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LANDSCAPE and the ENVIRONMENT 

REF. RESPONDENT COMMENT 

40 Tony Fullwood Page 3 first para:  
Objective: Suggest "To protect valued environmental assets and support 
our peaceful, rural way of life. Recognising that the parish of Benenden is 
one of the most unspoilt parts of the High Weald AONB, our policies will 
enable villagers and visitors to continue to enjoy the countryside,......... 

13 TWBC Page 16 Figure 1 - Figure overall is unclear. 
 
a) Suggest having small scale of map, and much larger version as 

appendix. 
 

b) Viewpoint designations are not clear in defining the potential extent 
of the view as the blue (and to a lesser extent the red) indications 
used in LEA7 - please see further comments on LVIAs. 

 
c) Panoramic viewpoints are also not clear on this figure, although are 

more so in LEA7 - please see comments on LVIAs. 

13 TWBC Page 18, Policy LE1 - NPPF/NPPG and other legislation specifically 
requires conservation and enhancement of the AONB. May be that wish 
to use such terminology rather than "adversely impacted". Unclear what 
reference to "inappropriate development" relates to? May be clear to 
just refer to "development". Perhaps a very technical point, but if 
development is proposed outside the parish, then would this policy be 
applicable in the assessment of any particular application? Is a possible 
area of challenge by a developer - perhaps requires further thought. 
LVIAs can be very helpful in assessing the impact on views. In particular 
this would assist in defining the extent of the view, they are likely to be 
able to be more refined through an LVIA. Having regard to the above, 
potential wording along the following lines may address these points 
(together with the use of blue/red indications to better define the exact 
views):  1.3.2. The broad extents of the views are indicated in Figure 1. 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIAs) submitted as part of 
planning applications will be able to provide a more defined/refined 
extent. 
Policy LE1: Proposals for development within the broad extent of the 
identified special views should demonstrate that this development will 
conserve and enhance the landscape and scenic beauty: including 
potentially through the submission of a LVIA. Development which does 
not, will not be supported. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

The text rightly notes the historic nature of the landscape and some of 
its components in the form of field boundaries, footpaths and 
routeways. KCC recommends that the Neighbourhood Development Plan 
should make clear the role the Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) 
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for Tunbridge Wells Borough that was developed by the Borough Council 
in 20171. The HLC examined the Borough’s landscape in detail and is an 
important tool for helping developers and planners assess the impact of 
their proposals. An assessment of proposals against the HLC should be 
considered as a requirement, where appropriate, for development 
proposals in rural areas. 
 
The Plan does not specifically mention development within farmsteads 
but it is likely that development proposals of this type will come forward. 
It should be noted that much of Kent has historically had a dispersed 
settlement pattern. Development between villages and hamlets and 
among farm buildings would in many places be consistent with the 
historic character of those areas. Historic England, KCC and the Kent 
Downs AONB Unit have published guidance on historic farmsteads in 
Kent that considers how rural development proposals can be assessed 
for whether they are consistent with existing character2.  
 
Whilst it is recognised that a large percentage of the Public Rights of Way 
(PRoW) network in Benenden consists of Public Footpaths, there is a 
Public Bridleway and Restricted Byway passing through the Parish, 
providing higher rights of access for equestrians and cyclists. In addition 
to footpath enhancements, there is also an aspiration to improve access 
for cyclists and equestrians across the region. With these points in mind, 
it is requested that the term ‘Footpaths’ is replaced with the wording 
‘Public Rights of Way’, as this would encompass the full range of 
different classifications of PRoW. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

