heart of the village 
outwards” and reduce carbon in the atmosphere. I can’t imagine the houses 
would be very attractive to buyers when they are almost a satellite 
development from the centre of the village and it seems a great shame that 
those living there are not able to walk their children to the local school or use 
the other amenities central to the community other than by driving. 
 
I really feel the quota of houses for Benenden should be more evenly 
distributed than is currently put forward in the Benenden Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

55 Colin 
Czapiewski 

We have lived in Benenden for 27 years. 
I am very surprised that Benenden Hospital grounds have been proposed for a 
large number of new houses. It seems very clear that it is one new proposed 
site and not two. 
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I have read through the papers produced by the NDP group. Although there 
has been considerable good work performed in the production of the papers, 
the conclusions do not follow on from the information produced, and they are 
not logical. Conversely, the underlying information within the NDP seems to 
indicate that the Hospital is  NOT the best place for new houses. Both the 
existing residents of Benenden and those living in the proposed new houses at 
the Hospital would be adversely affected, and significantly so. Personally, we 
are not directly affected as we live about a mile from the proposed 
development, but we care deeply about our village and the adverse 
implications that this proposed new development would have on existing 
residents of Benenden as well as those occupiers of the proposed new houses. 
Some of the other sites in the NDP are far more logical, sensible and 
reasonable, but seem to have been rejected with no good reasons provided. 
 
Having a wider distribution of building, and within reasonable and safe walking 
distance of the village, would seem to be far more sensible. It would also be 
much more in line with the NDP’s for other villages. 
 
I have a number of reasons why the Hospital site is not appropriate: 
 
1. Safety is a major issue for any NDP and is highlighted in most NDP’s. 
 
This seems to have been given a very low profile in the NDP for Benenden. 
Anyone walking or cycling from the proposed new Hospital development to 
Benenden village will be doing so on extremely narrow, windy and dangerous 
roads. Although driving is the only effective means of getting to Benenden 
village, if a car has a problem or does not start, walking along this dangerous 
route may be the only option. This is especially so for children going to and 
from the Benenden village Primary School. 
 
2. Services and amenities at East End basically do not exist. 
There was a church there, St Margaret’s, until about 20 years ago. The Hospital 
shop closed perhaps 10 years ago. The Hospital choir does not sing at the 
Parish Church any more, and I am not sure whether it still exists. There was a 
crèche and pre School at the Hospital, but I am not sure whether it still exists. 
The tennis courts are for Hospital use only, I believe. Hence, everyone at the 
new proposed Hospital site would have to travel to the village for the services 
and amenities that exist there. 
 
3. Transport effectively means driving only; not an environmentally suitable 
proposition. The roads adjacent to the proposed development are single track 
roads, being Green Lane and Mockbeggar Lane. Cars need to stop to pass each 
other and these narrow lanes are certainly not safe for pedestrians. Goddard’s 
Green Road divides the single Hospital site, and it is narrow and windy. 
Although cars can pass each other, lorries often have to stop to do so. 
Goddard’s Green Road has a history of black ice and flooding. Walkhurst road, 
which is on the direct route to Benenden village, is again a single track road. It 
can only become a “rat run” if the houses are built at the Hospital. The 
northern end of Walkhurst Road is particularly difficult in winter when there is 
ice and snow. Cars often have to be assisted by pushing. Those living in 
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Walkhurst road would seem to be those most adversely affected by the 
proposals. 
 
Clearly, the combination of such small roads means that Transport is a major 
issue and the cost of widening the above roads would be exorbitant, as would 
a cycle path. I would expect that the Kent County Council Highways 
department would object to the NDP proposal on these grounds. 
 
4. Pollution would be an increasing problem with the significant increase in 
vehicular traffic, most especially in the centre of Benenden village. This is not 
just on the route from the proposed site to Benenden village, but also as cars 
wait for parking spaces and at the far more congested junctions. I would 
expect that the Kent County Council Environmental department would object 
on these grounds. 
 
5. Parking is becoming a major problem in Benenden now, especially around 
the village shop. As I am disabled, and I cannot walk far, even on crutches, this 
is particularly noticeable to me. This parking problem, with increased traffic, 
would worsen and I cannot see where the new parking spaces, that would 
certainly be needed, could be situated. New houses built nearer to the village 
shop would result in safer and easier walking, and would hence alleviate this 
to a considerable extent. 
 
6. Further development in the future is an issue that should be considered. If 
the proposal was to go ahead, there would be a great temptation to develop 
more houses on the Hospital grounds, and these could only be on AONB land. 
The preferable alternative of more small scale development nearer to the 
village would be far less tempting for yet more housebuilding. 
 
7. Community spirit is essential in a village such as Benenden. The result of 
building a substantial number of new houses about 2 miles from the village 
would most certainly create a “them and us” situation, especially given the 
resultant transport, pollution and parking issues that will emerge. 
 
I would be delighted to discuss the above further. Also, I would appreciate any 
balanced argument for the Hospital site and especially why the other clearly 
preferable sites within walking distance of Benenden village were not put 
forward. This was not discussed properly in the NDP. 

56 Linda 
Czapiewski 

My husband and I have lived in Benenden for 27 years and raised our family 
here. I am extremely surprised that Benenden Hospital grounds have been 
proposed for such a large number of new houses. 
 
It is quite clear that both the existing residents of Benenden and those living in 
the proposed new houses at the Hospital would be adversely affected, and 
significantly so. Personally, we are not directly affected as we live about a mile 
from the proposed development, but we care deeply about our village and the 
adverse implications that this proposed new development would have on 
existing residents of Benenden as well as those occupiers of the proposed new 
houses. 
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Some of the other sites in the NDP are far more logical, sensible and 
reasonable, but seem to have been rejected with no good reasons provided. 
Having a wider distribution of building, and within reasonable and safe walking 
distance of the village, would seem to be far more sensible. 
 
There are a number of reasons why the Hospital site is not appropriate: 
 
Safety is a major issue but given a low profile in the Benenden NDP. Anyone 
walking or cycling from the proposed new Hospital development to Benenden 
village will be doing so on extremely narrow, windy and dangerous roads. This 
is especially dangerous for children going to and from the Benenden village 
Primary School. 
 
Services and amenities at East End basically do not exist. 
There was a church there, St Margaret’s, a shop long closed, a pre School that 
may no longer exist. So everyone at the new proposed Hospital site would 
have to travel to Benenden village for the services and amenities that exist 
there. 
 
Transport means driving only. 
The roads adjacent to the proposed development are single track roads and 
are certainly not safe for pedestrians. Goddards Green Road is narrow and 
windy and it has a history of black ice and flooding. Walkhurst road is again a 
single track road. Clearly, the combination of such small roads means that 
transport is a major problem if the proposed new houses are built at the 
Hospital. 
 
Pollution would be an increasing problem with the significant increase in 
vehicular traffic, most especially in the centre of Benenden village. Parents and 
children will be affected considerably, most especially at times when the 
Parents and children will be affected considerably, most especially at times 
when the school starts and finishes. 
 
Parking is becoming a major problem in Benenden now, especially around the 
village shop. As my husband is disabled, and I often take my grandchildren into 
Benenden, this is particularly noticeable to me. This parking problem, with 
increased traffic, would worsen and I cannot see where the new parking 
spaces, that would certainly be needed, could be situated. New houses built 
nearer to the village shop would result in safer and easier walking, 
and would hence alleviate this to a considerable extent. 
 
Community spirit is essential in a village such as Benenden. 
The result of building a substantial number of new houses about 2 miles from 
the village would most certainly create a “them and us” situation, especially 
given the resultant transport, pollution and parking issues that will emerge. 
 
