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 Application Number 

 

18/00652/AS 

Location     

 

Land south of Park Farm East, Hamstreet Bypass, 

Kingsnorth, Kent 

 

Grid Reference 

 

020004 / 38255 

Parish Council 

 

Kingsnorth 

Ward 

 

Weald East 

Application 

Description 

 

Full planning application for 353 dwellings, new accesses 

from Finn Farm Road, Cheeseman’s Green Lane and 

Brockman’s Lane and creation of a T-junction between 

Finn Farm Road and Rutledge Avenue. Creation of a new 

access serving 1,3,5,7 and 9 Finn Farm Road. On-site 

highway works together with associated parking, 

infrastructure, drainage, open space, landscaping and 

earthworks 

 

Applicant 

 

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Persimmon Homes Ltd 

Agent 

 

Barton Willmore LLP, The Observatory, Southfleet Road, 

Ebbs fleet, Dartford, United Kingdom, DA10 0DF 

 

Site Area 

 

21.51 ha 

 

(a) 191/ 8 X, 14 R 

 

(b) X (c) ABC Culture X, ABC 

Housing X, PO (Drainage) 

X, CCE X, CCG (Ashford) X, 

EA X, EHO X, HE X, KCC 

(Ecol) X, KCC (Dev 

Contribs) X, KCC Heritage 

X, KH&T X, KCC (LLFA) X, 

POL X, SW X, Stagecoach 

X,  UK Power X 

 

 

Introduction & overview 

1. This application is reported to the Planning Committee because it is classified 

as a “major” development and is of a scale that requires determination by the 

Planning Committee under the Council’s scheme of delegation. The 
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application is made as a ‘full’ application. The site plan is attached as Annex 

1. The amended layout plan is attached as Annex 2. 

2. The applicants carried out pre-application discussions with the local 

community and key stakeholders in autumn 2017 as well as presenting draft 

ideas to the Ashford Design Panel. The Design Panel’s feedback is attached 

as Annex 3. 

3. Members should be aware that the same applicants also submitted an outline 

application (reference 18/00924/AS) for the same site and same quantum of 

development shortly after deposit of this application. This was unexpected 

and had not been discussed in any pre-application discussions. The stated 

reason for this further application was to establish a potential safeguard – in 

the form of a potential appeal against non-determination - should 

determination of the full application become significantly delayed for any 

reason. Members’ will recall that a similar approach was followed by Bellway 

Homes at Hinxhill Park.  

4. My approach has been to focus on this application, the positive determination 

of which should allow for application 18/00924/AS to fall away and not be 

subject of any appeal with concentration then turning to concluding the 

necessary s.106 agreement and upon its conclusion withdrawal of that 

application. 

5. A complication has been unforeseen CLG advice issued to planning and 

highway authorities on the design of shared space environments during 

August and September 2018: this has necessitated refinements to the design 

of the proposed ‘Collier’s Square’ with Kent Highways & Transportation (KH & 

T) to help balance place-making and traffic calming with an environment that 

provides clarity for pedestrians (including those with impaired sight).      

6. The site subject of the application is subject of Policy S14 of the ALP which 

proposes allocation for residential development. It therefore follows that (i) the 

principle of development is one that is already acceptable to the Council and 

that (ii) the Council is reliant on the site as part of maintaining its 5 year 

housing land supply.  

7. The ALP Inspectors’ have not made any adverse comments about the 

proposed allocation or the wording of Policy S14. The proposed modifications 

to the ALP, which are currently at consultation, do not affect the allocation of 

this site. The proposal is not one subject of local objection to inclusion in the 

Plan. Taking all of these matters into account and given the advanced stage 

of the ALP, with full adoption (and hence ‘development plan’ status) 

anticipated in February 2019, I consider it would be appropriate to determine 

the application now. 
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8. Policy S14 establishes an indicative capacity (my emphasis) of the site to 

accommodate 325 dwellings. In the event, the application proposes slightly 

more. The planning assessment required is whether what is proposed 

performs acceptably in design, layout, appearance, scale, place-making, 

amenity and transportation terms and whether the needs that would be 

generated by the development can be acceptably accommodated through a 

combination of on-site and off-site provision / mitigation. It is out of that 

analysis that the number of homes that the site can accommodate falls. I am 

also mindful that the state of the housing market and access to finance 

inevitably shape development proposals coming forward and thus what might 

have been developed in previous eras in the locality cannot simply be 

assumed as being rolled forward and replicated on a new site. 

9. The nature of the application is such that before any permission can be issued 

an agreement pursuant to s.106 of the Act will be required. The likelihood is 

that if Members’ accept my Recommendation, the planning permission would 

not be likely to be issued until the early part of 2019. I would, however, prefer 

the applicant to be working with the Council on concluding an agreement 

quickly rather than having focus diverted to an unnecessary planning appeal 

in respect of application 18/00924/AS. The applicants’ marketing boards near 

the site suggest commencement of development in late winter/spring 2019 

and so, at face value, this should be possible.  

Site and Surroundings  

Relationship with Bridgefield 

10. The site is located south of the ‘Park Farm East’ part of the development 

known as Bridgefield and is currently agricultural land. Figure 1 further below 

shows the area covered by Policy S14 in purple as well as the relationship to 

Bridgefield. Bridgefield comprises 794 homes in total constructed over two 

periods either side of the economic recession (2006-2010 and then 2013-

2016 together with;- 

 

- a bridge connecting the communities at Park Farm South and Park Farm 

East 

- a country park open space at Park Farm South,  

- peripheral open space and drainage swales,  

- a number of flexible use units,  

- space for a pub/restaurant at Park Farm South,  

- space reserved for a rail halt, at Park Farm East, 

- a retail store at Park Farm East awaiting an occupier,  

- a local park at Park Farm East with equipped play aimed at young children, 

- Bridgefield Park at Park Farm East which opened in summer 2018 and 

which contains an area for slightly older children.  
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Figure 1: Bridgefield and Site S14 

The site 

11. The site rises to the south-western corner giving an interesting crown near to 

Brockman’s Lane. The land falls towards the east with land within Flood Zone 

3 (functional floodplain) adjacent to the eastern boundary and land within 

Flood Zone 2 located between that area and the part of the site where new 

homes are proposed falling in Flood Zone 1 i.e. land that is acceptable for 

residential development due to the very limited risk of it suffering flooding. 

Therefore, flooding constraints dictate the developable area forming the 

central and western areas of the site. 

12. The southern side of the site is bounded by Brockman’s Lane which runs from 

Finn Farm Bridge through to Bliby. On the southern side of the site, 

Brockman’s Lane has a rural character combining occasional trees and 

hedgerows.  

13. The western side of the site is a combination of Brockman’s Lane and Finn 

Farm Road rising to the Finn Farm Road Bridge over the Ashford-Hastings 

non-electrified railway line and the A2070: the rise to the bridge creates an 

embankment on the eastern side of each approach. Where the two meet, the 
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embankment is c. 5m above the land levels within the application site. This 

embankment is in 3rd party ownership - belonging to Network Rail (NR) - is 

strongly vegetated and assists in giving a visually enclosed and screened 

character to each of the roads approaching the Bridge. Figure 2 below shows 

the visual character of the approaches. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: approaches to the eastern side of Finn Farm Road Bridge (Top: 

Brockman’s Lane, Bottom: Finn Farm Road) 

14. Finn Farm Road Bridge is a restricted 3-way signalised junction without any 

pedestrian footway. Traffic movement is only ever in one direction. The 

absence of footway continues westwards to the Finn Farm group of converted 
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buildings where a footway exists and provides onwards connection from that 

group through to the ‘Park Farm South’ western part of Bridgefield that 

borders the Country Park public open space and alongside which paths exist 

in the direction of Furley Park Primary School.  

15. The northern side of the site is a combination of the Finn Farm Road, 

Rutledge Avenue and Cheeseman’s Green Lane junction and associated 

trees, hedgerows, drainage ditches and green space as Figure 3 below 

shows.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3: Finn Farm Road, Rutledge Avenue and Cheeseman’s Green 

Lane junction 

16. One of the development parcels at Bridgefield borders and fronts towards 

Cheeseman’s Green Lane before a surface water drainage swale further to 
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the east bordering the land that the Council has recently developed at 

Bridgefield Park containing open space and children’s play together with new 

tree planting and land with more limited access due to its ecological 

management. Figure 4 below shows the north-eastern and eastern edge of 

the proposed development together with Bridgefield Park. The site boundary 

here is similar to the southern side of the site and characterised by trees and 

hedgerows. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: the relationship of the proposed development to Bridgefield 

Community Park   

17. There are no listed buildings within or adjacent to the development site with 

the nearest being the converted buildings at Finn Farm to the west of the 

bridge. The site does not fall within a conservation area and does not fall 

within an area of outstanding natural beauty. The site falls within the defined 

Ruckinge Dyke character area in the Council’s Landscape Character Area 

SPD. As mentioned above, the eastern side of the site is constrained by flood 

risk and so is unsuitable for development of homes. However, the existing 

green corridor runs to the northeast and east of the site and so creates 

potential for the constrained land to effectively become an extension to that 

visual and ecological corridor which is supported by the Council’s Green 

Corridor Action Plan. 
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Transport connections 

18. An important consideration is how the site would connect with the wider area 

in transport terms. 

19. Stagecoach now run a bus service from Park Farm South into Park Farm East 

via the Accommodation Bridge over the A2070 and railway line. The service 

uses a turning loop created on the space reserved for rail halt and returns the 

way it came.  

20. The developers of Bridgefield have also constructed two connecting roads to 

the Finberry development located further to the north-east. The developers 

were required to do so under the terms of the legal agreements relating to the 

outline permission for the development and that approach flowed directly from 

the Development Brief for the development approved by the Council in 2003. 

The link roads are shown in Figure 5 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: the link roads between Bridgefield and Finberry 
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21. The ‘Northern Link Road’ provides a two lane ‘bus only’ road from the end of 

Damara Way to Finberry Local Centre and the new primary school. The 

‘Southern Link Road’ is a two lane ‘all movement’ road connection from the 

end of Rutledge Avenue to the southern edge of the Finberry development 

near the southern end Captain’s Wood. Both roads also provide for a shared 

footway/cycleway.  

22. The non-vehicular connectivity provided by the Northern Link Road has 

already proved popular for Bridgefield residents with children attending 

Finberry Primary School as the route is quick, direct and safely elevated 

above the floodplain. The carriageway element – completed at the northern 

end by Crest at Finberry in summer 2018 in advance of their legal obligation - 

is not, however, currently in use as Stagecoach have not indicated a wish to 

use it in order to provide a bus service into Bridgefield. Notwithstanding that, 

agreement has not been able to be reached to date with Kent County Council 

as to how ‘bus only’ use of the carriageway here would be enforced (including 

the issue of any costs that would arise). The route remains closed to any 

vehicular traffic.  

23. Turning to the Southern Link Road, the s.106 obligation on Crest Nicholson as 

developers of Finberry is to provide their connection to the constructed 

Southern Link Road by 500 occupations at that site. Reserved matters 

approval for the Crest element of this road was granted by the Council some 

time ago as part of the detail of the residential parcels. Crest are now starting 

to build out in the Bilham character area and so as a practical consequence of 

estate road access to new homes in that area completing the connection with 

the Southern Link Road could be likely by 2020 (subject to market conditions).  

At that point, a significant alternative route into and from Bridgefield (and by 

definition the site subject of this application) will become available with 

potential to disperse traffic and reduce reliance on access/egress via Finn 

Farm Road bridge. Cheeseman’s Green Lane does provide an alternative 

connection eastwards from Bridgefield albeit the route is country lane and so 

unsuited to a major increase in use.    

 

Relationship to Policy S45 

24. Immediately to the south of the application site, the Council proposes to 

allocate land on the southern side of Brockman’s Lane for residential 

development. The site is shown in Figure 6 below. Proposed policy S45 

identifies the site as having an indicative capacity of 100 dwellings.  
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Figure 6: Site Policy S45 – Land south of Brockman’s Lane (Bridgefield) 

25. The Council’s proposed modifications to the ALP restrict delivery of the Site 

45 only until the completion of the necessary infrastructure – such as 

footways to onwards destinations – at the Policy S14 site to the north: 

effectively the approach is one of sequencing in order to avoid an otherwise 

relatively disconnected development coming forward at S45 in advance of 

S14.  

26. An issue raised in respect of both S45 and S14 is that of the need to create a 

layout that enables bus service penetration as the walk to the existing 

temporary turning loop at Bridgefield close to the Local Park would be too 

long to be a reasonable prospect. I set out in the Proposal section of the 

report the applicant’s proposed temporary solution for bus access and turning 

at Site S14. Clearly, the layout approach to Site S45 will need to address bus 

access and provide for bus turning in an acceptable manner. 

Proposal 

27. The application is for full planning permission for 353 dwellings, new accesses 

from Finn Farm Road, Cheeseman’s Green Lane and Brockman’s Lane and 

the creation of a T-junction between Finn Farm Road and Rutledge Avenue. It 
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also involves the creation of a new access serving 1,3,5,7 & 9 Finn Farm 

Road together with on-site highway works, provision of parking, infrastructure, 

drainage, open space, landscaping and earthworks. 

 

Amendments to the application 

28. Since the application was deposited, I have negotiated a number of 

amendments to the scheme and I make reference to these further below. Kent 

Highways & Transportation (KH&T) have assisted in these negotiations. 

29. At the time of finalising this report, some fine detail drawings and information 

in supporting documents are in the process of being updated to accord with 

the refined layout: I will update the meeting on progress as necessary and, in 

any event, my Recommendation takes this matter into account through 

proposed delegation as well as the need to conclude any further discussion 

with KH&T. 

30. In my opinion, none of the amendments made by the applicant to the layout 

require further public reconsultation other than with KH&T. Essentially, the 

changes are a series of refinements to fine detail and adjustments as 

opposed to any significant change to the overall scheme and how it relates to 

its surroundings.  

 

Access (including cycle routes) 

31. The applicant acknowledges that ALP Policy S14 shows two potential 

vehicular points of access into the site as Figure 7 below shows. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: two potential access points 
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32. The applicant also notes that in relation to the western-most potential access, 

supporting paragraph 4.151 indicates that a direct access from the Finn Farm 

Road is an opportunity that must be taken ‘if possible’ as the existing 

arrangement with 3-way signalisation is unsatisfactory with criterion (b) of S14 

requiring development proposals to;- 

 

‘investigate the potential to provide a primary vehicle access from the traffic 

controlled junction at Finn Farm Road to improve the overall junction 

arrangements…’  

33. The applicant states that in effect, the aspired to access from the Finn Farm 

Road bridge would require an access road cutting through the heavily treed 

embankment (which the applicant considers would have adverse visual 

consequences) which is significantly elevated above the application site 

(which the applicant considers would have practical engineering and site 

layout consequences due to the land take involved with an acceptable 

gradient ramp with embankments down into the site) and in 3rd party 

ownership (which the applicant considers would have delivery and viability 

consequences through the creation of a financial ransom related to the 

redevelopment value of the site dependant on that access).  

34. A Non-Technical Summary is provided summarising how the potential access 

has been investigated through consideration of 8 access options and the 

contents of this are précised in the Supporting Documents section of this 

report. The applicant’s overall conclusion is that the Site Policy S14 (b) 

aspiration has been robustly investigated but is not achievable and in the 

circumstances the proposed access arrangements are the most suitable and 

would satisfy highway safety.  