Open Space and Recreation: 
It is important to ensure that any development takes account of the 
Sport England Guidance3. Sport England's strategies for sport are very 
much focussed on tackling inactivity and supporting/encouraging under-
represented groups to be active. Through the national Active Lives 
Survey, approximately 25% of people nationally (24% now in Kent - 26% 
two years ago) are inactive and this is having knock on effects on 
physical and mental health, as well as individual and social/community 
development. Therefore, the plan should specify that any development 
proposals should consider this and, where appropriate, incorporate a 
mix of formal and informal areas/spaces (indoor and out) where 
people can be active, including walking and cycling routes and open 
spaces. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy LE1 -  1.3.1 Identifying and protecting views. It would appear that 
not all such views have been considered. The document mentions a 
desire to "maintain the view of (sic) (i.e. currently afforded to) residents 
of Harmsworth Court…" and then goes on to outline how that view will 
be entirely obstructed by an "enabling development" of up to 22 
dwellings (page 40). Despite this, the desire is repeated on P41 under 
"Constraints". 
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35 Gerard Conway Policy LE1 - …..The current assessment for P4 does not mention that 
National Cycle Route 18 runs east along the Rolvenden Road, and north 
up to Stepneyford Lane. The High Weald Country Tour also travels along 
the Rolvenden Road from Benenden to Rolvenden. The south end of 
Stepneyford Lane is therefore of considerable amenity value to 
countryside uses, including walkers and cyclists. Recommendation: the 
southern boundary of panoramic view P4 should be extended south to 
the intersection of Stepneyford Lane and the Rolvenden Road (B2086). 

28 Peter Nuttall Policy LE1 - A piece on views to be included in the developers 
Environmental Impact Assessment. 

28 Peter Nuttall Policy LE1 - Access to enjoy not to be precluded by developments and 
ideally enhanced. 

79 Gladman 
Developments 

Policy LE1 - This policy identifies 17 views which the plan makers 
consider are important for the setting and character of Benenden and its 
surrounds and goes on to state that developments will have to 
demonstrate they will not adversely impact upon them. Identified views 
must be supported by evidence and ensure that they demonstrate a 
physical attribute elevating a view's importance beyond simply being a 
nice view of open countryside. The evidence base to support the policy 
does little to indicate why these views are important and why they 
should be protected, other than providing a view of the settlement and 
surrounding fields and woodland. It therefore lacks the proportionate 
and robust evidence required by the PPG. Gladman consider that to be 
an important view that should be protected, it must have some form of 
additional quality hat would "take it out of the ordinary" rather than 
selecting views which may not have any landscape significance and are 
based solely on community support. Gladman therefore suggests this 
element of the policy is deleted as it does not provide clarity and support 
for a decision maker to apply the policy predictably and with confidence. 
It is therefore contrary to para 16(d) of the Framework. 

13 TWBC Page 19, Figure 6: Again, worth having a larger scale plan (in addition) as 
an Appendix? 

13 TWBC Page 19, Policy LE2 and paras 1.5.1. and 1.5.2: Inconsistency between 
"identified significance": In LEA9 seems to refer to "beauty", "historical 
significance" "recreational value”, “tranquillity" and "richness of 
wildlife"; however in para 1.5.1 does not refer to historical significance 
and instead refers to green space. Furthermore in para 1.5.2 it refers to 
amenity value (not mentioned previously), talks about the "beauty of the 
setting" whereas elsewhere it refers to "beauty" only and does not refer 
to historical significance or recreational value. 

13 TWBC Page 19, Policy LE2 and para 1.5.2: Importantly, as para 1.5.2 is 
supporting text and NOT part of the policy it does not form part of the 
policy. Appeal Inspectors are clear that unless a matter is part of the 
policy, it is not directly applicable. Suggest referring to policy EN17 of 
the TWBC Draft Local Plan (page 405) as an example of how a "general 
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presumption policy against, unless there are exceptional/very special 
circumstances" can be worded. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

Policy LE2  
Studies have shown that green spaces provide considerable health and 
well-being benefits for the public, but these spaces will face increasing 
pressures from new developments and a growing population. There is a 
risk that the quality of green spaces will deteriorate, unless appropriate 
steps are put in place to protect the sites and manage access. To cope 
with the increasing demands of a growing population, it is recommended 
that Neighbourhood Plan policy seeks to protect and increase open 
space provision.  
It is imperative that open spaces can be accessed through sustainable 
modes of transport. To encourage active travel, the wording of this 
policy text should be strengthened to ensure that visitors can walk or 
cycle to open spaces. Alternatively, good public transport links with open 
spaces should be made available, so that the public are not dependent 
on private vehicle use to visit these sites. 