We would appreciate any balanced argument for the Hospital site and 
especially why the other clearly preferable sites within walking distance of 
Benenden village were not put forward. This was not discussed properly in the 
NDP. 
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57 
 
 
58 

Lorraine 
Millen 
 
David Millen 

I object to the Draft Plan Regulation 14 as follows: 
 
The hospital is a bubble of non-AONB bulging into the AONB which covers the 
rest of the East End. Building there does affect the landscape of an AONB. 
 
You have made brownfield sites your priority at the expense of sustainability 
and the environment. This is contravenes TWBC policy (see its new cross-party 
Task Force on climate and biodiversity which aims to make the borough 
carbon neutral by 2030). 
 
90 houses at the East End and only 45 in the village. Why? 
 
We have no pub/restaurant and we have no footpath link to the village. Your 
cycle path proposals are nonsense. As I am sure you know. 
 
As for the Cafe...do you really imagine the general public would choose to eat 
at a hospital unless they were visiting a patient! 
 
You are intending to demolish 9 perfectly adequate houses to be replaced with 
18 houses with garages. Nobody uses garages - why not off road parking for 
the existing houses. 
 
It is contrary to planning policy to build outside a village. 

60 Marco 
Giannangeli 
 

I object to the Housing Allocation section of the draft Regulation 14 plan on 
the grounds of:- 
Highway safety and Traffic management. I live on Castletons Oak 
Crossroads,approximately one mile from the proposed site for 87 houses at 
East End. This is an important local crossroads, intersecting the 
Tenterden/Cranbrook Road with Benenden Road. The Tenterden/Cranbrook 
Road is the only direct artery linking both towns. It is a notoriously fast road. 
Benenden Rd is the direct route between East End and Headcorn station, the 
closest mainline station to the proposed development site. 
Castletons Oak crossroads are already well known by Kent County Council and 
the Highways Agency. Biddenden Parish Council has written to the chair of 
Benenden Parish Council to express our concerns, especially centring on safety 
issues at the crossroads.  
Over the last five years there have been 15 crashes at this intersection.(See list 
below) and on June 11 2018, a car ploughed into my living room.  
The current new traffic calming measures are ineffective. Three more 
accidents have occurred this year involving motorists approaching from the 
direction of Benenden and proceeding, after failing to notice oncoming traffic 
from Tenterden. 
Car ownership in Benenden is already above the national average and the East 
End site is not for affordable housing because it is too far from any amenities. 
People living there will have have at least two cars. Possibly one to drive to 
work and one to take the children to school and perform errands in. 
The cross roads is unable to cope with existing traffic. Why add a further 180 
cars a day? 
I am aware of the pressures on housing in Kent and the south east, and it is 
not my intention simply to object to the necessary building of more homes but 
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please spread the building across the parish rather than siting most of it in the 
East End. 
Iden Green has similar bus services to East End and is far closer to the village 
(one mile as opposed to two and half to three miles). It also has a roadside 
pavement leading through a Roadside Nature Reserve to a paved foot path 
through fields connecting directly to the new school. 
There are sites offered in Iden Green (Sites 8 and 437) which have not been 
take-up. 8 is criticised for being remote and having no amenities, but these 
criticisms apply all the more to the East End which actually has no amenities 
(Iden Green has nursery school and a pub/restaurant). 
Site 158, north of the village street, once considered a suitable location for the 
new primary school is also a good location yet it continues to be ignored even 
though site 16 (Uphill) on New Pond Road (immediately adjacent to 158), is to 
be developed The advantages of the Iden Green sites and Site 158 are clear: 
Safety: with the nearest town now Cranbrook, and nearest mainline station 
Staplehurst, the necessity to use Castleton’s Oak Crossroads on a daily basis 
would diminish. In addition Staplehurst is closer to London and therefore more 
appealing to commuters. 
Adherence to current planning policy which favours adding new developments 
to sites where existing development already exists 
 
Environmental impact: The current proposals favour the building of a new and 
remote enclave, necessitating car/ motorcycle ownership. While new and 
costly cycle paths to link it to the village are proposed, there is no guarantee 
that they would be utilised and, even if they were, that such utilisation would 
mitigate car/motorcycle ownership. Iden Green is within walking distance of 
the village. The East End is not.  
 
List of road traffic collisions Castletons Oak Crossroads 2014-19 
09/19 - 2 vehicles, 1 casualty, large people carrier flipped on its side after 
driver from Benenden village direction failed to spot oncoming traffic from 
 
08/19 - 2 vehicles, no casualties. 
02/18 - 2 vehicles, no casualties. Driver from Benenden village direction 
crosses without noticing oncoming car from Tenterden. At least one car was 
written off. 
11/06/18 - serious - 2 vehicles, 1 casualty. Car ploughed through window of 
sitting room at Castletons Oak Cottage. Fortunately the room was not 
occupied at the time. 
06/06/18 – 2 vehicles 1 casualty 
21/01/18 - 2 vehicles 1 casualty 
23/02/17 - 3 vehicles 2 casualties 
31/01/17 - 2 vehicles 1 casualty 
03/09/16 – 2 vehicles 2 casualties 
15/12/15 - 3 vehicles 2 casualties 
11/11/15 - 3 vehicles 3 casualties 
20/01/15 – 2 vehicles 1 casualty 
22/10/14 - serious 2 vehicles 2 cars 
18/07/14 - 2 vehicles 3 casualties 
07/03/14 - 2 vehicles 1 casualty 
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Thank you for considering my objections which, I feel, underline genuine and 
evidence-based safety concerns. 

61 Marion & 
Edward 
Stevenson-
Rouse 

We would like to put on record our objections to this plan. 
The scale of development is inappropriate for the East End, Benenden. The 
land is surrounded almost totally by an AONB. The rest of the surrounding area 
is, we believe, a Kent Special Landscape area. There are about 840 homes in 
the parish of Benenden yet only about 74 of these are in the East End. 
Therefore the figures of 86-92 homes in the East End are disproportionate. We 
understand that the figure mentioned for new houses in the plan is a total of 
44-50 (page 39 BNDP) BUT …There is an existing planning permission for 24 
houses to replace 2 uninhabited ones and there are 18 old houses which no 
doubt will be demolished and rebuilt. The figure of 44-50 new homes (in the 
BNDP) is therefore confusing. It is not 44-50 but in reality it is a total of 86-92 
new houses planned. The draft BNDP of July 2019 mentions in several places 
that the figure of 87 is incorrect. In reality it could be 92 homes to replace 20 
old small houses of which many have long been unoccupied. 
 
The development of the site will result in a very high level of car-dependency. 
This means that unless houses have adequate parking for all the cars required 
by each family the country lanes will become clogged up with parked cars. 
There is no useful public transport. The idea of a minibus to take primary 
school children to school is unrealistic. Modern families will not favour this. 
Families do not tend to even car share nowadays due to seat requirements in 
cars and children doing different activities after school. People having children 
at the primary school will be driving them through Benenden Village. Parking 
at the primary school is already a problem especially in the afternoon when 
families are forbidden to use the village hall car park. 
 
There are no facilities in the East End. People will have to drive to Benenden, 
Cranbrook or Tenterden for everything. Contrast this with the centre of 
Benenden where there is a school, church, butchers, pub, shop and post office, 
café, hall and a huge community spirit with lots of activities, clubs and groups. 
We note that (p50 BNDP) it is expected that the Hospital trust will be expected 
to provide a space for various facilities for new residents. It is not just a matter 
of providing these things but finding people to run and manage them. 
 
The roads around East End are not suitable for a vast increase in traffic. Much 
will pass over the accident prone Castleton’s Oak crossroads. Kent Highways 
has recently improved this slightly. We know of accidents since the 
improvements. On pages 96-97 of the BNDP it mentions that ALL roads out of 
the parish are narrow and that traffic growth is a major issue why not then 
build more houses in the centre of Benenden when at least people can walk 
sometimes rather than having to get the car out for everything except a walk 
in the country! Walking is good exercise for everyone able to do it. Why not 
build more houses nearer to the village and school to encourage more people 
to do it? 
 