35. Furthermore, it is noted by the applicants that as part of the ALP 2030 

Examination in Public, the Borough and County Council’s entered into a 

Statement of Common Ground confirming that the alternative access 

arrangements that are set out in the application would be acceptable to both 

Councils as a matter of principle (subject to scrutiny of detailed design). 

36. Three points of street access are proposed by the applicants: at the northern 

side of the site from Finn Farm Road (in an altered form), on the southern side 

of the site from Brockman’s Lane and from the north-eastern side of the site 

from Cheeseman’s Green Lane.  

37. The proposal is that;- 

 

(a) all traffic heading east from the Finn Farm Road bridge would now be 

diverted south along Brockman’s Lane to a new T-junction entrance into Site 

S14, and 
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(b) the existing descent from the Bridge into Bridgefield along Finn Farm Road 

would be closed to vehicular traffic but remain available for pedestrians and 

cyclists to use.  

38. The Finn Farm Road Bridge junction would therefore change from the existing 

3-way signalised operation to 2-way signalisation. A continuous 1.5m wide off 

carriageway path would, consequentially, be able to be created across the 

bridge on its northern side. This path would then be widened to 2m and 

continued to where the existing path stops at the Finn Farm group of 

converted buildings.  A demand dependant signal would be provided to 

enable cyclists to exit the closed section of road in a safe manner. 

39. The result of the new path would be that Site S14 would overcome the 

existing non-vehicular disconnection from the western (Park Farm South) side 

of Bridgefield (including the Country Park as well as the destinations beyond 

that such as Kingsnorth village and Furley Park Primary School). 

40. A Main Street with a tree-lined avenue character would be created from the 

new T-junction on Brockman’s Lane. This would run northwards through the 

site to the northern boundary in the area of the existing ‘entrance green’ at 

Bridgefield where it would then connect with Finn Farm Road. The eastern 

side of the street would have a 3m wide shared pedestrian/cycle path. Main 

Street would be sufficiently wide to accommodate a bus into a proposed 

square from which a side street system would enable a bus to form a simple 

loop as might be necessary before S45 is brought forward with a final turning 

area as part of its layout.  

41. Main Street would therefore provide access from the south for both the new 

development at Site S14 as well as for the existing eastern (Park Farm East) 

side of Bridgefield. 

42. The closure of the section of Finn Farm Road from the Bridge to the entrance 

green would impact on dwellings 1,3,5,7 & 9 Finn Farm Road which are 

located on a private drive accessed from this stretch of road.  The applicant’s 

proposal is for a lane to branch off from Main Street back to this private drive.  

43. From the proposed square midway along Main Street, a diagonal street would 

branch off in a north-easterly direction to connect with Cheeseman’s Green 

lane via a T-junction broadly in the area envisaged in Site Policy S14. This 

would provide another movement possibility towards Rutledge Avenue and 

the all movements link road to Finberry as well as to the rural road network 

east of the site.  
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44. Where the new Main Street would enter the existing entrance green, the 

junction arrangement with Rutledge Avenue is proposed to change to a paved 

raised table T-junction arrangement. 

45. Figure 8 below summarises these changes visually with main all movement 

routes to the surroundings shown with red lines, main cycle routes shown with 

blue lines and the stretch of Finn Farm Road to be closed to vehicles shown 

in yellow. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Proposed all movement connectivity, cycle connectivity 

westwards and reconfigured stretch of Finn Farm Road closed to 

vehicles 

46. There is no indication in the application as to how the access strategy would 

be phased relating to site build out.   
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Layout & character areas 

47. The applicant states the topography of the site has strongly influenced the 

approach to the layout with the distinct higher land in the south-western 

corner of the site being retained as public open space (‘Buttesland Copse’). 

This space would be framed by new homes on its northern and eastern sides 

which would provide enclosure as well as surveillance making the space feel 

safe.  

48. Key side streets are arranged so as to provide a layout structure that views 

from it to open space and the surrounding floodplain as well as prominent 

local landscape features further distant but clearly visible from the site (The 

North Downs AONB and Collier’s Hill). Figure 9 below is a compilation of 

images from the applicant’s Design & Access statement that succinctly shows 

the layers of design thought process underpinning the layout. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Design thought process on structure of layout 
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49. The axes created by the two major side streets to the east and north-east 

converge on a proposed paved square (‘Collier’s Square’). A ‘Main Street’ 

connecting Brockman’s Lane at the southern edge of the site and the straight 

section of Finn Farm Road in Bridgefield to the north of the site would pass 

through this Square with a twist in direction. The design of Collier’s Square is 

intended to help calm traffic through this twist as well as through a change in 

levels of vehicles and use of quality paving for all elements.  

50. The western edge of Collier’s Square is designed as a transition / entrance 

space to the Buttesland Copse open space with a palette of seating, tree 

planting (including feature trees) and low level planting. As a result of 

concerns from KH&T, amendments to this space have been received in order 

to ensure that hard-surfacing is in accessible for those who might try to use it 

for parking. In summary, the key changes are as follows;- 

 

(i) the square has been redesigned so it is no longer a shared space but 

separation between vehicle and pedestrian/cycle movements is provided in a 

low key manner via a 25mm upstand kerb, 

 

(ii) the same palette of materials would be used across the whole of the 

square to unify it as a single space 

 

(iii) views towards the Downs via the axial street to the north-east would be 

reinforced through soft and hard landscaping, and 

 

(iv) feature boulders providing informal seating opportunities as well as 

deterring unauthorised parking  

51. Figure 10 below show this transition space at the edge of Collier’s Square in 

further detail. I set out in my Assessment my analysis of this area as well as 

the likely need for further design refinement including discussions with KH & 

T.   
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Figure 10: the Collier’s Square transition to Buttesland Copse 

52. Buttesland Copse is designed as an informal open space with ‘village green’ 

qualities that builds on the views out of the site from its elevated position. A 

play area is not proposed but the area – comprising 1.1ha – is designed for 

informal play. An amendment made to the landscape design of this space is 

the proposal to plant some trees in the south western element in an 

arrangement whereby they could function as x 2 goals set approximately 30m 

apart by those having an informal kick-about. The land is not flat here but the 

approach to the Copse is a green space with greater formality than the Linear 

Park referred to further below. The gradient is not so extreme so as to make 

this an unrealistic proposition without seeking to alter topography to make a 

permanent flat mini-pitch. 

53. The aforementioned axes created by side streets are carried forward into the 

layout of the open space by the linear arrangement of trees culminating in a 

distinct grouping of trees at a gathering space equipped with seating at the 

crown. Meandering paths would provide surfaced routes to this highpoint. The 

applicants have confirmed that they would be willing to erect a parish notice 

board in an appropriate location within this space and that details of this could 

be secured by planning condition. Figure 11 below shows the proposal in 

greater detail together with my annotation of the axes. 
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Figure 11: structure of Buttesland Copse to the crown 

54. Land is proposed as accessible public open space on the eastern side of the 

development in the form a ‘Linear Park’ containing grass species, scrub and 

meadow that would support reptiles, specifically, as well benefitting ecology 

generally. New tree planting is proposed together with movement paths 

around as well as over (via timber decking bridges) two swale areas that 

would form the Sustainable Urban Drainage system for the site.   

55. The Linear Park corresponds with the Flood Zone 2 area. The swales shown 

on the layout plan are depicted at total capacity but in normal circumstances 

would have permanent water occupying far smaller area and would be 

provided with marginal planting. Nevertheless, excluding the area of the 

swales at peak capacity, the remaining open space area forming the Linear 

Park would be 3.3 ha.  

56. East of the Linear Park, an ‘Ecology Area’ with intentionally limited public 

access area would be created to the site boundary. This land falls within 

Flood Zone 3 and the northern section is proposed to provide wetland 

meadow habitat for skylarks, with the southern element proposed for both 

skylarks and reptiles in a ‘tussocky’ grass landscape. In total, the Ecology 
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Area would be 4.8ha. Figure 12 below shows both areas with the Linear Park 

between the blue and black lines and the Ecology Area between the black line 

and eastern boundary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: the Linear Park and Ecology Area 

57. The applicant draws attention to the definition of open space in the NPPG – 

which is suggested as enabling the area to be counted towards provision 

given the amenity & connectivity value that would be derived with the use 

being one compatible with land at risk of flooding - and identifies that the 

linear park would constitute a complementary and welcome connecting 

element for new residents to the new Bridgefield Community Park to the north 

(and the routes through it to Rutledge Avenue and beyond) and the peripheral 

open space around the eastern edge of Bridgefield that contains a combined 

rustic surfaced pedestrian and cycle path alongside a swale system. That 

route continues round to the northern tip of Bridgefield from which point a 

cycleway northwards will be constructed towards the town centre. The 

applicants’ proposal is for a new stretch of pedestrian path on the southern 

side of Cheeseman’s Green Lane-  as Figure 13 below shows – to link the 
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northern exit of the Linear Park with (western side) where the path ceases 

adjacent to 1 Southdown Close and (eastern side) the entrance into 

Bridgefield Community Park.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: new stretch of path on southern side of Cheeseman’s Green 

Lane 

58. Furthermore, the applicant contends that the Linear Park and Ecology Area 

would constitute an extension to the existing Green Corridor as is aspired to in 

criterion (f) of site Policy S14, Policy ENV2 of the ALP 2030 and on the 

Ashford Green Corridor Map. Reference is also made to the Core Strategy 

2008 describing the Corridor as a strategic recreational resource, that 

suggestion that Green Corridor uses should be compatible with ‘its principal 

open space use’ (applicant’s emphasis) and that it is acknowledged that that 

the majority of the Corridor is located within floodplain but provides a valuable 

environment delivering recreational and leisure spaces, movement paths, 

biodiversity & habitat and SUDs (in Flood Zone 2 areas). 

59. Against this background, the applicant considers that both the proposed 

Linear Park and Ecology Area are consistent with the Council’s aspirations for 

the development to contribute towards extension of the Green Corridor into 

site S14 and that the Linear Park element of the Corridor should be 

acceptable to the Council as provision of on-site public open space together 

with Buttesland Copse. I set out in the Assessment section my analysis of the 

acceptability of this proposition and whether contributions in relation to off-site 

provision would be acceptable. 

60. As a result of negotiations, the character areas have been refined so as to;- 

 

(a) remove some rear parking courts and rationalise space elsewhere, 

 

(b) ensure allocated parking is clearly separated from unallocated parking, 
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(c) place frontage parking within tree / shrub planted pockets and using 

different surfacing materials to stitch the sides of the cluster together in a 

more cohesive fashion, 

 

(d) reduce down some carriageway widths in streets and lanes to limit any 

over-engineering and provide more space, 

 

(e) loosen the building line at the development fringe, 

 

(f) significantly reduce the presence of unnecessary ‘engineering feel’ turning 

heads, 

 

(g) relocate flats over parking and drive-thru areas to ensure that they have an 

appropriate enclosure to the streets part of the character areas and, in a 

number of instances, remove them from plots lining the Main Street,  

 

(h) accommodate the redesign of flats over parking to ensure that there is no 

overlooking and inter-looking with other homes, 

 

(i) revise plot layouts to ensure that parking spaces are appropriate 

dimensionally, allow for sensible movement channels for occupiers to pull bins 

alongside parked cars to the street edge for collection and refine communal 

bin-stores for the apartment blocks, 

 

(j) remove parking spaces near an apartment block from intruding into the 

edge of Buttesland Copse 

 

Scale and density 

61. The scale of new homes would constitute a similar mix to Bridgefield to the 

north with a mixture of pitched roof 2-storey and 2.5 storey (i.e. rooms within 

the roof served by a dormer window and roof-light) houses and x 2 3-storey 

apartment blocks located centrally in Collier’s Square. 

62. On average, the density of the development would be 38 dph which the 

applicant states is comparable with the density of the Park Farm East element 

of Bridgefield to the north. This density figure is net of the 9.2 ha area (43%) 

within the site that will not be developed.  

63. The applicant makes reference to ALP Policy S6 requiring the most efficient 

use of land and the NPPF emphasis on optimising development land potential 

through most achieving appropriate densities. 
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Open space, the Green Corridor and Sports Provision 

64. The two significant areas of informal open space within the site are Buttesland 

Copse (1.1ha) in the south-western corner and the Linear Park (3.3ha net of 

the SUDs basins maximum fill area) along the eastern fringe to the Flood 

Zone 3 ecology area. These are shown annotated on Figure 14 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14: informal open space   

65. The applicants suggest that the Council’s SPD would require 1.69ha informal 

open space and therefore, in itself, Buttesland Copse, would leave a shortfall 

but this would be more than accommodated by the linear park area which 

would have public access. 

66. In terms of an area equipped for children’s play, Buttesland Copse is not 

proposed to be fitted with such although there is space available for informal 

recreation. The applicants draw attention to the scale of development being 

below the threshold in the Council’s SPD for on-site provision and note the 

accessibility of the new children’s play facilities at Bridgefield Community 

Park. 

67. In terms of outdoor sports pitches, none are proposed on site but a 

reasonably level area would be available for an informal kick-about and the 

landscaping layout has been adjusted to provide for trees as goals. The SPD 

requirement is 1.35ha. The applicant proposes that Buttesland Copse is 

counted in full and that a 0.25ha in-lieu developer contribution is made 

towards development off-site. 
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68. In terms of allotments, the SPD requirement is 0.17ha and in terms of 

cemeteries, the requirement is 0.50ha. No provision is proposed on-site for 

these items and off-site contributions in lieu are proposed. 

69. Turning to Strategic Parks, the SPD requirement is for 0.25ha provision. The 

applicants consider that the Linear Park and Ecology Area would together 

form an extension to the Green Corridor along the eastern part of the site in 

accordance with the Green Corridor Action Plan as required under criterion f) 

of Site Policy S14 and ALP Policy ENV2. The suggested total addition to the 

Green Corridor would be 8.1ha but the applicant proposes that only the 

ecologically unconstrained Linear Park element of 4.8ha should be counted 

as on-site provision in lieu of an off-site contribution towards Strategic Parks. 

The applicants consider that the Green Corridor is a strategic area of open 

space in its own right. 

Architectural style 

70. Stylistically, the applicant refers in the Design & Access Statement (D & A) to 

the following paragraph of the NPPF Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG);-  

 

‘Local building forms and details contribute to the distinctive qualities of a 

place. These can be successfully interpreted in new development without 

necessarily restricting the scope of the designer. Standard solutions rarely 

create a distinctive identity or make best use of a particular site. The use of 

local materials, building methods and details can be an important factor in 

enhancing local distinctiveness when used in evolutionary local design and 

can also be used in more contemporary design.’ – paragraph 007 

71. The applicants’ D & A includes an analysis of local distinctiveness in Ashford 

and surrounding villages. This has informed the approach to character areas 

and the scale and nature of built form considered appropriate to those areas.  

72. It is recognised that the general approach needs to be one that would create a 

synergy between proposed new development and the scale, form and 

appearance of the Bridgefield development immediately to the north. The 

proposed architectural treatment is one with a contemporary feel that is 

considered to represent a sympathetic evolution.  