38 Ian Russell LGS -  
Please confirm that Standen Street Orchard is no longer being 
considered as a LGS. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy LE2 1.9.1 - No street lighting and preferably artificial lighting 
whatsoever need to be central to the Environmental policies. There is no 
such thing as a "dark sky-friendly lighting"…. 

35 Gerard Conway Policy LE2 - as noted the land at Hole Park is registered parkland. In 
addition the land at Hemsted Park/Benenden School, Pympne Manor, 
the Grange and Field Farm is also registered parkland. Consequently the 
parkland in these locations is of significant amenity value. 
Recommendation : the land at Hemsted Park/Benenden School, Field 
Farm, the Grange, Hole Park and Pympne Manor should also be 
included as local green spaces. 

79 Gladman 
Developments 

Policy LE2 - Local Green Spaces - Gladman do not believe that BNP 
supporting evidence is sufficiently robust to justify the proposed 
allocation of Hilly Fields and New Pond Corner as LGS, given that they 
form extensive tracts of land………In terms of meeting the second test 
there is no evidence base to support these designated LGS being 
"demonstrably special to a local community". In relation to their beauty, 
they are of no particular scenic quality. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

Footpaths  
The inclusion of paragraphs 1.6 and 1.6.1 regarding footpaths is 
welcomed by the County Council. 
 
However, there is no specific policy for footpaths or the wider PRoW 
network. To address this matter, it is requested that a specific policy 
for the protection and enhancement of PRoW is included within the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
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The PRoW network provides significant opportunities for active travel 
and outdoor recreation across the parish. The increased population will 
undoubtedly add to the pressure on, and importance of, the surrounding 
PRoW network. It is critical therefore that some wording is included 
within this new policy to secure funding from new development to 
ensure these highly regarded links are not degraded and where 
possible are enhanced.  
 
Considering the value of the PRoW network, it should be expected that 
section 106 contributions (or CIL should it be introduced) will be sought 
to fund PRoW improvements across the parish, in preparation for the 
expected increase in path use. Developer contributions could be used to 
upgrade existing routes and create new path links that address existing 
network fragmentation issues highlighted by the public. 
 
In addition to footpath improvements, new development should, where 
appropriate, contribute towards PRoW enhancements that also benefit 
cyclists and equestrians. The KCC PRoW and Access Service would 
welcome engagement with the Parish Council to consider local 
aspirations for access improvements, the delivery of these schemes and 
potential sources of funding for these projects.  
 
It is requested that applicants for new developments engage with the 
County Council at the earliest opportunity. This is to allow for reviews of 
access improvements to be carried out and consider appropriate 
developer contributions for PRoW network enhancements, which would 
ensure there are sustainable transport choices available that provide 
realistic alternatives to short distance car journeys.  
 
The reference to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on page 
21 of the Plan is welcomed. The KCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
(ROWIP) should also be referenced within this section, as it is a statutory 
policy document for PRoW, setting out a strategic approach for the 
protection and enhancement of PRoW. This will enable successful 
partnership working to continue and deliver improvements to the PRoW 
network in Benenden. Joint delivery of this strategic plan will ensure 
significant benefits, while its omission could result in a significant loss of 
access to additional funding opportunities. KCC would welcome future 
engagement with the Parish Council to consider local aspirations for 
access improvements and the potential delivery of these schemes. 

13 TWBC Page 23, Policy LE3: We understand the intention of this policy. 
However: Clarification is needed as to whether this applies to just new 
residential properties, or to commercial premises, or indeed to 
extensions to properties. 
Also, raises issues as to how this will be proved. Is it through conformity 
to the Building Regulations, or through the submission of a pre-
development noise survey at the boundary edges, and then details as to 
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how the design of the property will mean that noise transmission from 
within the property to the edges will not be materially greater? 
 To prevent noise from activities in the garden (children playing etc.) will 
be difficult to achieve without acoustic fencing. 
 