In Policy Al/BE2 paragraph 8 of the TW local plan it mentions that the layout of 
the Uphill site should be designed to allow vehicular access to the land to the 
north as this may be allocated for development as part of a future local plan. It 
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is not inevitable that we will need more houses built in the future so why not 
build there now instead of more houses on the hospital sites? We understand 
that this land to the north, site 158, was one of the 2 sites for the new primary 
school. If it is suitable for a primary school why is it not suitable for houses? 
 
Site 222 Land West of Iden Green road (crossroads) seems also to be a suitable 
site for more houses as it is land very close to the village centre. It has been 
rejected mainly because it offers panoramic views. This reason also applies to 
the hospital south side development. 

62 Mark Wells I object to the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan because its site-specific policies 
undermine and are inconsistent with its stated environmental objectives and 
policies, housing supply objectives and policies, and transport and community 
infrastructure objectives and policies. I am particularly concerned about the 
proposal for 92 residences for East End. I live on Benenden Road - a few 
hundred metres away from the proposed development, and where Benenden 
Road becomes Goddards Green Lane - and this is already a busy road, most 
notably in the mornings and late afternoons. Over four hundred vehicles travel 
along this road every day, often at high speeds. The junction with Cranbrook 
Road at Castleton’s Oak is a regular site of serious road accidents - within the 
last twelve months there have been at least three major incidents at this 
junction, including one car becoming embedded in the bay windows of the 
cottage that sit on this junction. It is already a major accident blackspot, and 
the increased traffic from such a high number of proposed residences served 
principally by this road will only serve to worsen what is already a dangerously 
unsafe junction. Every time an accident occurs at this junction, the motor 
insurance premiums for anyone living in this postcode rise. 
 
The 42 planned new residences in East End are already going to be a challenge 
to the immediate infrastructure of East End, which regularly suffers from burst 
water mains and electricity power cuts on a fairly frequent basis. A further 50 
residences on top of that is going to be totally overwhelming - and clearly 
contrary to Policy HS8 which states that “housing..will be well integrated into 
and enhance the local built environment”. I cannot see how that can possibly 
be the case. 

63 Paul 
Chapman 

I would like to put on record my objections to this part of the Plan: 
 
1. The plan almost doubles the area of the land to be developed at the 
Hospital Site and specifies 90 houses to go into this Site. 
2. The East End is an isolated part of the Parish and almost 3 miles from the 
centre of the village. 
3. Unlike Iden Green, it has no main street, no nursery school, no Community 
Hall, no shop and no pub. 
4. The road system around the East End is currently inadequate without major 
redevelopment. 
5. Why put 90 houses in the East End and only 57 in the village itself? 
6. Surely it is contrary to Planning Policy to build so far out of the village itself 
and create a satellite village? 
7. Because of its distance from the village, it is unlikely that there will be any 
affordable housing. 
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8. A Local Plan exists to control housing development not to benefit any 
particular organisation such as a non-profit Hospital. 
9. The NDP shows little regard for what is mainly an AONB. 
10. As far as I can determine Site 158, which is more suitable, has not been 
considered. 

64 Euan Burrows Introduction  
1. These representations are made on behalf of Euan Burrows, Mockbeggar 
Lane, and a group of residents who all live in East End, Benenden.  

2. The focus of these representations is on Site Specific Policy 3 Site North of 
Goddards Green Road, East End; Site South of Goddards Green Road, East End.  

3. We have also submitted a consultation response to the regulation 18 
Tunbridge Wells Local Plan which focusses on Policy AL/BE4. Much of this 
applies to the draft Benenden Neighbourhood Plan (‘the Neighbourhood Plan’) 
and, rather than repeating those representations verbatim here, have included 
that response as Appendix 1. (?) The comments below should be read 
alongside our representations to the Local Plan.  
 
The Principle of the Neighbourhood Plan  
4. Whilst it is open to a neighbourhood plan to seek to allocate sites for 
development, neighbourhood plans should not re-allocate sites that are 
already allocated through strategic plans (para 044 PPG Neighbourhood 
Planning1).  

5. The current wording of the Neighbourhood Plan is extremely unclear with 
regards to the nature of the plan – namely, whether it is seeking to make site 
allocations. Paragraph 2.1.1 of Policy HS1 states that:  
 
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2  
“Our allocation, made in close co-operation with TWBC, would meet the 
Government’s requirement for sustainable and deliverable new housing.”  
6. This clearly indicates that the Neighbourhood Plan is making allocations 
itself. This cannot be correct. Site Specific Policy 3 solely relates to sites that 
are sought to be allocated through the emerging Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 
(‘the Local Plan’). This is apparent from Policy HS1, which states that 45-50 
units will be provided at site 424 and late site 40. This mirrors Policy AL/BE4 of 
the Local Plan. As such, it must be made clear in the Neighbourhood Plan that 
it is not an allocations document. If it were allocating site 424 and late site 40 
it would be inconsistent with Planning Practice Guidance. Any duplication 
should be removed.  

7. At present, the Neighbourhood Plan is imprecise and inconsistent with the 
PPG.  
 
Approach to Brownfield Land  
8. Whilst the sites are allocated in the Local Plan and not the Neighbourhood 
Plan (see above) it is clear that the selected sites have been chosen between 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council and Benenden Parish Council (pg. 39).  

9. Of the 4 allocated sites, 3 of the sites are on brownfield land. The 
Neighbourhood Plan states that these selected sites clearly meet the 
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requirements of the NPPF in that they prioritise previously developed land (pg. 
39). However, this is a misapplication of the NPPF.  

10. Paragraph 118C of the NPPF provides that:  
“Planning policies and decisions should:  
give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within 
settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate 
opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or 
unstable land”  
 
11. There are two points to note. First, paragraph 118C does not require 
brownfield sites to be prioritised over other locations. Rather, it states that 
substantial weight should be given to the value of using suitable brownfield 
sites. The statement that priority should be given to brownfield sites is 
therefore a clear misapplication of national planning policy.  

12. Second, when properly applied paragraph 118C does not support 
development in the East End. This is because, as detailed in the response to 
the Local Plan, this site unsustainable and therefore not suitable for 
development. Whilst the site could be made sustainable, at present the 
allocation of this site for up to 50 residential units is in fact contrary to national 
policy rather than in accordance with it.  

13. Third, the ‘brownfield’ nature of the land extends to limited historic 
development that was strictly ancillary to the hospital use. This legacy cannot 
be used as a basis to now promote the use of the site for an altogether 
different purpose, namely a large scale residential scheme (also including 
greenfield land) that vastly exceeds the scope and purpose of the historic land 
use in terms of its physical impact (including on the abutting AONB) and clear 
conflict with the requirements for the sustainable land usage policies.  

14. For this reason, the Neighbourhood Plan is inconsistent with national 
policy.  
 
Inconsistency with Local Plan  
15. The individual site assessments for the East End (document HSA3) note 
that access is limited to the narrow Goddards Green Road which is unsuitable 
for high volumes / rush hour traffic, that there is poor public transport and 
that there are few facilities / amenities. The East End is isolated from any 
settlement and is an unsustainable location at present.  

16. Development at an unsustainable location is contrary to Policies STR2 and 
TP2 in the draft Local Plan. Furthermore, there is no infrastructure planned in 
either the Neighbourhood Plan or the Local Plan. There is no plan to make the 
isolated East End a sustainable settlement.  

17. This site is incompatible with the draft Local Plan and therefore the 
Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the basic conditions2 as required.  
 
2 Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990  

 
Site Specific Policy 3 (‘SSP3’)  
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18. As made clear above, the marked problem with the East End site is that the 
location is unsustainable. The proposed site specific policies are plainly 
inadequate in addressing this fundamental issue.  