73. The proposal is to take vernacular and local themes (such as steeply pitched 

roofs clad in tiles and occasional thin edge composite slate, red facing bricks 

with occasional use of buff bricks, vertical emphasis giving a sense of 

formality to more important buildings, tile hanging and weatherboarding 

horizontal emphasis giving a more informal richness to other buildings) and 

reinterpret that local distinctiveness in a contemporary architectural style as 

per the evolution that is envisaged in the NPPG.  
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74. Thus, instead of a horizontal emphasis through tile hanging or boarding, some 

house types would have alternate projecting courses of brickwork as a motif. 

In other instances, the same motif would be used to create a vertical 

emphasis between windows and/or as a deliberate decorative detail to a 

gable end (such as at the 3-storey scale apartment buildings on the Main 

Street). Contemporary dormer window projections in fibre cement panels, 

being a mixture of ground floor windows linked to entrance porches and 

combined ground/first floor windows to give a vertical emphasis and 

articulation to the facade, would be used. Figure 15 below shows a selection 

of these elements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Contemporary details (1) 

75. At the fringe character areas accommodating detached properties, some 

gable end projections to the street would be used allowing for combinations of 

weatherboarding (at first floor level and full height) alongside the 

aforementioned projecting courses of brickwork. Full height glazing to 

bedrooms with Juliet style balconies would be provided to maximise on the 

available prospect to the surrounding landscape. Figure 16 below shows this 

variation to roof form and façade. 
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Figure 16: Contemporary details (2) 

76. At my request, an overly traditional ground floor dormer on one house type 

has been deleted in favour of a contemporary projection, a number of flank 

walls to street corners have been modified to give greater visual interest and 

surveillance of the street and flats over garages/drive-thru have been 

upgraded through provision of projecting brick course details.  

77. Finally, besides projecting courses of brickwork, the other common theme 

proposed would be window frames, fascia detail and rainwater goods in grey 

which the applicant considers would enhance the contemporary feel and 

provide a good contrast to facing brick as the predominating facing material. 

Parking & cycle storage 

78. Parking would be provided in a number of forms;- 

 

(i) unallocated parking bays purposely designed into the street and typically  

grouped and softened by street trees,  

 

(ii) off-plot small rear parking courts introduced in locations off the Main Street 

where the use of terraced homes as part of creating an avenue character 

dictates against frequent vehicle crossovers,  

 

(iii) allocated frontage parking provided as part of deliberate cluster groupings 

of homes softened by soft landscaping and tree planting,  

 

(iv) on-plot allocated parking created alongside the flanks of homes whether 

as open spaces, car barn spaces or a combination of the two, and 

 

(v) a small number of homes provided with ‘additional resource’ double 

garages which are not counted towards minimum provision 
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79. Policy TRA3(a) of the ALP – which, compared with the adopted Residential 

Parking SPD 2010 requires increased provision in relation to 2-bed 

apartments (now 2 spaces from previous 1.5 spaces) and for 4-bed homes 

(now 3 spaces from previous 2 spaces) - is acknowledged and identified as 

having been included in the layout. 

80. The applicant states that excluding the garages that are not counted in the 

2010 SPD towards parking provision in this location, a total of 997 parking 

spaces would be provided which would equate to an average of 2.8 spaces 

per dwelling.  

81. As a result of negotiations, the applicant has;- 

 

(i) amended the width of on-street parking bays from 2m to 2.25m which 

enables easier use as well as a hard surfaced movement channel alongside a 

parked vehicle for passenger or driver and avoids the need for alighting 

directly onto soft landscaping / verge that might be wet and with repeated 

passage might be damaged over time,  

 

(ii) repositioned some flexible use unallocated parking spaces in streets so as 

to make them distinct / legible from allocated frontage parking spaces, and 

 

(iii) provided a greater number of unallocated parking spaces along the Main 

Street in locations where small rear parking courts are also proposed in order 

to help reduce potential parking stresses. 

82. Cycle parking is identified as being policy compliant and provided within rear 

gardens and in communal stores serving the two apartment blocks. At the 

time of drafting this report, the storage provisions for flats above parking still 

need to be agreed and I build in the need to fully resolve this in my 

Recommendation.   

83. Housing mix, affordability & accessibility 

84. The proposal would provide for a range of home sizes assisting with the 

creation of a balanced community and the creation of character areas. The 

proposed mix is shown in Figure 17 below.  
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Figure 17: housing mix 

85. The proposed mix is therefore weighted towards 2, 3 and 4-bed houses with a 

relatively limited number of apartments.  

86. The applicant has confirmed that all new homes would be constructed to 

M4(2) Building Regulations Standard which is broadly equivalent to the 

previous Lifetime Homes Standard (which, as the name implies, sought to 

better provide for meeting changing occupier needs over time). The Council’s 

proposed modifications to the ALP 2030 Policy HOU14 (a) change the M4(2) 

requirement from ‘all’ new build homes to at least 20% of all new build homes 

to M4(2) as a minimum standard. The applicant’s proposal therefore 

represents a betterment. 

87. 30% affordable housing would be provided across the site in accordance with 

Policy HOU1 of the ALP. This would equate to 106 homes. As a result of 

comments from the Housing Manager, the housing mix has been amended 

with 2 x 3-bed-houses substituted for 2 x 4-bed houses. 

88. ALP 2030 Policy HOU14 requires a proportion of that % provision – capped at 

a maximum 7.5% and linked to the number of households on the Council’s 

housing waiting list with an accepted wheelchair accessible need - to be 

constructed to M4 (3b) Building Regulations Standard as part of the affordable 

rented element of the scheme. The applicant’s amended proposal is for 2 x 2-

bed homes to be constructed to M4 (3b) standard. 

Development parcels & phasing 

89. The layout plan separates the development into 4 development parcels with 

each developer provided with the following;- 

 

(a) Parcel 1 (Northern western side) Persimmon – 86 homes 
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(b) Parcel 2 (Northern eastern side) Taylor Wimpey – 125 homes  

(c) Parcel 3 (Eastern side) Taylor Wimpey – 38 homes  

(d) Parcel 4 (Southern and south western side) Persimmon – 92 homes  

90. Figure 18 below shows the parcels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18: the development parcels 

91. There is no indication in the application as to how the development would be 

phased and the how the access strategy would be sequenced. 

Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SUDs) 

92. Although homes would be located in Flood Zone 1 and those outside of Zones 

2 and 3 as generally advocated by local and national policy, the applicant’s 

Flood Risk Assessment is considered to demonstrate that the proposal would 

not have an adverse impact through increasing flooding risk on the site or 

elsewhere.  

93. The applicant as prepared a preliminary Surface Water  Drainage Strategy – 

taking into account the Council’s SPD in terms of greenfield run-off rates 

together with allowances for climate change – and given the presence of clay 

it has been determined that infiltration methods such as soakaways cannot be 

used. Accordingly, the attenuation proposition is for two large SUDs basins to 

be provided within Flood Zone 2 with controlled rate onward discharge to 
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watercourses.  

 

Services & rail halt 

94. In terms of foul sewerage, the nearest point of connection to the network is in 

the northern boundary. The applicant identifies that there should be sufficient 

capacity to serve the proposed development because all the sewerage 

infrastructure at Bridgefield was over-sized when installed. 

95. Criterion c) of Site Policy S15 deals with potential contributions towards the 

provision of a rail halt within Bridgefield ‘if required’. The applicant refers to 

the funding, secured in the 2nd s.106 agreement for Bridgefield, towards 

independent exploration of feasibility with NR and the Train Operating 

Company (TOC). The applicants consider that the findings are such that the 

rail halt if not supported by NR and point to NR’s South East Route: Kent Area 

Route Study in 2017, the outcome of which (despite the Council’s 

submissions promoting the merits of the halt) is that it has not been included. 

Finally, reference is made to Council submissions to the ALP examination in 

public that the provision of a rail halt at Bridgefield was remote and that the 

ALP and proposed allocations therein did not relay upon it coming forward as 

a way of increasing transport mode choice.  

Supporting information 

96. In addition to the D & A previously referred to, the applicant has provided a 

comprehensive suite of supporting documents, the most important of which 

are summarised below. 

Landscape Management Plan (LMP) 

 

LMP1 - All front gardens would be managed by a management company and 

all rear gardens of individual properties by house purchasers/tenants. Until 

private areas are conveyed or the management companies take over, Taylor 

Wimpey/Persimmon Homes will be responsible for maintaining all the above 

areas and will be responsible for replacement of defective planting stock in 

accordance with the planning conditions. 

 

LMP2 - The other parts of the site would be managed as a high quality 

amenity spaces with an attractive, tidy and safe finish to all landscape 

elements. The proposed structure planting would give a cohesive site 

character, provide a visual buffer between public and private spaces and 

provide green framework to the new built development. 

 

LMP3 - Existing vegetation would be retained; the existing woodland within 

the site application boundary as a landscape feature. This would be of benefit 
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as habitats for existing wildlife populations and would create a green buffer 

around the new development. 

 

LMP4 - Trees would managed to ensure early establishment and healthy 

growth and to create a well-shaped framework for future balanced growth that 

would enhance the site’s appearance and create visual interest. Native shrub 

and scrub would be used with species allowed to develop a natural shape, 

dense coverage encouraged through pruning, cultivating, watering when 

required, and fertiliser application, incorporating organic matter and mulching 

to maintain appearance and visual interest. 

 

LMP5 – Herbaceous planting, climber planting, and grassed areas would 

create attractive amenity areas and well maintained housing areas. The 

skylark mitigation grass area would also be managed to encourage native 

populations and other planting would be focused to complement and improve 

existing ecology at the site. 

 

Cultural Heritage (desk-based) Assessment (CHA) 

 

CHA1 – The site is covered by no designations. The site has been subject to 

archaeological evaluation trial trenching exercises and archaeological 

excavations. All significant archaeological remains within the study site have 

now been investigated and recorded. 

 

CHA2 - A programme of archaeological mitigation measures has been agreed 

with ABC’s archaeological advisers at KCC. All archaeological work has been 

undertaken in accordance with Written Schemes of Investigation, agreed in 

writing in advance with ABC and KCC. A programme of archaeological post-

excavation analysis and publication has been completed. 

 

CHA3 - The site is considered to have had a low archaeological potential for 

all past periods of human activity, except for the Iron Age, for which a 

moderate potential was identified in the northeast part of the site and for the 

Post-Medieval and Modern periods which held a moderate potential for 

evidence associated with former woodland. Wartime activity has potential for 

associations with the War Emergency Kingsnorth Airfield. All archaeological 

remains are considered to be of purely local significance. 

 

CHA4 - All significant archaeological remains have been fully archaeologically 

recorded and removed and the results of the archaeological investigations 

appropriately reported. No further archaeological mitigation measures are 

recommended in this particular instance. Any development of the study site 

could be considered to have a neutral impact on the wider setting and context 

of several listed buildings in its vicinity. The CHA study site itself is not 
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considered to contribute to the significance of the proposed buildings, being 

obscured from them by intervening woods and built development. 

 

Ecological Impact Assessment (EIA) 

 

EIA1 - The proposed development has the potential to result in ‘adverse’ 

impacts on adjacent woodland, hedgerow and ditch habitats, as well as bats, 

badger, breeding birds, reptiles and invertebrates, with adverse effects on 

breeding skylark considered to be significant at up to a local level. 

 

EIA2 - The implementation of some straightforward mitigation measures is 

proposed within this scheme. Adverse effects would be reduced or removed 

with no likely residual significant effects predicted in relation to the majority of 

receptors. The availability of skylark breeding territory would be reduced, 

which could result a ‘significant adverse’ effect at the local level. 

 

EIA3 - The proposed masterplan includes landscape planting enhancements 

which would make positive contributions to on-site biodiversity. New habitat 

creation would provide opportunities for species confirmed to be present on-

site, such as reptiles and nesting birds. A range of additional ecological 

enhancement measures would be delivered as part of the proposed 

development. 

 

EIA4 - At least 20 bat boxes would be erected in pairs on trees along the 

site’s hedgerow margins. These would be a purpose-built, durable and long-

lasting variety of box. At least 20 bird nesting boxes would be provided in new 

and retained planting to benefit bird species in general.  

 

EIA5 - The development proposed has scope to secure net benefits for 

wildlife in the form of additional habitats, with the opportunity to provide 

additional biodiversity enhancement measures alongside the new housing. 

 

Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment (LCVIA) 

 

LCVIA1 - The site is an existing agricultural field in poor condition adjacent to 

established infrastructure and an existing development on the urban edge of 

Ashford. The character of the site would change from agricultural to 

residential as a result of the proposal and ALP allocation for development. 

The new landscape and open space resulting from the proposals would 

improve the condition of the landscape and improve the visual amenity 

through the planting and enhancement of the Ruckinge Dyke flood plain.  

 

LCVIA2 - Existing landscape character assessments define the area as low in 

character and quality. The proposed development would add positive 

elements to the landscape character through the proposed SUDs, meadow 
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and tree planting in the open space and avenue tree planting along streets. 

As the site is currently fallow field, the proposals would improve the quality of 

the landscape through design, management and maintenance.  

 

LCVIA3 - Proposed tree, shrub, hedge, lawn and meadow planting throughout 

the development would complement the retained elements and form part of 

the overall setting of the scheme, complementing the existing landscape 

treatment at Bridgefield and ensuring visual and green connections to 

Bridgefield Community Park. Lighting would be limited to street lighting, which 

would be designed to adoptable standards with modern ‘cut-off’ lanterns to 

minimise spillage and glare. Additional landscape mitigation would not be 

required because best practice and high quality design are proposed in terms 

of layout, design and use of materials. 

 

LCVIA4 - The screening of views from the west by the A2070 and railway, 

with associated mature woodland vegetation, means very few visual receptors 

are identified in the immediate proximity of the site. Localised topography and 

dense field boundary vegetation means views are contained to the north, east 

and south of the site. Long distance views are accessible from higher ground 

but are in context of the larger Ashford urban area and are filtered by the 

vegetation surrounding the site. Any views to the site from the wider 

landscape are terminated by the woodland belt on the western boundary. 

 

Skylark Mitigation and Monitoring Strategy (SMS) 

 

SMS1 - The proposed development would result in a reduction of suitable 

skylark breeding habitat available. Any adverse residual effects on skylark 

populations are judged to be ‘significant’ up to the local level only, with the 

proposed mitigation securing some continuing habitat provision for skylark.  

 

SMS2 - A number of skylark breeding territories have been recorded at the 

proposed development site. A Skylark Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy 

has been produced detailing the skylark survey results, impact avoidance 

measures, the mitigation and management approaches and a habitat 

enhancement regime.  

 

SMS3 - Regular cutting of grassland within the retained mitigation area would 

occur. This would help prevent vegetation from becoming too thick for skylark 

nesting and foraging. Fencing would be installed to prevent members of the 

public from disturbing nesting skylark, and signs would be put in place to 

increase awareness amongst residents and walkers. The use of artificial 

pesticides and herbicides would be avoided. Impact avoidance measures, 

including the clearance of skylark breeding habitat outside of nesting bird 

season to avoid legal offences, are outlined in the Strategy.  
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SMS4 - An enhancement strategy has been devised that incorporates the 

seeding of a winter crop margin. This would help provide skylark with 

increased foraging opportunities during winter months. Management details of 

these margins are detailed. Post-development monitoring of skylark would 

take place during the first three years after construction has been completed 

in order to allow the assessment of the success of mitigation and to accurately 

inform any required alterations in management. All records generated from 

monitoring would be shared with Kent and Medway Biological Records 

Centre.  