28 Peter Nuttall LE3 - This policy could be expanded to include light pollution in 
accordance with our requirements for Night Skies. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE3 - better to seek enclosure or separation of private gardens and 
parking areas from public areas, by siting of dwellings to create a 
physical barrier between public & private zones for privacy, amenity & 
security 

13 TWBC Page 23, Policy LE4: There is the potential that biodiversity net gain (e.g 
through NPPD and Environmental Bill) will be more exacting than this 
policy as currently worded. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

Environmental aspects of new development:  
The Neighbourhood Development Plan considers that development 
should seek to protect and enhance the biodiversity of the site and the 
surrounding and sites must be surveyed prior to development, in order 
to ensure important natural features are identified. The County Council 
would like to highlight that Ecological Surveys and mitigation strategies 
for habitats and protected/notable species must be submitted to 
demonstrate they are following the mitigation hierarchy to “avoid, 
mitigate and compensate” any impact.  
 
The Plan also highlights the importance of biodiversity and the need for a 
provision for the creation of new wildlife habitats, the joining up with 
existing biodiversity rich areas and net gain. The County Council is 
supportive of this approach and advises that where green spaces are 
proposed, they ideally should be located within the areas where there 
are existing habitats, rather than creating new habitat. 

39 Peta Grant Policy LE4 - could be construed as serving the purpose of the 
identification of natural features and thereafter protecting and 
maintaining them, but should be more specific in the retention of 
trees/hedgerow to reflect the TWBC draft LP policies; perhaps an 
extension of the policy or new policy could be inserted beneath say para 
1.10. ........... 

33 Russell Cruse Policy LE4 1.10.2 - More should be made of the value of lichen as an 
indicator of the quality of environment. The numbers of rare lichen to be 
found in the churchyard is evidence of the quality of our environment. 

28 Peter Nuttall LE4 - EIA to be taken into account at all stages of the project ie. Design, 
construction and long term occupation. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE4 - Retention & protection of mature trees, hedgerows and water 
courses should be specifcally mentioned. Designs should be shaped 
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around these features to make them the focus and amenity for the new 
development. New development need landscape to remain dominant in 
order to fit the local character. Surverys for protected species have to be 
completed in the correct season, so can delay development by up to a 
year. They should be in place before an application is made. 

13 TWBC Page 23, Policy LE5 and Para 1.11.1: Could go further and state that is 
for the developer to cover the cost of this and to provide information at 
particular stages of the build? 

39 Peta Grant Policy LE5 - Policy HD4 Landscaping (page 58) is currently the only 
mention of trees specifically "Existing mature trees should be retained to 
provide open spaces within the proposed development and are 
considered essential to maintain the rural character of the area...." I 
think it appropriate that the Landscape & Enivronmnent chapter should 
address this fundamental part of our landscape with its own policy. 
Perhaps something along the lines of TWBC draft LP policies......EN1; 
EN14 etc. 

33 Russell Cruse Policy LE5 - This states that developers "should" … minimise the impact 
to existing trees…." This needs to be changed to "will not, as a first 
principle, remove any trees from any site but should incorporate most, if 
not all, existing trees in their designs. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE5 - This policy only works if there is adequate enforcement throughout 
the construction phase. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE6 - calls for 50m buffer to AW. About 20m would be reasonable 

28 Peter Nuttall LE6 - Buffers shall be provided to not only the natural environment but 
also the built environment including other dwellings, footpaths and 
roads. 

13 TWBC Page 23, Policy LE7: Does this apply to all new housing proposals? Single 
houses as well as larger proposals? What is the timescale for the 
monitoring? Has resourcing implications for TWBC, at a time when the 
income from planning applications/pre-app fees does not cover the cost 
of running the Planning Service. Would a possible way forward be to 
state "If TWBC introduces a monitoring charge, the development should 
incorporate rules that include provision....or its representatives. In the 
absence of such a charge, the development should set out how this 
monitoring will be undertaken by an independent consultant, the 
monitoring reported to TWBC and steps taken to rectify any 
shortcomings in this management". 

28 Peter Nuttall LE7 - Developments shall provide for long term integration and 
enhancement of the environment. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE7 - All land had to be owned & maintained by the owner. Small patches 
of communal landscaping will always be a problem where shared in small 
developments as residents will not pay additional charges for 
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maintenance. Who will pay for TWBC oversee? This policy may be 
making problems for the future and needs to be reassessed. 