19. The site specific policies are, at present, broken down into four sections. 
The first two relate to all of the site whereas the last two are specific policies 
for the south site and north site. The distinction between the first two set of 
policies is, in fact, that the first set of policies applies solely to the Hospital 
Trust and the second to development proposals more generally across the two 
sites.  

 
20. This is a deeply problematic policy approach. Planning applications can be 
made by any party, regardless of land ownership. Any party, and not just the 
Hospital Trust, could apply for permission to develop land at the East End. As 
such, policies must apply equally to all parties. Confining policies to only the 
Hospital Trust means that any other applicant wouldn’t be expected to comply 
with the first set of policies in SSP3. This is clearly contrary to the public 
interest in planning and, arguably, discriminatory.  

21. Furthermore, in light of this it is a fair reading of SSP3 that it is assumed 
that the Hospital Trust will be granted planning permission, or, only 
applications from the Hospital Trust will be entertained. This clearly amounts 
to an unlawful predetermination of planning applications.  

22. In the event that it is only the Hospital Trust who apply for permission to 
develop this site, the current policies are clearly inadequate to address the 
unsustainable nature of the site. The only facility proposed for future residents 
to buy essential goods is only one of a small shop, café or other commercial 
enterprise. This is plainly inadequate to meet the needs of upwards of up to 72 
houses (Policy AL/BE4 of the Local Plan) in an isolated location. Residents will 
be reliant upon other, more developed settlements on a day to day basis, 
which fails to make the East End a sustainable settlement. The other proposed 
facilities are highly specific in their application and therefore lack the 
substance required to address the lack of sustainability of the site.  

23. The attempts to address transport to and from the East End are 
inadequate. The proposals are the provision of a foot and cycle path and 
promoting and supporting a Kent County Council Hopper Bus trial. Neither is 
sufficient to make the settlement sustainable. The former fails to have regard 
to the fact that it is roughly a 4km journey from East End to Benenden. Given 
there are not any shops at East End, and nor are there forecast to be from 
SSP3, the use of this path would require residents to walk or cycle a round trip 
of 8km. This clearly will be ineffective. The second does not guarantee to make 
East End more sustainable, given it relates to a trial which may, at any point, 
be terminated by Kent County Council.  

24. No other policies seek to address the sustainability of the site in terms of 
services and facilities. As such, SSP3 is plainly inadequate to make East End an 
acceptable location for sustainable development. It is therefore inconsistent 
with the Local Plan and the NPPF.  
 
Local Consultation  
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25. Local consultation carried out in advance of the publication of the 
Neighbourhood Plan clearly favoured smaller units with good links to the 
village. However, this response forms no part of the Neighbourhood Plan, 
instead favouring the approach set out by the Local Plan of focusing 
development in the East End.  

26. It is a legal requirement for a consulting body to conscientiously take into 
account the product of consultation.3 That has not been done here. Rather, the 
Neighbourhood Plan has ignored this consultation response in favour of 
locating development away from settlement centres in the unsustainable East 
End. This is unlawful.  
 
3 R v North and East Devon Health Authority, ex parte Coughlan [2001] QB 213  

67 
 
68 

Maureen 
Inwood 
Colin Inwood 

I object to the Draft Plan Regulation 14 as follows: 
* The plan is without balance. You wish to build 87 houses at the East End and 
only 45 in the village. Why allocate to only one area more than half the total of 
new houses to be built in the parish? 
* The East End is a very rural area. We have 74 households as opposed to 
about 840 in the village and in Iden Green. Why despoil the landscape by 
creating new traffic links between a satellite village and the village proper? 
* Unlike Iden Green which is a mile from the village, we are almost three miles 
away. Unlike Iden Green, we have no pub/restaurant and we have no footpath 
link to the village. Iden Green is linked to the primary school, church and 
village centre with a footpath less than half of which follows a Roadside Nature 
Reserve while the remainder runs through fields to the church and primary 
school. The East End has no direct link with the village except by car. 
Landowners I believe, refuse your cycle path proposals. 
* Your housing numbers mislead. You should include the numbers of those 
already approved but not built (24) and the houses "replacing" the 9 existing 
buildings, largely unoccupied and each containing two small semi-detached 
houses without garages. You now plan 18 large, separate new houses with 
garages which will not keep to the footprint of the previous 9 buildings and 
which will, presumably, be occupied. This is a real change for the community. 
* It is contrary to planning policy to build outside a village. On this scale, it 
creates a satellite village. 
* You have made brownfield sites your priority at the expense of 
sustainability and the environment. This is contravenes TWBC policy (see its 
new cross-party Task Force on climate and biodiversity which aims to make 
the borough carbon neutral by 2030). 
* The hospital is a bubble of non-AONB bulging into the AONB which covers 
the rest of the East End. Building there does affect the landscape of an AONB. 
* Iden Green has similar bus services to the East End and is far closer to the 
village, yet no building is planned there. On the contrary, the plan is to remove 
the Limits to Built Development line so there will be no in-filling either. Once 
more, one considers the absence of balance in your plan. 
* You continue to refuse to use site 158 north of the village Street while you 
approve site 16 (Uphill) on New Pond Road which is immediately adjacent to 
158. Why the one and not the other, especially as the TW Local Plan asks for 
an access route through Uphill to serve the development expected at a later 
date on 158.158 was considered a possible site for the new primary school. It 
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was considered by TWBC planners in early 2018 as a possible site for 174 new 
houses. Why is it not a possible site now? 

70 Catriona 
Prynne 

I object to the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan for the following reasons: 
The proposed development at the East End is excessive, inappropriate, 
unsustainable and it contravenes well established policies. 
 
At present there are only 74 households in the East End. The proposed 
development (including the 24 houses which already have planning permission 
and 18 new houses to 'replace' 9 buildings, currently semi-detached houses,) 
comes to up to 92 new houses for the East End. The 42 new homes will 
significantly affect the area, more than doubling that number will completely 
change the rural nature of the locality and turn it into a 'satellite' village in an 
AONB area. The Hospital site is a brownfield site but what happens to it 
impacts on the surrounding AONB. The hospital's redevelopment was partially 
on a greenfield site thereby leaving more of the brownfield site available. Was 
this a clever ruse which passed the TW planning department by or was it 
passed on the nod to provide more of a land bank? 
 
The proposed development is contrary to Policy HS8. The housing would not 
'be well integrated into and enhance the local built environment'. 
 
East End is 3 miles from the village and has no facilities such as shops 
(Benenden), schools/nursery schools (Benenden/Iden Green), churches 
(Benenden/Iden Green), pubs/places to eat (Benenden/Iden Green), 
community buildings (Benenden/Iden Green). Apart from driving by car, there 
is no practicable route to the village. 
 
Site LS41 and Site 424 do not support 'sustainable and economically viable 
sites'. 
 
Site 158 is recommended for limited development because its scale should not 
overwhelm the the scale and facilities of the village, which has 250 houses as 
compared to the East End's 74. So why does this consideration not apply to 
Site LS41 and Site 
424? 
 
This suggests confirmatory bias and inconsistency in the reasoning. 
 
There are only 33 AONBs in England and they merit protection. The Sites LS41 
and 424 are a bubble within the AONB, and overdevelopment on them will 
impact on the AONB. At the moment the site is open with fine specimen trees 
and mixed hedges. Presumably most of these will go to ease the developers 
work. More traffic, more light pollution, more destruction of natural habitat. 
 
This will not protect the 'valued environmental assets' supported in the 
Benenden Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Finally, the Hospital Pavilion building falling into disrepair is not only a 
noteworthy example of early 20th century architecture but also an important 
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part of Benenden's social history and should be converted for use rather than 
destroyed. 
 