 

Reptile Mitigation Strategy (RMS) 

 

RMS1 - Low populations of common lizard and grass snake have been 

recorded at the proposed development site. Potential impacts to reptiles have 

been identified in relation to the construction of new access roads, requiring 

removal of c. 0.02ha, c. 0.16ha and c. 0.12ha of reptile habitat along the 

northern, north-western and southern boundaries of the site. 

 

RMS2 – The majority of suitable reptile habitat around the site’s boundaries 

would be retained, with most of the construction and habitat loss occurring 

within the central areas. Areas of retained marginal habitat would be protected 

during the construction phase by the provision of Heras and/or Tree 

Protection fencing around the site margins as appropriate. 

 

RMS3 - The central area of the site comprises arable grass ley not considered 

to provide key habitat for reptiles due to historic management for hay 

production. However, it would be necessary to implement measures to ensure 

that this area does not become more suitable for reptiles due to the absence 

of an active agricultural use and that reptiles are discouraged from dispersing 

into the construction zone. 

 

RMS4 – Reptile exclusion fencing would be installed to act as a barrier to 

prevent any reptiles moving into the construction zones. Following installation 

of the fencing, a short translocation exercise shall be undertaken. Reptiles 

captured would be moved to the retained reptile habitat within the site’s 

eastern margins. Following any translocation, regular monitoring visits would 

take place within the retained on-site mitigation areas during the first year 

after translocation in order to ensure that the prescribed enhancements are 

correctly implemented and become established. 

 

RMS5 – A cutting regime would be implemented once every three years to 

prevent the encroachment of dominant scrub species. Tussocky grassland 

would be subject to a similar management plan that would include a rotational 

cutting regime.  
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Arboricultural Implications Assessment (AIA) 

 

AIA1 – The trees required for removal as a consequence of the development 

represent overgrown hedgerows with lapsed maintenance ranging from 5 to 

10-plus years. The extent of the sections to be lost varies and would be 

minimised wherever possible when creating gaps for new roads and paths 

and provided with appropriate maintenance spacing. 

 

AIA2 - Potential conflicts between retained trees and proposals have been 

minimised by design. None of the proposed houses or access roads would 

conflict with any of the retained trees. None of the works are significant in 

terms of tree health or visual amenity. 

 

AIA3 - The only area where issues might arise relate to the installation of a 

stretch of new footpath along the southern edge of Cheeseman’s Green Lane. 

Where footpath installation would occur within the existing verge areas falling 

within Root Protection Areas of retained trees the excavation works would be 

undertaken by hand tools only. Excavation would be to the minimum depth 

necessary and any roots encountered would be neatly cut back to the 

excavation face nearest the tree using sharp secateurs/loppers. 

 

AIA4 - Provided robust tree protection fencing should be installed to 

BS5837:2012 requirements prior to any site works commencing then the 

construction works would not have an adverse impact on retained trees, 

groups or hedges. 

 

Noise Assessment Report (NAR) 

 

NAR1 - In terms of potential for exposure to noise, none of the site noise 

levels are considered to be high and all are significantly lower than levels 

commonly encountered at approved developments adjacent to transportation 

routes. Consequently, acceptable noise standards would be able to be 

achieved using practicable forms of noise mitigation. 

 

NAR2 - A site design that places garden areas behind the dwellings, with any 

exposed garden boundaries screened by the use of 1.8m high close-boarded 

timber fencing or brick walls, would minimise traffic noise exposures in 

accordance with BS8233. The site layout is consistent with these good design 

measures to minimise outdoor noise levels. 

 

NAR3 - For new living rooms and bedrooms along the fringes of development 

facing Finn Farm Road (and the A2070 and the railway line just beyond) and 

Cheeseman’s Green Lane and Brockman’s Lane, the noise assessment 

demonstrates that the use of normal thermal double glazing would typically 

provide a sound reduction sufficient to achieve BS8233’s internal noise levels. 
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NAR4 - Opening windows for ventilation purposes would, however, reduce the 

insulation provided by the building façade and internal noise levels would then 

exceed the design standards as a result. Passive acoustic ventilators such as 

trickle vents in window frames and acoustic airbrick type vents within walls 

would be used for habitable rooms that have windows having an unscreened 

view towards the local roads. These would enable occupiers to obtain a 

degree of natural ventilation with windows closed, without any loss of amenity 

due to noise intrusion. 

 

Transport Statement (TA) 

 

TA1 – The TA assesses the impact of the development on the strategic road 

network (SRN) and local road network (LRN) in accordance with Government 

advice. It establishes that some off-site minor works are necessary to the 

entrance to the SRN roundabout at Sheepfold Lane which would comprise 

cutting back to some existing vegetation to improve sight lines and white 

lining. 

 

TA2 – It is accepted that the development would impact on Junction 10 of the 

M20 but works have commenced on J10A delivery additional capacity and will 

be open to traffic in August 2019 thus prior to occupations taking place at the 

site. The conclusion is that the proposal would not have a severe highway 

impact. 

 

Road Access Appraisal (RAA) 

 

RAA1 – In respect of the ALP Site Policy S14 aspiration and requirement to 

investigate direct access from the bridge into the development site, NR were 

contacted to ascertain landownership of the embankment in June 2017. It 

took a further 7 months to ascertain from NR to outline its process for sale 

including various surveys, unspecified legal costs, office of rail regulation 

approval for and proposed sale and that NR would seek best value. 

Timescale information from NR was difficult. The uncertainty, leaving aside 

what best value would mean, is not considered conducive to the time delivery 

of housing at Site 14 because of this 3rd party involvement. 

 

RAA2 – In terms of access, should the development proposals rely on 3rd 

party land then a ransom situation is created and this is expected in terms of 

‘best value’ and, through the decision of Stokes vs Cambridge Corporation 

(1961) it has long been established that this be 1/3 of the value of the site for 

the quantum of residential development proposed. This is considered, in itself, 

prohibitive for policy compliant development and it would be likely to require 

reduced delivery of affordable housing to achieve a viable development. This 

is not considered an appropriate avenue to pursue. 
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RAA3 – The applicants have sought a legal opinion on the possibility of either 

ABC or KCC using compulsory purchase powers. The opinion suggests that 

there would not be a compelling case in the public interest to achieve a 

compulsory purchase as alternative access solutions are available and, 

notwithstanding, as a process it would be likely to take 18 months and so also 

impact on delivering new homes. 

 

RAA4 – The pre-application feedback, including from the Ashford Design 

Panel, was that alternative options should enhance connectivity to the west 

for pedestrians and cyclists. Eight access options were considered. Option 4 

is the favoured and deliverable solution and it is this that is taken forward in 

the application. Option 4 would (i) improve the operation of the Finn Farm 

Road bridge by downgrading the junction from 3-way to 2-way signalisation 

and would deliver pedestrian and cycle connectivity of the new development 

(and the existing eastern part of Bridgefield) to the Bridge in a safe fashion 

with off-site works allowing the creation of a new path on the northern side of 

the Bridge connecting westwards to where the existing path terminates at the 

Finn Farm group of listed buildings. 

 

Framework Residential Travel Plan (FRTP) 

 

FRTP1 – In terms of accessibility, the existing Bridgefield bus-stop would be a 

460m (6min) walk from the centre of the new development with Finberry 

Primary School a 1.4km walk (18min) and Furley Park Primary a 1.2km walk 

(15 min) and destinations further afield such as to Tesco with a 3.4km walk 

(30 min), Orbital Park employment a 2.6km walk (32 min) and the Designer 

Outlet  a 2.9km walk (36 min). Cycle journey times for these journeys would 

be considerably reduced. It is considered that key destinations are within 

suitable distance. 

 

FRTP2 – Reference is made at para 2.38 to a new cycle link – the proposed 

Ruckinge Dyke cycleway starting at the northernmost part of the eastern side 

of Bridgefield and running parallel to the railway line as well as cycleway 

connections as part of the link roads connecting Bridgefield with Finberry.  

 

FRTP3 – There are regular bus services into Finberry calling at the temporary 

turning facility near the Accommodation Bridge.  Travel to work data suggests 

that 22% of the residents of the Kingsnorth Ward use sustainable methods but 

70.5% would drive and that the same would be reasonable to be expected at 

the proposed development. 

 

FRTP4 – Designing in opportunity for sustainable movement has influenced 

the layout with a permeable layout, a layout that accommodates a bus and 

turning via a side street ‘loop’, opportunity to connect the development to 
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Finberry by bus (subject to Stagecoach confirmation). Existing bus 

connectivity allows residents to catch the bus to Ashford International fore rail 

journeys further afield. 

 

FRTP5 – A Residential Travel Plan (RTP) is proposed to be created and 

submitted for approval pursuant to a planning condition. A Travel Plan Co-

ordinator would be appointed 3 months prior to first occupation of the first 

home at the site in order to help ensure delivery of the Travel Plan and 

provide appropriate liaison with transport service providers, local schools and 

local bike shops with annual reporting to the Council proposed. The FRTP 

recommends funding of a £50 voucher per household (thus £17,650) to spend 

at local bikes shops, consideration of the provision of electric vehicle points at 

homes, recommends broadband to enable people to work from home. Care 

sharing would be promoted in the Travel Plan. 

 

FRTP6 – A 5 year finance plan for the RTP is envisaged to deliver agreed 

measures. How the RTP would be financed is not, however, indicated. 

 

Planning History 

07/00329/AS  Outline application for a maximum 500 houses, site for a primary 
school, community and recreation centre, retail and commercial 
unit, associated public open space, landscaping and access 
improvements.  
 
Appeal against non-determination withdrawn in May 2008 

 
12/00005/EIA/AS EIA Screening Opinion request in respect of proposed 

residential development of up to 230 dwellings together with 
associated open space and infrastructure involving the northern 
half of the application site.  
 
ABC confirmed in March 2012 that the proposal was not EIA 
development. 

 
17/00002/EIA/AS EIA Screening Opinion request in respect of proposed 

residential development of up to 400 dwellings with associated 
open space and infrastructure. 
 
ABC confirmed in May 2017 that the proposal was not EIA 
development. 
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Consultations 

Ward Members: Cllr Bartlett is the Ward Member. No formal comment received.  

Kingsnorth Parish Council: no objection and comment as follows;- 
 
‘An interesting use of a sloping sight. Understand the reasons why there will not be 
primary vehicle access from the junction at Finn Farm Road. Disappointed the 
application is for 353 dwellings when the core strategy indicated 325. Suggest 
renegotiation with developers to discuss this lower figure. Residents consider that 
the wooded land on the bank believed to be owned by Network Rail is actually 
owned by the developers. We would like a definite decision as to who owns this 
strip.’ 
 
[HoDM&SS comment: The embankment is owned by NR and this ownership is 
shown masked in purple in Figure 19 below.] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 19: The embankment owned by NR 
 
 

ABC Culture and the Environment:  Make comments on landscaping detail, 

request s.106 contributions and state the following;- 

 

‘Contributions are calculated as per the Public Green Space and Water Environment 

SPD 2012 
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Outdoor sport capital: £560,917, commuted maintenance sum: £115,978; Ashford 
Borough Council are seeking contributions towards Finberry community centre, as 
part of the hub of facilities which provide outdoor sport provision including a 3G pitch. 

Allotments capital: £91,074, commuted maintenance sum: £23,298; the contribution 
would be spent on a project to provide allotments at Bridgefield. 

Strategic Parks capital: £51,538, commuted maintenance sum: £16,591; Ashford 
Borough Council are seeking contributions towards improvements at Victoria Park, to 
create a new surfaced path route through Watercress Fields. 

Cemeteries capital: no contributions are sought at this stage. 

 

Play provision is to be provided both on and off site, split one third on site, two-thirds 

off site.   

 

The off-site capital provision for play is £153,542, commuted maintenance sum 

£156,806.13, to be spent on play provision at Bridgefield and Park Farm Local Park. 

 

At a potential 353 dwellings informal public open space and play space is required 
on-site. On-site play provision will be required to a capital value of £63,021, 
commuted maintenance sum £77,232.87 to include a surfaced kick-about space, 
minimum 30 x 20m, with two goals suitable for a range of ball games. 

 

Informal public open space will be required to a value of £127,786 capital and 
£114,725 commuted sum, 1.70ha in area; if the open space is sub-divided then 
individual open spaces must be a minimum of 0.25ha. 

The following locations will not count towards the area of required informal public 
open space: flood zone areas, necessary drainage features such as attenuation 
ponds, landscape required as ecological mitigation.’ 
 

Subsequently, in relation to off-site play, Cultural and the Environment has amended 

the representation accordingly;- 

 

‘…have looked at the existing play provision within 400m walking distance of this 

site.  The play provision as part of Bridgefield Park is sufficient to provide for both the 

existing and potential population, so therefore we do not require off-site S106 play 

contribution for this development.’ 

 
ABC Housing Manager: No objection. Within the 30%, 10% should be available for 
affordable or social rent, 20% should be available for affordable home ownership of 
which 10% should be shared ownership. Makes suggestions in respect of the 
affordable housing split and identifies the need to work further with the developer in 
respect of refinement, including the provision of wheelchair adapted properties.   
 
ABC Project Office (Drainage): no objection and, in summary make the following 
comment;- 
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‘The submitted application has been reviewed in conjunction with comments from 
Kent County Council’s Flood Risk Project Officer (In their capacity as Lead Local 
Flood Authority). The outline principles for the management of surface water 
volumes, runoff (and discharge) rates and the space made available within the 
development for the storage of surface water within the development are considered 
acceptable (based on the information provided). As such, there is no objection to the 
above application. 
 
As an informative, it is recommended that should permission be granted surface 
water runoff from the Buttesland Copse area of the development should given further 
consideration within the detailed design. Given the existing ground levels across the 
site the new ‘urbanised’ area of the development has the potential to create a 
‘barrier’ in the existing catchment between the Buttesland Copse area of the 
development and the existing receiving watercourse. If left unmanaged there is the 
potential that runoff from this area could enter into the urban areas of the 
development, which could lead to the creation of surface water flow paths 
channelling runoff into the urban areas (and the highway). Whilst it is acknowledged 
that there is little variation to the existing surface in this area, due to the clay 
catchment, runoff rates from this ‘undeveloped’ / greenfield area are likely to be 
similar to the rates identified within the report (4.15l/s/ha for QBar and up to 14l/s/ha 
for the 1:100 event). Without interception of this greenfield runoff there is the 
potential for at least a notable proportion of surface water runoff to enter into the 
newly urbanised area, which could cause localised areas of increased flood risk 
within the new urban area if it remains unmanaged. Conveyance of these flows 
should be incorporated within the wider SuDS design and discharge rates from the 
attenuation basins should be adjusted accordingly (where required). 
 
Should the LPA be minded to grant the scheme permission it is recommended that 
the conditions provided by KCC’s Flood Risk Project Officer are attached to the 
permission.’ 
 
 
Church Commissioners for England (CCE): no objection and comment as 
follows;- 
 
‘CCE accept that the applicants have sought as far as possible to identify 
appropriate access solutions and welcome the inclusion of their site in the transport 
assessment work. 
 