6 Kent County 
Council 

LE8 - It would be beneficial if this policy includes consideration of the 
following: 
 
a) Ordinary water courses may often be impacted significatantly with 
new development. These drainage channels should be incorporated into 
drainage design for any new development reflecting the value they 
provide for amenity and biodiversity. Appropriate setbacks should be 
provided to ensure maintenance can be undertaken. 
 b) It would be recommended that a clear statement to the effect that 
drainage should incorporate surface water features which promote 
multi-functionality including amenity, biodiversity and water quality 
benefits. 
 
c) Through Benenden Parish does not suffer from extension areas of 
fluvial flood risk, local flood risk may occur along the lengths of ordinary 
watercourses. Any development should give due consideration to 
Surface Water Floor Maps as produced by the Environmnent Agency. 
KCC has a Drainage & Planning Policy Statement (2017, currently out for 
consultation 2019) which provided direction as to incorporation of 
surface water drainage with new development. 
We would recommend that reference is made to this document to 
ensure that surface water management is considered appropriately. 

77 Charlotte & 
Helen Mortimer 

LE8/9 - Emphasis retention of existing features. Allocations need to take 
into account the additional land required to provide sustainable drainage 
and wild life landscape features in order to comply. Current densities will 
have to be reduced. Will the Council maintenance teams stop strimming 
the wildlife borders and rendering neatly mown? 

33 Russell Cruse Policy LE8 1.12 - No one can expect there not to be issues arising from so 
much disruption to landscape and existing drainage of such a substantial 
amount of housing. The wording must be tightened up to ensure that 
any detrimental effect on drainage and run-off must be remedied by the 
developers up to 5 years after completion of works. 

40 Tony Fullwood Additional Countryside Policy  
It is usual for Neighbourhood Plans covering rural areas to include a 
policy/ policies which cover the countryside area of the parish. I believe 
that Neighbourhood Plans for surrounding Parishes contain such a policy 
and I consider that Benenden would be severely disadvantaged without 
one.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan should contain a strong locally distinctive 
countryside/ landscape policy which is appropriate and relevant to the 
Parish. The policy should highlight the distinctive qualities of the 
Benenden countryside (including the quiet tranquillity and dark skies); 
the hierarchy of settlements (including the historic ‘dens’); the local 
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views and Local Green Spaces and the distinctive rural lanes which are 
prevalent in the parish and are in danger of traffic overload (see TWBC 
Supplementary Planning Document – Rural Lanes which identifies the 
prevalence of rural lanes in the Parish). This would help support the 
statement in Para 1.5 of the Plan that some Local Green Spaces are not 
included as they are considered to have sufficient protection by virtue of 
other designations.  
 
I would suggest that such a policy be inserted immediately following 
Para 1.9.1. 
  
Example Reasoned Justification  
The planning strategy for the Parish is to focus development within the 
Limits to Built Development as defined in the Local Plan and to restrict 
development in the countryside in order to conserve and enhance the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty; views from public 
areas; formal and informal recreational amenities as well as biodiversity.  
 
Example Policy - Protect and Enhance the Countryside  
 
Outside of the Limits to Built Development, as defined in the Local Plan, 
priority will be given to protecting and enhancing the countryside from 
inappropriate development. A proposal for development will only be 
permitted where:  
 
a) it would conserve and enhance the landscape and scenic beauty of the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty including the tranquillity 
and dark skies of the countryside and would have regard to the High 
Weald AONB Management Plan.  
 
b) It would not have an adverse impact on the character or landscape 
setting of Benenden; Iden Green, (including the designated Conservation 
Areas) or other historic ‘dens’;  
 
c) It would maintain the distinctive views of the surrounding countryside 
from public vantage points, in particular those defined on Fig 1, and  
 
d) It would protect and, where possible, enhance the following features:  
 
i) Local Green Spaces, in accordance with Policy LE2 
  
ii) ancient woodland, and  
 
ii) rural lanes which have an historic, landscape or nature conservation 
importance. 

 

 