Site 424 risks making Philistines of us all. 
 
I do urge a reconsideration of the scale of the proposed development at Sites 
LS41 and 424 and a redistribution of the required numbers of houses between 
the 3 areas within Benenden - the village itself, Iden Green and East End. 
 
I also subscribe to the more detailed arguments put forward by the Friends of 
East End. 

71 
72 

Sam Andrews 
Christina 
Andrews 

I write with regard to the proposed housing plan and its impact on East End, 
Benenden. 
 
As has been pointed out repeatedly, the current plans disproportionately 
impact East End with a planned 87 houses at the East End and only 45 in the 
village. East End is the most rural part of the parish with only 74 households 
and absolutely no services whatsoever. This will mean a massive increase in 
vehicle traffic, with a likely average of three cars per household all using roads 
that, in many cases, a little more than tarmac cart tracks and will increase flow 
through the dangerous Castleton’s Oak crossroads. 
 
The proposal, which more than doubles our population, I believe is contrary to 
planning policy to build outside a village. On this scale, it creates satellite 
village and while I understand you have made brownfield sites your priority, it 
is hardly delivers on sustainability or helping the environment. 
 
It is not as though the houses will be for people who work at the hospital. They 
clearly do not want to live close to their work and drive in every day in large 
numbers. The hospital, which now concentrates on day treatment, is 
generating significant amounts of traffic on a daily basis to the extent that the 
small paddock that was next to the chapel has not been returned to grass as 
was originally planned. Everyday, it is full with staff cars, as are the other two 
staff car parks. 
 
The hospital is a bubble of non-AONB bulging into the AONB which covers the 
rest of the East End. Building there does affect the landscape of an AONB. 
 
In addition, your housing numbers mislead. You should include the numbers of 
those already approved but not built (24) and the numbers for replacing 
existing small semidetached houses without garages, with large separate new 
buildings with garages (18) 
 
Perhaps you should look again at Iden, which has the same bus services and is 
far closer to the village (one mile as opposed to two and half to three miles). It 
also has a footpath, most of which goes through fields and connects directly to 
the new school, yet no building there and removal of the Limits to Built 
Development line so no in-filling either. 
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I would also question the continued refusal to use site 158 north of the village 
Street, although site 16 (Uphill) on New Pond Road (immediately adjacent to 
158), is to be developed. 158 was considered a possible site for the new 
primary school, why is it now not a possible site? 
 
The overwhelming impression is that the proposal does not fully think through 
the impact on local education provision, health services, traffic management 
or the environment. Please 
reconsider. 

73 Neil Bell May I thank everyone involved in the work which has gone into the Benenden 
Neighbourhood plan and the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan – I know these 
activities all take a good deal of time and effort and are hugely stressful. 
 
Nonetheless, I would like to register my opposition to the number of new 
houses proposed in the East End of Benenden in these two plans. 
 
This is not a sustainable location for new housing and will result in many more 
car journeys than would be the case if the housing were instead abutting a 
village such as Benenden or a town such as Cranbrook or Tunbridge Wells. 
 
Residents will need to travel by car to either Benenden, Biddenden or 
Cranbrook to access primary schools, secondary schools, basic shops, pubs, 
restaurants, village halls, leisure facilities, children’s play activities or clubs and 
more. 
 
Most public services such as the police, adult education, social services, 
emergency and maternity hospital services are even further afield (despite the 
existence of Benenden hospital!) 
 
A number will also travel to by car to either Headcorn or Staplehurst rail 
stations for work. 
 
In practical terms, buses take too long and are unreliable and the roads are too 
dangerous for cycling particularly at busy times of day. 
 
The consequences of this are twofold: 
Firstly, the car journeys will have a negative impact on the goal of reducing 
carbon and other emissions. Secondly, it will increase the traffic going through 
Castleton Oaks crossroads, which has a long history of serious accidents and 
continues to have accidents today despite a ramping up of safety measures by 
KCC. This is likely to increase the number of accidents at this crossroads. Traffic 
lights or a roundabout would greatly impact on the rural nature of the area 
and are not welcome. 
 
I fully understand the need for new housing, and acknowledge the East End 
sites as being brownfield, whilst sites close to Benenden are in the AONB – 
however I would assert that it is more important to reduce car travel and 
serious accidents than it is to preserve the AONB at Benenden. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if anything is unclear. 
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76 Herbert 
Boxall 

I write as a former resident of Iden Green and as an owner of land there to 
object to the draft Benenden Neighbourhood Plan as follows: 
 
First, your numbers imply that 50 new houses are allotted to the East End 
discounting the 42 new houses also planned for that site. In fact the plan 
actually allows 92 new houses in the East End, 45 in the village and none in 
Iden Green. I submit that new housing should be distributed much more 
evenly and fairly around the parish. 
 
Second, one reason given for rejecting sites in Iden Green, in particular the site 
that I own (LS8) behind the Congregational Church is that they are located 
within the High Weald AONB (as is 98% of the parish) and is greenfield land. 
This despite the fact that there are already two sites being developed in the 
village (site AL/BE1 and AL/BE3 on Walkhurst Road) which are both within the 
AONB, as is the new primary school, a very large development. All three of 
these lie on greenfield land. I therefore object to exclusion of site LS8 on 
AONB/greenfield grounds. 
 
Third, LS8 being higher than the cottages on Chapel Lane is seen as reason for 
its exclusion although the plan makes no objection to developing the sites at 
the hospital (421 and 424) where the land is actually on a high ridge, 
dominating the northern landscape of the parish. Further development there 
will thus be visible for miles around – a stronger reason than that against LS8. 
 
Fourth, it is claimed Iden Green lacks amenities. It has the Nursery School and 
tennis courts immediately adjacent to LS8. Also, the community hall and The 
Woodcock, a well established pub and restaurant, are within easy walking 
distance – all excellent amenities. Others, such as the village shop and the 
primary school are easily accessible by footpath, which is safe for 
schoolchildren and pleasant to walk particularly through Hilly Fields. By 
contrast, the hospital site at the East End has no such amenities and no 
suitable footpath linking it to the village. It is, moreover, three times further 
from the village centre than Iden Green so too far to walk, especially for 
children. Again, therefore, the extensive extra housing envisaged for the East 
End would be better provided by LS8 and other sites at Iden Green and in the 
village centre. 
 
Fifth, it is said that LS8 is outside the Limits to Built Development as presently 
drawn. If your plan and the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan are adopted 
unamended then Iden Green’s LBD will no longer exist. Removing LBDs 
prevents infill. I contend that sites such as LS8, which provide modest infilling 
offer housing to help meet needs with minimal impact upon visual amenities. 
Site LS8 is worthy of inclusion in a development plan. Building within a long-
established settlement contributes much more to conserving our landscape 
and protecting wildlife than building three miles outside it, as proposed for the 
East End hospital area. 
 
Finally, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council has recently established a cross-party 
task force aiming to reduce carbon emissions to make a positive contribution 
to climate change. To respect this, allocation of sites such as LS8, within 
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feasible walking distance of the village should take precedence over sites 
where every family would require at least two cars. 
 
I request that these objections are given full consideration in the review of the 
draft plan. 

75 Gerald 
Conyngham 

I am writing with comments about the draft Neighbourhood Plan, especially in 
relation to plot 158. Within the plan, plot 158 has been placed outside the 
Limits to Built Development. We think this is the wrong decision for the 
following reasons:  

• This site was considered as a possible site for the new primary school and 

later TWBC officers considered it as a possible site for 174 houses. Yet now it 
has been dropped as a place for development.  

• In the draft Neighbourhood Plan, it states that ‘the sustainability credentials 
of this site are high’.  