CCE also welcome the pedestrian/cycle linkages considered between the applicant’s 
site and CCE’s and note they have approval in principle from KCC and ABC. CCE 
would wish to ensure that these links are secured through the Council’s 
determination of the planning application. 
 
However, CCE is concerned that there is no local community facility proposed on the 
site. They consider there is a need for a neighbourhood centre or local shop to 
support the 453 residential units. From the site, the nearest main shopping facility is 
Tesco which is an 8min cycle, 30 min walk or 2.4km drive. In terms of local facilities, 
the Bridgefield retail unit has not been let and there is no connection to Finberry 
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currently which will provide a local facility in due course. In any event, neither of 
these locations will be within easy walking distance from the south of the site. 
Assuming this site and CCE’s site are granted planning permission in due course, 
there will be over 500 units without easy access to a corner shop. CCE, therefore, 
requests that the Council seeks an amendment to the scheme layout to 
accommodate small scale retail provision within the site.’ 
 
[HoDM&SS comment: It is true that the local shop at Park Farm East is not yet let. 
A small retail facility does, however, exist within the square at Park Farm East. The 
Northern Link Road to Finberry has been completed but, at present, is not open to 
traffic: the shared footway/cycleway is, however, available for use. In respect of the 
facility within Finberry Local Centre, the Council has approved a foodstore and x 3 
small retail units and pub/restaurant.  
 
Members’ will recall that the Waterbrook Park application – where the CCE is joint 
applicant – proposes a foodstore from Finberry with Finberry then to be provided 
with a smaller local food retail store alongside the x 3 small retail units and 
pub/restaurant. The s.106 agreement for Waterbook Park being negotiated requires 
certainty in respect of the latter before the facility at Waterbrook Park can be 
commenced. An application is awaited from the CCE for the revised scheme for the 
Finberry Local Centre.  
 
There is no ALP 2030 policy requirement for the development of a further local retail 
facility at Park Farm South East as an extension of Bridgefield and so one cannot be 
required. However, given the CCE’s concerns, it would, of course be open for such a 
facility to come forward on the CCE’s land forming Site Policy S45 south of 
Brockman’s Lane and if this were in the northern section of that site it would be 
within a short walk of S45 and S14 combined.] 
 
Clinical Commissioning Group (Ashford): no objection and state as follows;- 
 
‘This application would affect the Kingsnorth Medical Practice. Our productivity 
review highlights the building is working at capacity. The application would create a 
population increase of circa 826 people based on 2.34 people per dwelling. Using 
NHS benchmarks of 12 patients per square metre this would equate to an increase 
of 69 sq.m to create capacity for services to be delivered to the new population. At a 
development cost of £3000 per square meter this generates a cost of £207,000. If 
we add an allowance for project development costs of 30% this equates to £269,000. 
 
The standard process of applying for planning gain used by the NHS is to multiply 
the population increase by a build cost of £326 per person. This would also equate to 
£269,000. 
 
We have recently had approval from the CCG to proceed with a development on the 
site and the landlords, Assura are working with us to develop a project. We 
anticipate completion mid-2019. 
 
We therefore make an application for section 106 funds for this development of 
£269,000.’ 
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Environment Agency: no objection and comment as follows;- 
 
‘Flood risk  
We have reviewed the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted with this application 
and can confirm that we are generally satisfied that the development proposed will 
be safe from flooding without exacerbating the flood risk elsewhere.  
 
Whilst the eastern side of the site is susceptible to fluvial flooding, the development 
has been 'sequentially' planned such that all vulnerable development and associated 
infrastructure will be located in Flood Zone 1, and will remain unaffected by the 
predicted effects of climate change.  
 
Provided the site layout remains unaltered, with all development and drainage 
infrastructure being located outside of the area depicted to be at risk from flooding, 
we have no objection to this development.  
 
It must be ensured that there is no loss in floodplain storage or conveyance capacity 
if there are any landscaping works undertaken with the areas shown to be within 
Flood Zones 2 or 3. Additionally, any works whatsoever within 8m of the banks of the 
Ruckinge Dyke will require our formal written consent by-way of Flood Risk Activity 
Permit. Further guidance on applying for Flood Risk Activity Permits can be found on 
the following link https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-
permits  
 
Water Framework Directive  
The Ruckinge Dyke is not a separate designated watercourse under the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD); instead it is included in the East Stour, part of the 
Upper Stour Operational Catchment. The East Stour is currently classified as of 
‘Moderate’ status, with an ambition to get to ‘Good’ status by 2027. 
 
The reason the waterbody is not currently ‘Good’ is that macrophytes and 
phytobenthos are failing – probably due to high phosphate levels. The river is 
believed to be impacted by a combination of water quality (including high 
phosphate), habitat fragmentation and occasional low flows.  
 
We have identified a number of projects on the Ruckinge Dyke that should help 
improve the overall status of the East Stour. This includes a project immediately 
north of the application site at Bridgefield, where we are supporting the provision of 
river corridor improvements.  
 
We note that selective thinning of the existing vegetation associated with the 
Ruckinge Dyke is proposed. This is welcomed, on a ‘hit-and-miss’ basis, with some 
of the trees left in-situ. The remaining trees will have a cooling effect on the river, 
provide shelter for fish.’ 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
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Environmental Protection (ABC): no objection and comment as follows;- 
 
‘We note that the development includes residential dwellings. To promote the move 
towards sustainable transport options and to take account of cumulative impacts of 
development on air quality we would request the application of [a condition] to 
provide electric vehicle charging facilities on driveways etc.  
 
We note that the proposed development is considered major using the criteria from 
DoT indicative thresholds for transport assessments. As such we would recommend 
that the applicant complete an air quality assessment (including damage cost 
analysis in accordance with DEFRA guidance) and apply mitigation to the 
development based on the calculated damage cost’ 
 
Planning conditions are requested to deal with the following;- 
 
- unexpected contamination 
- construction management plan to deal with a wide variety of issues 
- request for further detail to demonstrate how thermal comfort ventilation events 
would not require home occupiers to then be exposed to harmful levels of noise  
 
[HoDM&SS comment: In respect of the latter, the applicant has supplied further 
details and the Council’s Environmental Health Practitioner is satisfied that an 
acceptable balance would be able to be achieved.] 
 
 
Highways England: initially entered a holding objection but, following further 
consideration, including greater certainty of the timing of the signalised junction 
improvement works (the so-called ‘Bellamy-Gurner’ works) to the existing A2070 
Orbital Park roundabout, raise no objection qualified as follows;- 
 
‘provided Ashford Borough Council applies its standard SPG6 methodology to obtain 
a contribution towards SRN mitigation, the impacts on the SRN will be appropriately 
addressed. And on this basis we have No Objection to the application.’ 
 
KCC Ecology: comment as follows;- 
 
‘We have reviewed the ecological information submitted with the planning application 
and we advise that the submitted ecological information has provided a good 
understanding of the ecological interest of the site. The following have been recorded 
within the site:;- 
 
-At least 6 species of foraging bats  

-Evidence of badgers within the site (including outlier sett)  

-At least 28 species of breeding birds (including skylark)  

-Common lizard and grass snake  
 
From reviewing the submitted documents we are largely satisfied that majority of species 
recorded within the site can be retained and the proposed development will result in an 
increase in suitable habitat. However, we raise concerns that the mitigation proposed for 
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skylarks and badgers is not achievable and advise that there is a need for additional 
information to be submitted prior to determination of the planning application.  
 
1.Skylarks  
18 pairs of skylarks were recorded within the site during the breeding bird surveys. The 
development will result in the loss of 18ha of suitable habitat and to mitigate for the loss 
of habitat the application is proposing to create 4 ha of suitable skylark habitat within the 
development site.  
 
While we are supportive of the proposal to create skylark habitat within the site we have 
concerns that this is the only mitigation proposed. The development will result in the loss 
of suitable habitat and the proposed skylark habitat will be impacted by an increase in 
disturbance due to recreational pressure by the residents from the proposed 
development.  
We acknowledge that the mitigation strategy does detail that the area will be fenced off 
to prevent people accessing the area however the skylark area is significantly smaller 
than the existing site and the increase of residents within the sites is likely to cause 
disturbance.  
 
We would encourage the applicant to create skylark plots within the wider area to 
enhance the area for skylark and increase the nesting opportunities for skylark. Ideally 
there should be a district/county wide mitigation strategy produced to address the impact 
of the loss of ground nesting bird habitat throughout the district/county.  
 
2.Badgers  
The outlier badger sett is along the western boundary of the site within the area of 
existing woodland. We acknowledge that the woodland area is to be retained however 
the indicative site plan indicates that a road will be built adjacent to the woodland and we 
are concerned that there will be a lack of connectivity from the sett to the wider area.  
The submitted information details that there will be 10metres gap from the sett to the 
housing but it appears that the 10metres also includes the road. 
 
Prior to determination there is a need to understand that there is sufficient habitat being 
retained along the western boundary to ensure the badgers have sufficient 
foraging/commuting habitat to ensure that they will continue to use the sett.  
 
3.Site Wide Management Plan  
The submitted management plan demonstrates that the area of natural habitat to be 
retained/created as part of the proposed development will be managed appropriately for 
the life time of the development and advise that if planning permission is granted the 
management plan must be implemented as a condition of planning permission.  
 
4.Ecological Enhancements  
The application is proposing to create habitats within the site which will result in an 
increase (and active management) of habitat within the site for a variety of species 
groups. In addition a number of bat and bird boxes are proposed to be erected within the 
site. These proposals are in accordance with Paragraph 118 of the NPPF “opportunities 
to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged”.  
The continued checking and (when required) replacement of the bat and bird boxes 
must be implemented as part of the site wide management plan.’ 
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[HoDM&SS comment: In respect of point 1, I note the comments made but as 
alluded to this is, in my opinion a more strategic issue. The Council is proposing to 
allocate the green-field site for redevelopment in the ALP. From the EIP Inspectors’ 
feedback, the approach is accepted. The applicants’ position is that the site has not 
been in active agricultural use because of that intended redevelopment and, as a 
consequence that has allowed skylark habitat to be created. The applicants’ consider 
that the proposed on-site strategy – with a dedicated 4.8ha fenced off area - is 
reasonable and proportionate mitigation and I agree with that stance.  
 
In respect of point 2, the applicant has come back and clarified the position in 
respect of badger connectivity and habitat and so this issue is now resolved. Points 3 
and 4 can be addressed through planning conditions and the approach proposed by 
the applicant is one encouraged by the NPPF.] 
 
KCC (Economic Development): No objection subject to the provision of access to 
High Speed Fibre Optic Broadband and to the developer contributions shown as 
Figure 20 below that are required to mitigate the impacts of the development;- 
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Figure 20: KCC development contribution requests 
 
 

KCC identify that these figures are to be index linked by the BCIS General Building 
Cost Index from Oct 2016 to the date of payment (Oct-16 Index 328.3) and are valid 
for 3 months from the date of this letter after which they may need to be recalculated 
due to changes in district council housing trajectories, on-going planning 
applications, changes in capacities and forecast rolls, projects and build costs.  

 
KCC (Heritage): No objection subject to the planning condition identified below and 
comment as follows;-  
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‘The site of the application lies in an area of archaeological potential associated with 
Iron Age and Romano-British activity. Park Farm East to the north revealed an 
extensive settlement, industrial and funerary activity.  
 
Part of this proposed development site has been archaeologically evaluated and 
some targeted excavation works were undertaken. Iron Age and later activity was 
revealed including a routeway crossing the site and possible settlement evidence. 
The application is supported by a Desk based Assessment and summary of the 
findings so far.  
 
The Cultural Heritage Report by CgMs provides good background data. Figure 17 
provides an indication of the previous archaeological works and shows additional 
details on the Kingsnorth Airfield. However, it does not show clearly the results of the 
excavation areas and the predicted alignment of the parallel ditches crossing the 
site. The “Main Report” figure clearly shows field ditch systems, an enclosure and 
the parallel ditches. 
  
The initial phase of archaeological works were undertaken prior to any details of 
groundworks being available. Now groundwork details are better understood, there is 
a need to complete the archaeological programme of works. These can be covered 
through [the following] condition;- 
 
No development shall take place until the applicant, or their agents or successors in 
title, has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in 
accordance with a written specification and timetable which has been submitted to 
and approved by the Local Planning Authority.’ 
 
KCC (Highways & Transportation): no objection but raise a number of detailed 
points in terms of the layout including distribution of unallocated parking in streets, 
the design of Collier’s Square, the approach to the stretch of Finn Farm Road to be 
closed to vehicles, the need for potential refinements to Brockman’s Lane in terms of 
variations of width and the need for the development to provide a contribution 
towards development impact mitigation at the Romney Marsh Roundabout. Request 
Stagecoach are consulted as it would be up to Stagecoach as to whether it would be 
commercially feasible to extend the existing route into the site. 
 
KCC (Lead Local Flooding Authority): No objection and comment as follows;- 
 

‘The proposed drainage scheme for the development of two attenuation basins 

which outfall to ditches would be acceptable to manage surface water. Housing and 
the two attenuation basins have been located away from areas of potential flooding 
from Ruckinge Dyke and are now positioned within flood zone 1. 
 
The development of two attenuation basins on site with a total discharge rate of 
51.44 litres a second would be an improvement on current green-field conditions and 
would help reduce the risk of flooding off-site. We do expect that any exceedance of 
the drainage network can be accommodated without flooding to properties and 
should be demonstrated at the detailed design stage. 
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If the proposed development incorporates existing field ditches or ordinary 
watercourses, we would normally require a minimum setback of 5 m to 8 m 
(depending upon the location, and whether the ditch/watercourse falls within an IDB 
regulated area). This will allow the safe access and operation of any tracked 
machinery that may be required to undertake any maintenance works to the banks or 
channels, and provides a reasonable buffer for any flora and fauna within the 
watercourse. 
 
We would generally recommend that new development is designed to facilitate the 
maintenance of existing watercourses, with roads or walkways being provided 
alongside at least one bank for access. Closed fence-lines to the rear of properties 
bordering a watercourse should be avoided owing to the maintenance difficulties and 
the potential for the inappropriate deposition of material beyond property boundaries. 
 
It should be noted that part of the site falls within the jurisdiction of the River Stour 
Internal Drainage Board; any works whatsoever that may have the potential to affect 
any adjacent watercourse (or the network’s ability to convey water) will require their 
formal prior written permission.’ 
 
The LLFA identifies how the matter has been considered by them in technical terms 
using pragmatic and precautionary approaches and recommends detailed planning 
conditions.   
 
Kent Police: no objection and raise issues of designing out crime and willingness to 
discuss issues to manage resident and visitor security. 
 
Southern Water (SW): no objection and state that the waste water pumping station 
was sized for the development size as a whole and that the proposed dwellings can 
be accommodated. The need for a formal application for a connection to the public 
foul sewer by the developer is identified. 
 
Stagecoach: No objection. No request for a bus services contribution and state as 
follows;- 
 
‘We have had generally constructive discussions with Cannon Consulting, and the 
application takes account of most of our requirements. There is provision for an 
interim bus route within the proposed development, which is designed to 
accommodate a full sized bus (12.2 metres), provision for a full-spec permanent bus 
stop in the centre of the development, and an interim bus stop on the interim route. 
There is also provision for a future bus stop at the south end of the proposed 
development, which would be brought into use if/when a further development south 
of Brockman's Lane comes forward.  
 
However, we also asked for a companion northbound stop to be provided in a similar 
location opposite. However, the developer's representative disputes the need for 
this, on the basis that the walking distance to the main, full spec bus stop is less than 
400 metres (actually 360 metres) and that a suitable northbound stop could/would be 
provided in the future development south of Brockman's Lane.  
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We find this response slightly odd. We want to make access to the bus service as 
easy as possible, to maximise its attractiveness and to reduce dependence on car 
usage. The 400 metre walking distance to a bus stop should be seen as a maximum, 
not a target, as this reduces the requirement for an accessible, sustainable bus 
service, capable of achieving modal shift away from car use to a mere box ticking 
exercise.  
 
We would there wish to see the future proofing of this location for the location of a 
bus stop to be a condition of any planning permission granted.’ 
 
UK Power Network: no objection 
 
 
Residents: 14 objections and 8 comments received the main points of which are as 
follows;- 
 

(a) Why is no exit to the A2070 planned? The Finn Farm Road Bridge will not 
manage to handle so much traffic and it will be very hard to commute. 
 

(b) Residents will need better traffic management options than Finn Farm Road 
Bridge which is a single lane bridge. Linking up with the Finberry development 
is an option but appears to have been restricted to buses only.  
 

(c) Access from Cheeseman’s Green Lane is not viable and the Lane is heavily 
flooded, especially during the winter. This will only worsen if the proposal is 
approved.  
 

(d) The land is boggy and on a slope so height of buildings will need to be 
addressed. 
 

(e) The Council should insist that all front gardens to freehold properties remain 
with the purchaser as was the case with some parts of Bridgefield. It is 
alleged that the company paid to look after the front gardens of new 
properties – Chamonix - do not have the same maintenance schedule that 
was described at the time of purchase and the standard is poor. A resident 
was told not to worry about the appearance of my front garden as it would be 
maintained but in practice it is alleged that the company said they would only 
weed the garden twice a year and that the purchaser was responsible to look 
after it. Bridgefield development was also built by a variety of developers 
which means an unfair situation has arisen where some residents pay a 
maintenance charge but others do not. Replicating this arrangement for new 
homes should be avoided. The maintenance of all areas is the bare minimum 
and very poor. Large bushes near corners/junctions make it really difficult to 
see when pulling out. 
 

(f) The proposal does not provide any benefits and the amount of houses 
proposed is the same as a small town and will also cause more traffic and 
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more roadworks at the same time. 
 

(g) The proposal will destroy the rural environment – people commute to and 
from London for a better life - and Ashford is already very built up and nothing 
is being done to improve the town centre. The sanity of those at the Council is 
questioned. Havoc, petitions and demonstrations will be organised. Previous 
assurances that the site would not be developed have proved worthless. 
 

(h) If there must be a development of the site it should be a smaller one. 
 

(i) Finn Farm Road is proposed to link through to the main road of the new 
estate. There are major issues with speeding due to this being a straight road 
with no traffic calming measures. Taylor Wimpey indicated that they were not 
interested on the basis that it wasn't in the original planning application and 
therefore the point is made now. Bridgefield is a family estate and will be 
linked to another of the same variety: there are lots of children around, 
walking to school, to the shops or playing outside with their friends. There is a 
genuine concern that the development will only make the road even more of a 
rat run and increase speeds even more than those that are already being 
exceeded on a daily basis. Traffic calming measures, like the speed ramps in 
Park Farm, need to be seriously considered as part of this application.  
 

(j) The development will cause parking issues: there are not enough spaces to 
accommodate most properties having two cars which means people parking 
on the road. Unless that is controlled by means of double yellow lines and 
monitored it will cause access issues at peak times especially as existing 
Bridgefield residents would have to drive through the new development to 
reach their homes which is considered unnecessary. When driving down 
Rutledge Avenue you will see cars parked on junctions. There is also a large 
area of grass in the middle of the road that serves no purpose other than to 
make the road harder to navigate once people park their cars.  
 

(k) Why the stretch of Finn Farm Road from the bridge into Bridgefield needs to 
be closed off is not understood: it would still be a traffic light system and 
would still cause a back log of vehicles. The Council is significantly expanding 
a rural area without the proper road infrastructure to cope with the extra 
demands from vehicles.  
 

(l) No extra services such as doctors are proposed. Doctors are already refusing 
to take patients from Bridgefield as we are not in their catchment area: yet 
more houses are proposed without the necessary services. 
 

(m) A resident is happy with Bridgefield having moved there 2 years ago but 
considers there are problems with the design. The roads are considered too 
narrow and it makes it difficult when meeting a car traveling in the opposite 
direction at a junction. There should be more space between gardens to give 
a better quality of life. The houses at Bridgefield are of a good quality but the 
layout of Bridgefield should not be repeated in the application proposal.  
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(n) The occupier of 5 Finn Farm Road requests that no new access road serving 
1,3,5,7, and 9 Finn Farm Road be provided and indicates that this has been 
discussed with all neighbours (the other four properties no 1,3,7,and 9) and 
that all agree that they would much prefer to keep the existing treeline and 
use the newly created T junction like everyone else. It is considered that this 
would not save the developers money but would also maintain some of the 
privacy afforded by the treeline that residents of those properties have at 
present and so would be appreciated.  
 

(o) A new junction could be created to link 1,3,5,7, and 9 Finn Farm Road with 
the remainder of Finn Farm Road opposite Rutledge Avenue. This would 
enable the treeline and ditch between the homes here and the proposed 
development site to be maintained. The removal of this would place existing 
houses into the centre of the estate rather than on the edge as per the 
existing situation. The proposed new access road to serve the same group of 
homes serves no benefit to the residents as there is an existing access in 
place and the works would be to the detriment of residents and wildlife. 
 

(p) The retention of the existing trees, hedges, and drainage gully on the north 
side of Cheeseman’s Green Lane is good to see. However, the surface water 
drainage for this sloping site should be over-engineered so that it does not 
cause the existing winter flooding of Cheeseman’s Green Lane at the 
Ruckinge Dyke to extend all the way back to Southdown Close. 
 

(q) Construction traffic should enter the site through the Brockman’s Lane 
entrance. This should prevent a repeat of the mud which has been plastered 
repeatedly over Finn Farm Road and/or Cheeseman’s Green Lane for most of 
the last seven years.  
 

(r) The proposal would be out of scale, proportion with the street pattern of the 
locality to the detriment of the local area. Bridgefield is overdeveloped and is 
an example of poor development. The vicinity is unable to accommodate 
another ‘warren’ of narrow roads, inadequate parking and the hazards 
associated with this. 
 

(s) The added traffic along the country road and over the Finn Farm Road bridge 
will be detrimental to the safety of the local residents, other motorists and will 
increase the incidence of fly tipping which has already become a serious 
problem in Brockman’s Lane over the past 2 years.  
 

(t) The proposal is absurd and would spoil the "garden of England" yet again. 
Brownfield sites should be developed instead.  
 

(u) An increase in volume of traffic along Poppy Mead, particularly around school 
times, is a concern as the roads are narrow with a lot of on-street parking and 
homes front the pavement and so it would be noisier. 
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(v) There should be an increased emphasis on developing the station that was 
part of the planning permission previously approved for Bridgefield. 
 

(w) Access for people already living at the Bridgefield area north of the application 
site will be compromised. It is unacceptable to have to go through the new 
development due to the closure of a stretch of Finn Farm Road and a new 
development may take years to complete.  
 

(x) The link road to Finberry from the eastern end of Rutledge Avenue may take 
up to 2 years to open which means that everyone at Bridgefield would have to 
rely on Finn Farm Road to access their homes. 
 

(y) 353 homes is a huge amount of new traffic to bring to an already busy country 
lane. The lack of facilities at Bridgefield such as shops, doctors, dentists will 
mean that people will order in a lot of things for delivery which will add to 
congestion. The Council should rethink the issue of access. 

 
 

Planning Policy 

97. The Development Plan comprises the saved policies in the adopted Ashford 

Borough Local Plan 2000, the adopted LDF Core Strategy 2008, the adopted 

Ashford Town Centre Action Area Plan 2010, the Tenterden & Rural Sites 

DPD 2010, the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 2012, the Chilmington 

Green AAP 2013, the Wye Neighbourhood Plan 2015-30 and the Pluckley 

Neighbourhood Plan 2016-30.   

98. The new Ashford Local Plan to 2030 has now been submitted for 

examination. Following this, the Local Plan Inspectors issued a post-hearings 

advice note on 29th June 2018 which sets out the elements of the Submission 

Local Plan that they consider require amendment in order to be found sound. 

In the context of paragraph 48 of the NPPF, this note provides a material step 

towards the adoption of the Plan and the weight that should be applied to its 

policies in decision-making. Where the Inspectors have not indicated a need 

for amendment to policies in the Plan, it is reasonable to assume that these 

policies are, in principle, sound and should therefore be given significant 

weight. Where policies need to be amended as a consequence of the 

Inspectors’ advice, significant weight should be attached to the Inspectors’ 

advice in the application of those policies. On the 13th September the Council 

commenced consultation on the main modifications to the draft plan. 

99. The relevant policies from the Development Plan relating to this application 

are as follows:- 
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Ashford Borough Local Plan 2000 

GP12 - Protecting the countryside and managing change 

HG5 - Sites not on the Proposals Map 

EN13 – Green Corridors 

EN14 – Land adjoining the Green Corridors 

EN31 – Important habitats 

EN32 – Important trees and woodland 

TP6 – Cycle parking 

LE5 – Equipped public open space 

LE6 – Off-site provision of public open space 

LE7 – Play facilities 

LE8 – Play facilities 

LE9 – Maintenance of equipped public open space 

CF6 – Standard of construction of sewerage systems 

CF19 – New health centres 

CF21 – School requirements for new housing development 

Local Development Framework Core Strategy 2008 

CS1 – Guiding Principles 

CS2 – The Borough Wide Strategy 

CS8 – Infrastructure contributions 

CS9 – Design Quality 

CS10 – Sustainable Design & Construction 
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CS11 – Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

 

CS 12 – Affordable Housing 

CS15 – Transport 

 

CS18 – Meeting the Community’s Needs 

CS19 – Development and Flood Risk 

CS20 – Sustainable Drainage 

CS21 – Water Supply and Treatment 

Urban Sites Development Plan Document 2012 

U21 – Green Corridors 

U23 – landscape Character and Design 

U24 – Infrastructure provision to serve the needs of new development 

 

100. The following are also material considerations to the determination of this 

application:- 

Ashford Local Plan to 2030 (Submission Version December 2018 as 

amended by Proposed Modifications September 2018) 

S14 – Park Farm South East 
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SP1 – Strategic objectives 

SP2 – Strategic approach to housing delivery 

SP3 – Strategic approach to economic development 

SP6 – Promoting high quality design 

HOU1 – Affordable housing 

HOU12 – Residential space standards (internal) 

HOU14 – Accessibility standards 

HOU15 – Private external open space 

EMP6 – Fibre to the Premises 



Ashford Borough Council - Report of Head of Development Management and Strategic Sites 

Planning Committee 14 November 2018 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

TRA3(a) – Parking standards for residential development 

TRA4 – Promoting the local bus network 

TRA5 – Planning for pedestrians 

TRA6 – Provision for cycling 

TRA7 – Road network and development 

TRA8 – Travel plans, assessments and statements 

ENV1 – Biodiversity 

ENV2 – Ashford Green Corridor 

ENV6 – Flood risk 

ENV7 – Water efficiency 

ENV8 – Water quality, supply and treatment 

ENV9 – Sustainable drainage 

ENV12 – Air quality 

ENV13 – Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets 

ENV15 – Archaeology 

COM1 – Meeting the community’s needs 

COM2 – Recreation, sport, play and open spaces 

IMP1 – Infrastructure provision 

IMP4 -  Governance of space 

 

Supplementary Planning Guidance & other documents 

 

SPG6: Providing for transport needs arising from the South of Ashford 

Transport Study (2004) 
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Landscape Character Assessment SPD 2011 

Residential Space and Layout SPD 2011(now external space only) 

Residential Parking and Design SPD 2010 

Sustainable Drainage SPD 2010 

Public Green Spaces and Water Environment SPD 2012 

Dark Skies SPD 2014 

Green Corridor Action Plan 2000 (SPG1 to Ashford Borough Local Plan 2000) 

 

 

Informal Design Guidance 

 

Informal Design Guidance Note 1 (2014): Residential layouts & wheeled bins 

 

Informal Design Guidance Note 2 (2014): Screening containers at home 

 

Informal Design Guidance Note 3 (2014): Moving wheeled-bins through 

covered parking facilities to the collection point 

Government Advice 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPFF) 2018 

101. Members should note that the determination must be made in accordance 

with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

A significant material consideration is the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF). The NPPF says that less weight should be given to the policies 

above if they are in conflict with the NPPF. The following sections of the 

NPPF are relevant to this application:- 

102. Paragraph 48 states in relation to the stages of preparing a Local Plan that:  

“Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging 

plans according to:  

a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);  
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b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the 

less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be 

given); and  

c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to 

this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in 

the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)” 

103. Key points from the NPPF material to the application are as follows;- 

 

(a) the presumption in favour of sustainable development  

 

(b) promoting sustainable transport  

 

(c) delivering a wide choice of high quality homes  

 

(d) requiring good design  

 

(e) promoting healthy communities  

 

(f) meeting the challenge of climate change and flooding  

 

(g) conserving and enhancing the natural environment  

 

(h) conserving and enhancing the historic environment  

 

(i) use of planning conditions and obligations  

104. The National Planning Policy Guidance is also a material consideration and is 

interrelated to the NPPF. 

 

Assessment 

105. The main issues for consideration are as follows;- 

 

(a) The principal of the proposals, the contribution towards the Council’s 5-

year housing land supply & whether the current status of the Ashford Local 

Plan 2030 prevents a decision being reached on the application  

 

(b) Vehicular access: the outcome of the investigation in respect of potential 

for primary access directly from the Finn Farm Road bridge  

 

(c) Vehicular access: the acceptability of the proposed alternative 

arrangements in the light of (b) above and taking into account connections to 



Ashford Borough Council - Report of Head of Development Management and Strategic Sites 

Planning Committee 14 November 2018 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

the nearby development of Finberry  

 

(d) Whether the layout would achieve a connected and accessible addition to 

the existing neighbourhood and whether the proposals would impact on the 

setting of listed buildings in the locality or the residential amenity of existing 

Bridgefield occupiers 

 

(e) Place-making: whether the applicants proposal would result in a high 

quality development with a legible layout, a good mix of homes sizes and 

building forms, acceptable parking provision, good access to open space and, 

overall, a sense of place 

 

(f) The acceptability of the applicant’s approach to surface water drainage and 

the addition to the Green Corridor and proposals to assist impacts of vehicle 

emissions on air quality  

 

(g) Mitigating the impacts of the proposed development: the policy starting 

point for contributions to be secured by s.106 agreement 

 

(h) Any other matters 

106. I deal with these in each of the sub-sections below. 

(a) The principal of the proposals, the contribution towards the Council’s 5-

year housing land supply & whether the current status of the Ashford Local 

Plan 2030 prevents a decision being reached on the application  

107. The Core Strategy seeks to ensure the creation of sustainable development 
and high quality design (CS1), development that creates homes in acceptable 
locations (CS2), accommodating site specific impacts through the use of 
planning agreements (CS8), delivering high quality design (CS9) and 
sustainable design and construction (CS10 – now non-residential only), 
avoiding harm to geological and biodiversity interests and wherever 
practicable delivering their enhancement (CS11), the importance of delivering 
affordable housing (CS12), the delivery of a range of homes (CS13), ensuring 
development is acceptable in transport terms (CS15), meeting the 
community’s on-site and off-site needs (CS18), ensuring against flood risk 
(CS19), delivering acceptable sustainable drainage for the disposal of surface 
water (CS20) and ensuring adequate water supply and wastewater treatment 
(CS21).  