• We are open minded about the number of houses that might be built on the 
site and do not have any particular number in mind at this time. We would be 
happy with a more modest development than 174. We would want a high 
proportion to be affordable, be open to local people, and meet the needs of 
elderly people and people with disabilities. And to be built in ways which fit 
into the local environment in terms of building design.  
 
We would seek a developer who could meet these criteria.  
• In relation to Limits to Built Development it appears that sites were chosen 
first and then a line drawn round them to exclude other sites. Thus it appears 
that the line is somewhat arbitrary.  

• The site lies at the heart of the village and building here would prevent 
ribbon development or development in random sites in the rural parts of the 
parish. In that sense it would preserve the rural nature of the parish in making 
it less necessary to build houses outside the parish.  

• It is a very good site from the point of view of sustainability and reducing 
pollution. People living there could walk to the village school, village shops, 
church and local meetings. There is no need for an extra car and the extra 
carbon emissions which would be a consequence of people living 3 miles from 
the heart of the village. Pedestrian access is already available to the site.  

• It doesn’t make good planning sense to plan a large development at the East 
End and leave the village centre for development at some later time. It goes 
against the environmental interests of everyone.  

• Using brownfield sites is said to be a priority yet the plan being proposed 
eats into the countryside since travel links, and the pollution associated with 
them, would be needed between the new settlement at the East End and the 
village. We believe that sustainability should be considered as the primary 
goal.  

• In the comments on the original Neighbourhood Plan It was agreed that site 
158 is not a site of particular wildlife significance. And it is not highly visible, 
thus reducing its attractiveness as a green field site.  

• It does not block views and is discreetly hidden behind the Street, as are the 
current recent developments at St George’s Close.  

• Development here supports the Borough Council’s recent commitment to 
make the District carbon neutral by 2030.  
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• As far as access is concerned, we have noted the sentence in the piece about 
site 16 as follows: ‘The layout, including hard and soft landscaping, to be 
designed so as not to prejudice the future provision of a suitable vehicular 
access with appropriate visibility splay(s) to the land located to the north, 
which may be allocated for development as part of a future Local Plan." Site 
158 is the land to the North.  

74 Woolf Bond 
Planning, on 
behalf of 
Millwood 
Designer 
Homes, on 
behalf of 
Emily Pettit, 
landowner of 
Site 222 

Introduction  
We refer to the above Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan (“NP”) consultation 
document and write on behalf of our client, Millwood Designer Homes, setting 
out a number of comments upon the policies and proposals contained therein.  
As set out in our earlier representations upon the ‘Rough Draft’ NP 
consultation in April 2019, our client, a Kent-based developer of long standing 
repute for high quality residential schemes, has a controlling interest in land to 
the west of Iden Green Road, and south of Cranbrook Road (Site Ref: 222), 
which is not proposed as a housing allocation. Accordingly, our 
representations are seeking an allocation of the land for approximately 28 
dwellings. Details are set out below.  
 
As an overarching comment, and general observation, Millwood Designer 
Homes is supportive of the plan-led approach to place-making and this 
includes in relation to neighbourhood planning. We generally commend the 
Steering Group’s endeavours and collaborative approach to preparing the NP, 
and offer our comments on a positive basis in order assist the NP Team in 
preparing a Plan that is fit for purpose having regard to satisfying the basic 
conditions. We note that the NP as drafted proposes to allocate four sites for 
housing (Policy HSA1 refers), of which only two are located at Benenden, 
comprising (i) Land adjacent to Feoffee Cottage; and (ii) Uphill, New Farm, 
Road.  
 
2 We remain of the view that allocating Land west of Iden Green Road for 
housing would assist in delivering additional new housing on a sustainably 
located site to support the village, and will provide new public open space and 
secure a future for the pond, thus improving its contribution to the 
Conservation Area. This will meet the objectives and aspirations for the NP 
area. In particular, it is: 
1. Sustainable (grows the village rather than a remoter outpost of it). 
 
2. Deliverable (provision of services of water and electricity already in place). 
 
3. Logical (location in the heart of, and accessibility by foot to, the village; the 
logical location facilitates inclusiveness and the promotion of community 
through the new green space)  
 
It also delivers on small-scale development, affordability and quality as set out 
by the NPG:  
‘To support development, wherever possible locally-led, to meet local needs 
with a mix of well-designed, high quality, sustainable and affordable housing 
that enhances the existing built and natural environment.’  
Millwood Designer Homes Ltd are a local developer that has won awards for 
its high quality scheme designs. They remain committed to working with the 
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Steering Group in order to deliver a NP that secures the best development for 
the village, identifying the most appropriate locations for growth for existing 
and future residents of the Parish.  
It is in this spirit of cooperation that we set out our comments which are 
intended to assist in the ongoing preparation of the NP.  
Accompanying particulars comprise as follows:  

• Site Location Plan No. P318/LP/1001  

• Figure 3 – Landscape Strategy  
 
Assessment of the Neighbourhood Plan against the Basic Conditions: 
General  
In terms of assessing the appropriateness of the consultation draft 
Neighbourhood Plan (“NP”), it must meet the "Basic Conditions” set out in Law 
[paragraph 8[2] of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990].  
In order to meet the Basic Conditions, the NP must:  

• Have regard to national policy advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State;  

 

• Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;  
 

• Be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development 
plan for the area; and  

 

• Be compatible with EU obligations.  
 
3 As set out in the National Planning Practice Guidance1 (“PPG”), 
Neighbourhood Plans can come forward before an up to date Local Plan (as 
would be the case here in so far as Tunbridge Wells is only at the early stages 
of preparing its replacement Local Plan).  
1 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211 refers.  
2 ibid  
In this context, the PPG sets out helpful guidance as follows2:  
“Neighbourhood plans, when brought into force, become part of the 
development plan for the neighbourhood area. They can be developed before 
or at the same time as the local planning authority is producing its Local Plan.  
A draft neighbourhood plan or Order must be in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the development plan in force if it is to meet the basic 
condition. Although a draft Neighbourhood Plan or Order is not tested against 
the policies in an emerging Local Plan the reasoning and evidence informing 
the Local Plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic 
conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested. For example, up-to-
date housing needs evidence is relevant to the question of whether a housing 
supply policy in a neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to the achievement 
of sustainable development.  
Where a neighbourhood plan is brought forward before an up-to-date Local 
Plan is in place the qualifying body and the local planning authority should 
discuss and aim to agree the relationship between policies in:  
The emerging neighbourhood plan  
The emerging Local plan  
The adopted development plan  
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with appropriate regard to national policy and guidance.”  
The above approach includes the need to ensure that the NP has regard to the 
policies in the adopted development plan. This is particularly relevant in the 
case of the preparation of the Benenden Parish NP. It also allows for NPs to be 
prepared having regard to emerging Local Plans. However, and in relation to 
the latter, as set out at paragraph 29 of the NPPF, NPs should not promote less 
development than set out in strategic policies for the area. Moreover, and as 
made clear at paragraph 48 of the NPPF, whilst LPAs may give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans the amount of weight to be applied will 
depend on the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced 
its preparation, the greater the weight that may be given).  
The NP frequently references the emerging Tunbridge Wells Borough Local 
Plan (“TWBLP”) and the suggestions for Benenden contained therein. This 
includes the inclusion of the suggested revised settlement boundary for 
Benenden at Figure 2 on page 30 of the NP. This is not the settlement 
boundary in the adopted Development Plan, rather, it is a proposed change as 
part of the Regulation 18 draft TWBLP. It carries only limited weight. The 
actual boundary and extent of site allocations will not be determined until 
after the TWBCLP Examination is complete and the TWBCLP is adopted.  
 