108. The Council’s adopted SPDs accord with these Core Strategy policies as 
does the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 2012 in addressing green 
corridors (U21), landscape character and design particularly at the edge of the 
urban area (U23) and on-site and off-site infrastructure (U24). 
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109. The saved Policies in the Ashford Borough Local Plan 2000 to which I have 
referred in the Policy section of this report in respect of detailed matters 
accord with the approach taken in the Core Strategy and so do not need 
repetition here. However, the principle of development on this site is contrary 
to policy HG5 of the ABLP 2000 as it is outside the confines of Ashford and is 
not yet allocated for residential development. 

110. Turning to emerging local planning policy, the Ashford Local Plan 2030 (ALP) 
seeks to focus development to appropriate locations as part of a strategic 
balance with other critical planning objectives (SP1), provide for the majority 
of housing at Ashford in acceptable locations (SP2), deliver high quality 
design (SP6), provide for affordable housing (HOU1), deliver acceptably sized 
homes (HOU12), ensure accessibility for a range of user needs (HOU14), 
provide acceptable external space to meet the needs of residents (HOU15), 
provide an appropriate range and mix of dwelling types and sizes (HOU18), 
promote fibre to the premises (EMP6), support strategic transport schemes 
that remove impediments to growth (TRA1), provide for acceptable levels of 
residential parking (TRA3a), promote the local bus network (TRA4), plan for 
pedestrians (TRA5), make appropriate provision for cycling (TRA6), ensure 
development is well located to the primary road network and can be 
accommodated in capacity terms (TRA7), and secure the recommendations 
of Travel Plans, Transport Assessment and Statements where appropriate 
(TRA8). 

111. The ALP also seeks to conserve or enhance biodiversity (ENV1), protect the 
Green Corridor (ENV2), ensure landscape character and design is taken into 
account (ENV3a), minimise light pollution and promote dark skies (ENV4), 
protect important rural features including rural lanes (ENV5), reduce flood risk 
(ENV6), deliver water efficient homes (ENV7), ensure adequate water supply 
and wastewater treatment (ENV8), deliver sustainable drainage (ENV9), 
promote a shift to low emission transport at major developments to minimise 
impact of emissions on air quality (ENV12), avoid loss or substantial harm to 
the settings of listed buildings (ENV13), respond to archaeological potential 
for sites (ENV15), meet the community’s needs (COM1), provide for 
recreation, sport, plan and open space through a variety of approaches with 
potential for exceptions in viability situations (COM2), provide for allotments 
(COM3), meet the additional requirements of infrastructure arising from the 
development through measures such as s.106 agreements (IMP1), ensure 
appropriate arrangements are put in place for the governance of community 
space and facilities (IMP4).  

112. Specifically, the ALP takes forwards policies SP1 and SP2 by then proposing 

development on a number of sites located across the Borough. The site 

subject of this application forms Site Policy S14 – Park Farm South East. 

Residential development is proposed at an indicative capacity of 325 homes 

with a number of criteria set out in the policy influencing layout, requiring 

detailed studies and needing to be further investigated in order to achieve an 

acceptable development.  
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113. All of the above emerging policy accords with the approach set out in the 
updated NPPF. Against this background, the principle of the site being 
developed is one that accords with existing national, emerging local and 
planning policies. The proposed allocation of this site, and the advanced 
stage that the emerging Plan has reached, with no changes being proposed 
to proposed site policy S14 by the Inspectors, are matters of considerable 
weight.  In this case, I consider that they outweigh the conflict with policy HG5 
of the 2000 Plan, subject to consideration of the matters discussed below. 

114. The indicative (my emphasis) 325 home capacity of the site in the ALP is one 
that has been taken into account as part of the Council’s housing land supply. 
The application proposes more than this approximation of quantum and I set 
out in sections further below how I consider the proposal performs at 353 
homes. The ALP Inspectors accepted following the Examination in Public that 
the Council does have the minimum required 5-years housing land supply as 
is required by the government. The margin by which that minimum is 
exceeded is, however, relatively modest. Clearly, should ALP allocated 
development sites not come forward in the manner and quantum envisaged 
then that would have a potentially adverse impact on that 5-year housing land 
supply position and potential consequential difficulties in resisting speculative 
housing development proposals throughout the Borough.  

115. I acknowledge that some objectors to the proposals would prefer the site to 
remain as it is and for new homes to be created elsewhere but, in balancing a 
number of factors in formulating its forward planning strategy to 2030, the 
Inspectors have endorsed the Council’s proposed allocation of this site for 
residential development. The Council also has taken steps to assist with the 
deliverability of homes on brownfield opportunities in the urban area (with 
development now underway as a direct consequence). 

116. The Inspectors’ Post Hearings Advice relating to the Examination in Public 
was received by the Council in summer 2018. This does not indicate any 
concerns or issues with Policy S14 or raise any other matters that would have 
a bearing on consideration of the application now. The Council is not 
proposing any modifications to S14 (the modifications are currently subject of 
public consultation) and it is likely that the ALP 2030 will be formally adopted 
in February 2019. 

117. Accordingly, given that that the Plan is at an advanced stage, my view is that 

there is no impediment to determination of the application.  

(b) Vehicular access: the outcome of the investigation in respect of potential 

for primary access directly from the Finn Farm Road bridge  

118. Policy S14 criterion b) requires investigation of the potential for a primary 

access directly from the Finn Farm Road bridge. 
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119. The applicant’s supporting documentation identifies that;- 

 

(i) the embankment through which the access would have to pass is in NR 

ownership,  

 

(ii) NR would expect to achieve a commercial return for disposal and this 

ransom would involve a significant return equating to 1/3 of the residential 

development value,  

 

(iii) NR has been slow to respond to even initial requests from the applicant 

for discussions and timescales and associated fees are unclear, 

 

(iv) use of Compulsory Purchase Powers in the public interest would be time 

consuming, slow housing delivery on housing allocation land and be unlikely 

to be successful given that alternative access options exist, 

 

(v) the level change from the Bridge down into the site is approximately 5m 

and the access road would need embankments on both sides and would 

reduce the number of homes that the site can accommodate, and 

 

(vi) the ransom to NR would impact on scheme viability with the likelihood that 

the quantum of affordable housing would have to reduce from the policy 

compliant 30% proposal. 

120. Accordingly, I consider that the applicant has satisfactorily investigated the 

aspiration in Policy S14 and, unfortunately, that is not an avenue that can be 

pursued further. I am not as convinced that the aspired to access would have 

such adverse visual and ecological consequences that could not be 

acceptably mitigated and nor with the suggestion that the reduction in the 

number of homes due to the land take involved is a big issue in itself and 

would create an unacceptable layout. I am, however, concerned with the 

potential for delay in housing delivery and the potential for reduction in much 

needed affordable housing. 

121. Members’ should be aware that at the Examination into the ALP 2030, the 

Borough and County Council entered into a Statement of Common Ground 

confirming that the alternative access arrangements in this application would 

be acceptable to both Councils as a matter of principle (subject to scrutiny of 

detailed aspects of design). I set out my consideration of the alternative 

arrangements in the following section. 

(c) Vehicular access: the acceptability of the proposed alternative 

arrangements in the light of (b) above and taking into account connections to 

the nearby development of Finberry  



Ashford Borough Council - Report of Head of Development Management and Strategic Sites 

Planning Committee 14 November 2018 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

122. At pre-application stage (see Annex 1), the Ashford Design Panel examined 

the emerging access position. The feedback from the Panel, with which I 

agree, was that if the Policy S14 aspired to primary access from the bridge 

could not be achieved then any alternatives would need to be high quality in 

order to ensure that connectivity to the site’s surroundings is good for all 

modes of movement and not just car-centric design. That approach is the one 

that the Council seeks to achieve in the existing and proposed development 

plan and is directly referenced in criterion d) of Policy S14 in terms of 

providing pedestrian and cycling linkages to the surrounding area. 

123. The site has poor non-vehicular connectivity westwards with no path on the 

Bridge or from it to where an existing path connecting the Finn Farm group of 

converted buildings into the western area of Bridgefield ends. The absence of 

a path dissuades pedestrian and cyclist movement to this area which includes 

onward routes to Kingsnorth village centre (and the facilities therein), the 

Country Park open space forming part of the buffer between the Park Farm 

development and Kingsnorth village, access into Furley Park primary school 

as well as the homes on this side of the A2070. 

124. In my opinion, the application proposals would provide for a safer and less 

constrained junction at Finn Farm Road bridge by changing it from 3-way to 2-

way signalisation and at the same time enable a path to be created on the 

northern side of the bridge and then through to the Finn Farm group of 

buildings. The less constrained junction would accommodate the capacity 

necessary to serve the application site and the existing eastern part of 

Bridgefield. The proposed path would link existing and new homes westwards 

rather than leave the car as the only movement option. 

125. The related issue is how to plan for walking and cycling to the bridge on its 

eastern side. Each of the existing approaches are carriageway only and could 

not realistically be widened to provide a segregated combined 

footway/cycleway. The applicant’s proposed solution is to close Finn Farm 

Road from the bridge and retain it as car-free route from Bridgefield and the 

proposed new development (the stretch of road closure is also dictate by 

other factors which I set out further below). At the bridge, on-demand signal 

activation would enable cyclists to exit onto the carriageway and then travel 

westwards over the bridge. I support the proposal and suspect that many 

cyclists would, in practice, use the new path as it widens near the Finn Farm 

group of buildings rather than remain on the carriageway for long.  

126. The closure of the stretch of Finn Farm Road will require the applicants to 

fund the making of a Traffic Regulation Order. KH&T will require the removal 

of the white lines and may include potential redressing of the surface. The 

works to create the new section of path will require the applicants to enter into 
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agreements with KH&T pursuant to s.278 of the Highway Act. Taking forward 

these matters can form s.106 obligations. 

127. The future connectivity of Bridgefield with Finberry is an important 

consideration in respect of dispersal of traffic utilising connections to the 

A2070 other than the Finn Farm Road bridge route.  

128. The Southern Access Road from the end of Rutledge Avenue is required to 

be opened to traffic at the Finberry end by 500 occupations at that site which 

is likely to be during 2020 (subject to market conditions). That connection will 

enable a route through that development site northwards to the A2070. By 

mid-2020 the Bellamy-Gurner works to the A2070 Southern Orbital (signalised 

4-arm junction replacing the roundabout) and the change of the Finberry 

A2070 Southern Orbital access (all movements replacing left in / left out) will 

also have been carried out.  

129. The Waterbrook development resolved to be granted permission in July 2018 

(ref 18/00098/AS) would bring forward a connecting road with Finberry over 

the East Stour River (near to the northern tip of Captain’s Wood). The existing 

s.106 agreement for Finberry envisaged that route as a ‘bus only’ connection 

but I am working with the parties concerned to provide for an upgrade to ‘all 

movements’ connectivity as that would give further sensible movement 

options for residents of Waterbrook, Finberry and Bridgefield as it is proposed 

to be extended through site allocation Policies S14 and S45. 

130. As I have identified earlier in this report, the Northern (‘bus only’) Link Road 

between Bridgefield and Finberry is currently closed to bus traffic although 

that could change depending to how Stagecoach conclude it wishes to extend 

a service into the S14 and S45 areas. A future option could be that the status 

of the Road is modified to ‘all movements’ as part of the traffic dispersal to 

which I have referred above but that is not a matter for the current application 

to resolve. 

131. In conclusion, I consider that the proposed alternative access arrangements 

are satisfactory and that the proposal would be acceptable pursuant to 

policies CS1, CS9 and CS15 of the Core Strategy and policies S14, TRA5, 

TRA6, TRA7, COM1 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

(d) Whether the layout would achieve a connected and accessible addition to 

the existing neighbourhood and whether the proposals would impact on the 

setting of listed buildings in the locality or the residential amenity of existing 

Bridgefield occupiers 

132. The layout provides for a hierarchy of streets that would achieve sensible 

connection with the surroundings. The axial street from Collier’s Square to 
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Cheeseman’s Green Lane allows for vehicles to exit the site and reach other 

rural destinations connected by the same network of Lanes such as Mersham 

and Sevington. It is a desirable connection point as shown in the Site S14 

policy and besides vehicles it would also support pedestrians and cyclists.  

133. Main Street forms the spine of the site and would have a tree-lined avenue 

character. Additonal parking bays and street trees have been negotiated into 

the design. Site Policy S14 does not show its provision because the 

concentration was on investigating the potential for an access directly from 

the Finn Farm Road Bridge. As that cannot be achieved, Main Street is 

important as a way of providing access to the eastern part of Bridgefield, 

creating character and a sense of place and making sensible provision for a 

commercial bus service to enter the site from Bridgefield and, via loop, drop-

off and pick-up passengers. Whether that service first comes over the 

Accommodation Bridge or from Finberry via the northern link road will be a 

matter for Stagecoach (or any replacement bus operator) to determine. 

134. The arrangement of side streets and lanes on the fringe of the site is 

acceptable and would respond to place-making intent, proposed character 

areas and site context.  

135. The Main Street provides for a 3m wide shared footway/cycleway providing a 

strong link into the same existing network to the north at Bridgefield. That 

existing network includes a central route to the Local Park and 

Accommodation Bridge crossing to the western part of Bridgefield as well as 

the ability to cycle around the eastern periphery of the development. The 

proposed cyclepath along the eastern side of the Ashford-Hastings railway will 

be taken forward shortly by the applicants working with KCC PROW. The 

latter is working on a project to help deliver an onward route under the A2070 

Southern Orbital to connect into South Willesborough and onwards to the 

existing route under the railway near to ASDA. As a consequence, the 

development should be able to be connected to a good cycle route to Ashford 

town centre and facilities around its margin.  

136. Accordingly, I consider that the proposal accords with good design policies 

CS1 and CS9 of the Core Strategy and policies SP1 and SP6 of the ALP 

2030 generally and, specifically, the requirement of criteria a) and d) of Policy 

S14 and TRA6 of the ALP 2030. 

137. In terms of the impact of the proposal on the nearest listed buildings, the 

context of the group that at exist at Finn Farm is that of converted buildings 

with minimal set-back from the highway and existing traffic calming measures 

on Finn Farm Road as well as a hard surface footway. The only impact arising 

from the proposals is the provision of a further stretch of path from the Finn 

Farm Bridge to complete the route. I do not consider that this additional path 
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would have a harmful impact on the existing character and setting of the 

group of listed buildings. The proposal would therefore be in accordance with 

Policies CS1 of the Core Strategy and Policy ENV13 of the ALP 2030. 