4 However, and importantly, the emerging TWBLP is only at the Regulation 18 
stage. As such, the policies and proposals contained therein are yet to be 
tested at Examination. Accordingly, the weight to be attached to the TWBCLP 
is very limited. Accordingly, the Authors of the NP must allow for the TWBCLP 
process to be complete before relying upon the policies and proposals in that 
document.  
For example, the draft TWBCLP includes suggested changes to the settlement 
boundary for Benenden and also suggests certain site allocations. However, 
the NP then refers to these suggested changes as if they were part of the 
Development Plan. They are not. They remain to be assessed through the plan 
making context having regard to the tests of soundness at paragraph 35 of the 
NPPF.  
On the basis of the foregoing, it follows that an emerging NP must be 
consistent with the development plan. As such, the emerging NP will need to 
be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan 
for the area.  
In terms of the actual quantum of development to be met at Benenden, this 
can only reasonably be determined through the TWBCLP process, which will 
need to have regard to the sustainability appraisal process, including an 
assessment of the role of Benenden in the overall settlement hierarchy and its 
function in relation to the overarching spatial strategy.  
Tunbridge Wells Council is in the early stages of preparing a new Local Plan 
and the Council is consulting on the Draft Local Plan (Regulation 18) from 20 
September to 1 November 2019.  
The draft Plan accepts the Standard Method housing requirement for the 
Borough of 13,560 dwellings 2016 – 2036, with an annual requirement of 678 
per year. This represents a significant increase on the current Borough 
requirement of 300dpa. It therefore follows that additional housing sites will 
be required at each of the Borough’s settlements in order for the increased 
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housing need to be met. Benenden will need to play its role in helping to 
provide for sustainable growth patterns.  
The NPPF advocates identifying a sufficient range and mix of sites to ensure 
flexibility and deliverability within the planning system of homes to meet a 
variety of needs.  
It is understood that the Feoffee Cottages site is to be developed as 
almshouses for local needs, which whilst supported, will not contribute 
towards the need for additional general market homes. In turn, additional 
housing will help to support the local economic and social function of 
Benenden village.  
If the NP plans for too few dwellings it could find it is out of date soon after it 
is ‘made’, which position would of course be subject to the outcome of the 
Local Plan Review process.  
On the basis of the foregoing, any locally derived need figure to be met within 
the Parish of Benenden will be a function of the total requirement to be met 
across the District. It is expected this will be in excess of the figure currently 
suggested in the Rough Draft NP.  
 
5 Housing Supply and Site Allocation (Policy HS1)  
General  
 
Our comments are intended to assist the NP Team in preparing a Plan that 
satisfies the basic conditions (see above).  
We comment as follows:  

• The amount of housing to be met during the plan period is yet to be 
confirmed.  

 

• As such, Benenden’s role in the overall settlement hierarchy and spatial 
approach to meeting development needs during the plan period is yet to 
be confirmed.  

 

• Moreover, given the amount of housing currently planned to be met 
during the TWBCLP period (some 13,560 dwellings as a minimum), the 4 
no. sites identified under Policy HS1 fail to provide for the most 
sustainable development options.  

 

• Land at west of Iden Green Road should be allocated as an additional site 
for housing and/or in preference to the sites currently proposed.  

 

• The site assessment in relation to the site at Iden Green Road comments 
that the Parish has decided to adopted a ‘previously developed land first’ 
approach. However this is clearly not the approach which has been 
followed with the two allocated sites within Benenden, the Feoffee 
Cottages site is currently undeveloped land, and the New Hill Road site is 
partly PDL as it contains one house, however the garden land to the rear is 
not previously developed land (in accordance with the definition in the 
NPPF).  

 

• We question the merits of providing for additional housing allocations at 
East End on the basis that they are not as sustainable as providing for 
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growth at Benenden. The sites at East End are located well outside the 
village boundary and are unlikely to support the function of the village.  

 

• If the Parish is taking a greenfield land approach, as it appears to be doing 
so in this iteration of the Plan, it would be prudent to consider what 
additional benefits particular housing sites can bring about in addition to 
the provision of housing.  

 

• It is in this context that we continue to promote land west of Iden Green 
Road as a housing allocation (see below).  

 
Land West of Iden Green Road, Benenden (Site Ref: 222)  
General  
The Site is edged red on Plan P318/LP/1001 and extends to approximately 
2.5ha. We have undertaken a thorough assessment of the character of the site 
and surrounding area and consider that it affords a sustainable development 
opportunity for approximately 28 dwellings, to include the creation of a larger 
publicly accessible area of green space and reinstatement of the pond in the 
north east corner of the site.  
 
We consider this would enhance the public realm and would enabling a high-
quality scheme for a small number of dwellings to be located within walking 
distance from local services and facilities, helping to further sustain and 
support local businesses.  
 
6 It is noted that the site has been assessed in the supporting Individual Site 
Assessments, as having capacity for 17-18 dwellings. This figure has been 
derived from a density calculation and net developable area based on an 
unknown multiplier.  
 
This is contrary to the approach taken in the NPPF with regards to balancing 
density which respects the character and form of development in the area, 
and making the most efficient use of land in order to deliver the homes that 
the country needs. We therefore challenge the Parish Council’s calculation of 
capacity for this site and assert that the site is capable of delivering 
approximately 28 homes on the basis of Millwood’s own site capacity work.  
The potential to provide for the development of the site has been considered 
in relation to heritage, landscape and ecology, which matters can be 
summarised as follows:  

• Development of the site for housing and a large publicly accessible area of 
green space provides an opportunity to enhance the appearance of part of 
the Conservation Area through the creation of an attractive and sensitively 
designed residential extension to the village.  

 

• A scheme can also be designed in relation to the desirability of preserving 
the setting of the listed buildings considered to be affected and the special 
character and appearance of the Benenden Conservation Area.  

 

• Figure 3 has been prepared following a detailed review of the landscape 
character of the site and surrounding area and enables the retention of 
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substantial trees on the site, most notably the lime trees along the 
frontage.  

 

• A suite of ecological surveys has been undertaken across the site 
throughout spring and summer 2018, including an Extended Phase 1 
Habitat survey, bat surveys, reptile surveys and great crested newt 
surveys.  

 

• The majority of the site comprises semi-improved grassland of limited 
ecological value. Several semi-mature trees, principally oak, are present in 
and around the site. These have some ecological value, offer potential bat 
roosting opportunities, as well as sites for nesting birds.  

 

• The pond on the northern boundary is relatively small and although it 
contains water, is becoming choked with sediment and debris. It also 
contains a large area of the highly invasive New Zealand pygmy weed.  

 

• There are ample opportunities within the site to provide ecological 
enhancement measures. These will need to include improvements for the 
slow worm population as well as improvement to the newt pond – 
possibly dredging it out and removing the pygmy weed.  

 

• The Parish has highlighted in their assessment of the site, the potential 
benefit of developing this site is enhancing the pond, which would have 
not only an ecological benefit, but would improve the Conservation Area, 
thus positively supporting the local heritage value. These benefits are 
unique to this site in being able to deliver environmental benefits in 
addition to the social and economic benefits brought about through the 
provision of new housing.  

 
7 In addition, and for the avoidance of doubt, if the land were to be allocated 
for housing (and planning permission subsequently granted), it is not our 
client’s intention to promote and/or seek development of the western land 
parcel beyond Site 222 in future years as a phase II development.  
Rather, that land is to be retained by the owners for recreation and amenity 
use. With that in mind, and in order to demonstrate our commitment to that 
approach, our client would be willing to sign an undertaking to that effect; to 
include, should the Parish require further comfort, transferring a strip of land 
to the Parish Council’s ownership in order to prevent any future access being 
created to serve development of that land for housing.  
Overall, we consider that the Site affords a sustainable location in helping to 
meet identified housing needs and should be identified as a housing allocation 
in the final NP. 
 
Landscape and Built Environment  
We note the suggested inclusion of the northern part of the Site west of Iden 
Green Road as an important green space and we continue to be willing to 
engage with the NP Team in order to realise an appropriate vision for this land.  
One such approach could be to allocate the land to the south for housing in 
order to provide an integrated form of development. The northern part of the 
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Site could thus be transferred to the Parish Council’s control as part of any 
s106 agreement funded through the grant of planning permission. The land is 
currently in private ownership and securing its future as publicly accessible 
open space could be realised as part of a sensitively designed housing scheme 
which would enable the land to become an integral part of the public realm.  
Again, we welcome the opportunity to discuss matters with you as part of the 
ongoing plan making process. 
 
Summary and Suggested Changes  
Paragraph 29 of the NPPF states that the neighbourhood plan making process 
should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local 
area. It is further added that NPs must be in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local Plan and that they should not promote less 
development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.  
In this context we propose the following changes to Policy HS1:  

• Land at west of Iden Green Road should be allocated as an additional site 
for housing and/or in preference to the sites currently proposed.  

 
We welcome an opportunity to work collaboratively with the NP Team in 
relation to the form and content of the NP and would be pleased to assist 
where necessary, including in relation to the sharing of technical information 
for land to the west of Iden Green Road. 

74 Emily Pettit, 
Victoria Pettit 

BENENDEN NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 
Deliverability and sustainability are the key tenets of your work. 
 
Deliverability is clear as set out in The Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government’s National Planning Policy Framework, with which you will 
be familiar (page 66, Annex 2). 
 
I would like to focus on sustainability as the more multi-faceted topic for 
analysis, quoting first the government’s policy; unpacking the objectives; 
examining how a sense of place and community can be achieved; and 
concluding with its practical application within the specific context of 
Benenden. 
 
Background 
Clauses 7 and 8 of The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework cite: 
 
“7. The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. At a very high level, the objective of sustainable 
development can be summarised as meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 
“8. Achieving sustainable development means that the planning system has 
three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be 
pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to 
secure net gains across each of the different objectives): 
a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the 
right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 
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productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of 
infrastructure; 
b) a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 
ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 
the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed 
and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 
reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 
cultural well-being; and 
c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our 
natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 
helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 
waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including 
moving to a low carbon economy.” 
 
Analysis of the objectives and their interdependence 
In meeting economic objectives, smaller, ‘flat’ organisations are equally 
important to large, hierarchical corporations and are proven in terms of 
competitiveness, productivity and the facilitation of home working that is so 
key to non-urban centres. Such structures, and sectors of employment 
complementary to existing local ones, notable examples being e-commerce 
and the Arts, could be encouraged by parishioners of expertise and means 
with local interests by re investing resources and mentoring/ stewardship. In 
the interdependence of objectives, this enhances social bonds through the 
transmission of knowledge, while the link between economic and 
environmental objectives will become increasingly important over time, both 
in terms of support of national initiatives in green tech and reducing the 
carbon footprints of employees. The only form of employment that does not 
require any vehicular transport whatsoever is home working/ internet-based, 
and farm-based work on a moderate scale. Therefore, sites for development 
can and should be supported that minimise reliance on cars by providing 
walking distance access to services. 
 
In meeting the social and environmental objectives and their interdependence, 
sustainability through new developments could be defined thus: 
 
1. conserving the balance between ecology and the built environment 
2. providing nuanced, vernacular design that reflects the eclecticism of the 
built environment as it exists 
3. meeting green credentials in building and encouraging greener habits of 
residents  
4. access to amenities and services, e.g. school, shop/cafe, church, hall 
5. growing the village that makes it attractive for younger families 6. providing 
homes that people will actually want to live in and, just as importantly, 
providing a sense of connectedness. 
 
In development terms, the practical implementation of the above may be 
reasonably applied in the above order as follows: 
 
1. achieving spatial balance between green space and built develop-ment, 
including protection of existing landscape and provision of new landscaping 
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2. engaging developers who have actual knowledge of regional, vernacular 
architecture and have a track record of follow-through on in-vesting in and 
executing the designs they propose 
3. engaging developers who use sustainable energy in a location that doesn’t 
require a car for every activity outside the home 
4. proximity to an existing social ecosystem  
5. proximity to schools 
6. quality, sensitive design in proximity to existing housing 
 
A Sense of Place 
The government papers time and time again mention the future. 
 
The future of every rural village relies at its core on three components:- 
1. attracting young families through affordable homes that give a sense of 
place and community  
2. providing easy access through a close commute, or better still, walk-ing 
distance, to schools 
3. facilitating home-based jobs to stay-at-home mums and dads through 
existing infrastructure of mentoring and places to meet (shop, hall) and enjoy 
outdoor spaces (green spaces, walks). 
 
What does a sense of place mean for the future? 
 
The same things that it has meant for hundreds of years: good design in a 
community setting. 
 
I am very fortunate to work with respected artists and architects in my job and 
have learnt over the past two decades first-hand how the natural environment 
can be enhanced through sensitive design and seen how it enriches everyday 
lives. We are lucky to enjoy a part of the world that is naturally beautiful and 
at the same time, have moved beyond unsightly housing developments of the 
1970’s through the possibility of affordable housing that is also sustainable 
and appealing. In my work I have seen many projects where spoken ideals are 
never executed in reality due to maximised margins. As you will be aware 
through your process, not all developers are the same. 
 
Every thinking parishioner would concede that development is required, but 
that development needs to be balanced proportionately, i.e. spread across the 
parish, and consist of smaller-scale developments that respect the need to 
evolve. The majority of our area sits on AONB. Protecting it and growing the 
village responsibly need not be mutually exclusive concepts. 
 
It is therefore of grave concern if ribbon development will effectively be 
enabled by granting development on site 16 with relatively higher density of 
18-20 dwellings on 2 acres and most crucially: “The layout, including hard and 
soft landscaping, to be designed so as not to prejudice the future provision of 
a suitable vehicular access with appropriate visibility splay(s) to the land 
located to the north [site 158], which may be allocated for development as 
part of a future Local Plan”. As you are familiar, site 158 is a costly site to 
develop and therefore developers could run away with economies of scale to 
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achieve an ROI on it, if numbers are not proportionately spread on the 
strength of your recommendations. It will ruin Benenden village forever if this 
is condoned by the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan Team now. I therefore 
object to the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan in its current form. 
 
Conclusion  
Responsible development should not purely exist to serve the interests of 
large, hierarchical corporations, nor should it be about putting development 
largely away or out of sight of the village to jeopardise social cohesion, and 
certainly should never be about protecting the interests of a few in positions 
of authority to the loss of the wider community. 
 
You have as you know an opportunity to provide a final plan of balanced 
development that grows the village in a sustainable way, providing well-
designed housing that is the recipe for a quality of life for its residents and a 
sense of connectedness, the essential ingredient in that quality of life, 
especially important for younger and older parishioners. The most responsible 
development should take into account the lives of those who will inhabit that 
development. 
 
The solution to this that can provide proportionality and enriched community 
for the parish of Benenden can be told in numbers: 
 
low density 28 dwellings on site 222 (as has been proposed by its developer); 
maximum 20 dwellings on site 16; cap 42 dwellings on the lower portion of 
site 158 by a responsible developer as site 222 has, and, as we have proposed 
for site 222, a strip of land to be handed to the Parish to prevent future ribbon 
development. This then achieves parity and prevents kicking the can down the 
road for disproportionate development in Benenden in future plans. 
Conservation areas do not need to be touched. Ancient woodland can be left 
in peace. Panoramic views of existing residents may be kept. 
 
With privilege comes duty of rationality, proportionality and objectivity. 
Beyond targets, we are discussing the quality of life of all parishioners and you 
will be standing the village in the best stead for future generations in 
application of your privilege. 

13 TWBC Page 54, last para: Reference to 2018 NPPF – should be 2019 NPPF.  

 

 