(e) Place-making: whether the applicants proposal would result in a high 

quality development with a legible layout, a good mix of homes sizes and 

building forms, acceptable parking provision, good access to open space and, 

overall, a sense of place 

138. The applicant’s layout is built on movement connections that make sense in 

order to connect the development with its surroundings and in response to the 

direct access from Finn Farm Road Bridge not being taken forward. It would 

achieve a permeable and legible layout that will help disperse traffic and help 

people move easily to where they want to go for everyday journeys. The 

movement system ensures that street and spaces are overlooked helping 

create a safe environment and gives good access to on-site open space and 

existing open space beyond the site. Care will be needed to differentiate Main 

Street from Finn Farm Road as part of street naming as well as signage. 

139. The resultant layout structure, with ecological areas at the fringe, less 

constrained adjacent land offering additional movement options and the 

primary public open space at Buttesland Copse is one that I support as part of 

good design. In my opinion, the applicant has responded reasonably to the 

comments made by the Ashford Design Panel at pre-application stage. The 

street arrangement seeks to maximise the benefits of strategic views and the 

crown in the south-western corner as an appropriate location for a public open 

space on completely unconstrained land. That space would create welcome 

variety for existing and proposed residents as it would be different in character 

to Bridgefield Community Park and the Local Park on the eastern side of 

Bridgefield.  

140. Parking provision would accord with Policy TRA3(a) of the ALP 2030 – which 

requires additional spaces for some dwellings - and takes into account the 

Council’s adopted Residential Parking and Design Guidance SPD 2010 in 

terms of the need to design in unallocated flexible resource parking into 

streets of different character and I support the widening of on-street parking 

bays.  

141. I consider that the proposed mix of homes is acceptable. Provision of 30% 

affordable housing is as per Policy HOU1 of the ALP 2030 and the typology 

mix of homes would be acceptably varied so as to create an inclusive 

community accommodating a variety of needs. The location of the site 

dictates that the proportion of smaller homes and flats is more limited which I 

do not consider an issue in the context of this site: the proposal is therefore 

acceptable in terms of Policy HOU18 of the ALP 2030. 
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142. As a result of negotiations, the applicant has amended the design to eradicate 

some unnecessary highway engineering detail helping to provide better 

spatial arrangements between homes and provide good routes from rear to 

front gardens for wheeled bins as well as enabling the external space 

standards forming Policy HOU15 of the ALP 2030 to be met. Wheelchair 

accessible homes, as part of affordable housing provision in accordance with 

Policy HOU14 of the ALP 2030, would be provided. 

143. The concentration of the two 3-storey apartment blocks within Collier’s Square 

and the provision of 2.5 storey dwellings as part of the Main Street character 

area would help create an addition to Bridgefield that would have a similar 

intensification at the centre and along the most important street with a 

diminution in intensity at the development fringe. As a result of negotiation, 

the applicant has also amended the clusters of homes along lanes. The 

character of these has improved through enhanced surfacing treatment with 

better trees and shrubs helping to break up and soften the impact of parked 

cars. The provision of unallocated parking as part of streets has also been 

refined helping to prevent uncertainty and potential conflict. 

144. The changes made to Collier’s Square respond to the issues raised by CLG 

during summer 2018 and help retain the design as envisaged as a large 

raised table area but with enhanced clues as to what is carriageway and the 

pedestrian/ cyclist realm moving through the same space. I support the 

intended use of subtle quality kerbing, surfacing design to help facilitate 

crossing and intentional design to prevent inappropriate parking. There are 

some areas that will need further refinement but I propose that finessing 

involving KH&T is the subject of delegation.  

145. In terms of sense of place, all of the above would in my opinion to create an 

extension of Bridgefield with a sense of place. This would be further 

accentuated by the applicants’ proposed contemporary architectural style 

which I consider would sit comfortably with the more traditional homes to the 

north but create a welcome evolution of built form in the locality. The 

proposed style would retain elements of the vernacular (such plain tiled roofs 

with a strong pitch) and vernacular detailing (such as colours, boarding and 

tile hanging) together with sub-urban forms (such as projecting bay windows) 

reinvented in a contemporary fashion together with modern window forms. I 

conclude that the proposal would accord with the good design and place-

making policies CS1 and CS6 of the Core Strategy and policies SP1 and SP6 

of the ALP 2030. 

(f) The acceptability of the applicant’s approach to surface water drainage and 

the addition to the Green Corridor and proposals to assist impacts of vehicle 

emissions on air quality  
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146. The applicant’s approach to SUDs is accepted by KCC as the LLFA as well as 

the Council’s Project Office. The two SUDs basins would be located in Flood 

Zone 2 as part of the applicant’s Linear Park space and, conceptually, the 

approach follows the peripheral swale on the eastern margin of Bridgefield 

and so would fit with the site context. I do feel that there is an increasingly 

strong case to attempt greater penetration of development sites with surface 

level ‘blue grid’ structure in order to best equip places to handle climate 

change and to enhance the character/place-making role that the natural 

environment can have. Notwithstanding, I conclude that the proposal would 

perform acceptably against the adopted SUDS SPD and overarching policies  

CS20 of the Core Strategy and ENV9 of the ALP 2030. 

147. The applicants’ ‘Linear Park’ and Ecology Area are, in my view, acceptable 

additions to the green corridor as required by criterion f) of Policy S14 and 

U21 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 2012. I support the provision 

of surfaced paths through the Linear Park area so as to provide connectivity 

through to Bridgefield Community Park. I deal with the different issue of 

whether the Linear Park can be counted as informal open space as well as in 

lieu strategic park contribution further below. 

148. As a result of negotiations, the applicants’ have agreed to delivery of facilities 

that will enable overnight charging of electric and hybrid vehicles on the plot 

together with the provision of facilities within the parking areas at the two 

apartment blocks. This can form the basis of a planning condition and in my 

opinion is an acceptable response to Policy ENV12 of the ALP 2030 that 

requires major developments to make a contribution towards reducing the 

impact of emissions on air quality. An air quality assessment was not raised 

with the applicant at pre-application stage in 2017 due to the status of the 

Plan at that time and I am satisfied that what is now proposed is a deliverable 

enhancement to the proposals and will help achieve the Council’s objective.   

(g) Mitigating the impacts of the proposed development: contributions to be 

secured by s.106 agreement 

 

Public transport (buses & rail)  

149. Policy S14 criterion c) requires provision to be made for links to the public 

transport network including contributions to the rail station along the Ashford-

Hastings railway line if required. 

150. As I have commented above, bus stops are proposed in Collier’s Square and 

the street layout provides the ability for a bus to enter the site from the north 

via the connection of the new Main Street with the straight stretch of Finn 

Farm Road and then turn within the middle of the site via a simple loop 

system of streets and head back northwards. When Site Policy S45 for Land 
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South of Brockman’s Lane comes forward then the layout of that residential 

site would need to provide an appropriate layout that marries good place-

making with the ability of a bus to turn around: in that scenario the 

aforementioned loop within the current application site would become 

superfluous for buses but would still give a legible layout and hierarchical 

street system.  

151. Bus stop clearways are proposed within Collier’s Square and I propose that 

the applicant be obligated through s.106 agreement to provide them via a 

TRO together with temporary and permanent bus stops and bus shelters in 

positions to be agreed for inward bound travellers. I note the comments from 

Stagecoach in this respect and the strategy can be further refined through the 

s.106 agreement process.  

152. The issue of how a commercial service is to be provided into the site is a 

matter for KCC to consider along with Stagecoach as the bus provider.  In this 

instance, KCC are not securing to procure a service in relation to this site and 

leave the matter to Stagecoach to consider (in addition to timing). Members’ 

will be aware that a bus now accesses the eastern portion of Bridgefield via 

the Accommodation Bridge. It may therefore be that Stagecoach would wish 

to alter that service by extending it southwards into the new development and 

retaining a bus stop facility near to the Accommodation Bridge. There is also 

the option of doing the same but extending the wider loop to include Finberry 

via the ‘bus only’ Northern Link Road from the end of Damara Way to Finberry 

Local Centre. The link road is currently closed to vehicles as Stagecoach has 

not indicated, so far, indicated any desire to use it yet as part of a planned 

service. 

153. Turning to the issue of the potential contribution towards a rail halt at 

Bridgefield, the emphasis in the Policy is ‘if required’. Policy S17 of the 

Ashford Borough Local Plan 2000 (for the extension of Park Farm through the 

creation of the Bridgefield development) envisaged that a rail halt could be 

provided in order to maximise transport options other than the car.  

154. The 1st s.106 agreement for Bridgefield required the developer to identify and 

reserve land for a potential rail halt and use ‘best endeavours’ to pursue the 

provision of a rail halt and provide documentation of that with NR and the train 

operating company. The developer did both. It needs to be stressed that a 

developer cannot simply go ahead and construct an addition to the national 

rail system and it needs the agreement of the rail authorities to actually 

proceed as a deliverable project.  

155. The developer provided comprehensive documentation of the discussions 

with NR about the feasibility of a rail halt and, in summary, the response 

towards the latter half of the previous decade was that the scheme was not 
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one that NR wished to take forward but that the door was, essentially, ‘left 

ajar’, for any business case to be made for it.  

156. When negotiating the 2nd s.106 agreement following the resolution to grant the 

2nd outline permission 10/01711/AS, as NR had not categorically refused to 

entertain the merits of a rail halt, besides rolling forward the safeguarding of 

the rail halt land I also required the developer to fund an independent 

consultant to progress the case for the rail halt.  

157. This took place and, unfortunately, the outcome was that NR was still not 

persuaded that a business case existed for a halt (in essence, the halt would 

simply displace trips from Ashford International rather than generate new 

patronage and there would be attendant practical issues of timetabling and 

journey time increase (though deceleration, stopping, acceleration) to 

consider given the proximity of a halt to Ashford International.  

158. Accordingly, the ‘necessary consents’ were not able to be achieved within the 

deadline in the s.106 agreement (and there has been no indication since of 

any change in stance of NR). This means that there is no active or likely 

proposal for a rail halt and therefore Regulation 122 and para 56 of the NPPF 

mean that there can be no requirement to pursue a financial contribution 

towards it through the proposal for Site S14. The safeguarding of the rail halt 

land is a different matter: it continues to 2021. 

159. Accordingly, in my opinion, the combination of (i) a layout that sensibly 

supports bus penetration, (ii) the provision of bus stops and bus shelters and 

would meet the requirements of S14 criterion c) as well as Policy CS15 of the 

Core Strategy, Policy U24 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD and 

Policies TRA4 and COM1 of the ALP 2030. Table 1 includes the bus service 

contribution but should a compelling case be made by KCC that this should 

not be sought then it can obviously fall away as a s.106 obligation: my 

Recommendation allows for this flexibility as part of delegation. 

 

KCC developer contributions 

160. In respect of the County Council’s non-highway developer contribution 

requests, I consider that all of the requested sums are necessary, directly 

related to the impacts arising and are fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind to the proposed development.  Provision would also accord with 

policies CS1, CS8 and CS18 of the Core Strategy 2008, policy U24 of the 

Urban Sites DPD and policies SP1, COM1 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

 

KH&T local highway network contributions 
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161. In terms of H&T’s requests relating to the local highway network, Members 

will recall that the matter of the upgrade to the Romney Marsh Roundabout 

was first requested by KH&T in the recent Waterbrook application 

(18/00098/AS) and that, in the context of the accepted viability case with that 

application, the request was taken forward at a reduced amount primarily 

through consequential re-profiling of the negotiated contributions package.  

162. The KH&T request of £554,108 (revised downwards from the initial 

representation) is, at the time of drafting this report, the matter of on-going 

discussion between the applicants transport consultants and KH&T in terms of 

the basis and scale of the contribution requested relating to the impacts that 

the scheme generates at RMR.  

163. Ensuring that the proposed development does not have an adverse impact on 

the local highway network is a matter dealt with in development plan policies 

CS8 and CS15 of the Core Strategy 2008 and Policy U24 of the Urban Sites 

and Infrastructure DPD as well as in policies TRA7 and IMP1 of the ALP 

2030. Accordingly, I propose that securing RMR mitigation forms a Head of 

Term. Again, my Recommendation provides the scope for amendment or 

deletion as appropriate under the authority delegated to me once on-going 

discussions are concluded.  

164. The matter of the detail, timing and funding of the alterations to the junction at 

the bridge (including the on-demand cyclist activated phase), the new path 

over Finn Farm Road Bridge and the new path between the bridge and the 

Finn Farm group of converted buildings will all require the applicant to enter 

into an agreement pursuant to s.278 of the Highways Act. This requirement 

can form an obligation in the s.106 agreement.  

165. An important point that will need to be considered alongside proposed 

development phasing (which is not stated in the application) is when it would 

be appropriate to close the stretch of Finn Farm Road to vehicular traffic and 

move to all existing Bridgefield traffic accessing from this direction to use the 

access to Main Street in the proposed development from Brockman’s Lane. 

The applicant will need to fund the making of a Traffic Regulation Order to 

achieve the restriction in use of the existing stretch of street. It will also be 

important to ensure that the Main Street within the site is developed 

expeditiously and offered for to KCC for adoption with a final wearing course 

as it will serve as an access for existing residents. 

166. The issue of speeding vehicles from the Finn Farm Road entrance into 

Bridgefield have been raised by a resident and, clearly, Main Street would 

create a further straight stretch of road before the sharp twist in the 

carriageway at Collier’s Square. The applicant proposes that the new junction 

connecting Main Street with Finn Farm Road and Rutledge Avenue will 
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become a paved raised table with shallow access ramps and the different 

surfacing helping to reduce through speeds. Figure 21 below shows work in 

progress discussion on detail with KH&T. I agree with that proposal.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21: raised table junction at connection of Main Street, Finn Farm 

Road and Rutledge Avenue 

167. Not raised by KH&T so far, there are three issues that do need to be explored 

/ concluded. First, there is a potential need for a crossing point on Violet Way 

as it exits the western part of Bridgefield. At present, the paths on either side 

have a dropped kerb arrangement just north of the junction with Church Hill as 

Figure 22 below shows. With the path upgrades that are proposed by the 

applicant, it is reasonable to conclude that there is potential for non-

carriageway journeys needing to cross the road at this point and that the road 

might be busier too. I therefore wish to explore whether it would be 

appropriate for the developers to fund creation of a non-signalised pedestrian 

crossing. 
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Figure 22: existing dropped kerb crossing point on Violet Way  

168. Second, I consider that there is potential need for some form of crossing 

demarcation (potentially including speed reduction) device at or near to the 

point where users of the new path connecting the Linear Park with Bridgefield 

Community Park would be required to cross Cheeseman’s Green Lane. An 

unsafe crossing point would both dissuade use of the Park facilities and the 

use of the routes through the park as part of desirable non-car movement. 

The issue, and available options, needs further discussion with KH&T as to 

date, it has not been raised. 

169. Third, and following on from my analysis further above in respect of linkages 

to public transport, at the time of drafting this report clarification is awaited 

from KCC as to bus contributions. No representation has been received from 

KCC (or Stagecoach) requesting a contribution whereas a contribution has 

been received in respect of the Kingsnorth Green application also reported on 

this agenda where KCC has suggested it would procure a service. 

170. My Recommendation takes into account all three of the above mentioned 

issues needing to be resolved as well as giving delegated authority for 

amendments, additions and deletions to s.106 obligations.  

 

Strategic highway matters 

171. The HE initially raised issues in respect of the ‘Bellamy-Gurner’ (BG) works to 

the A2070 Southern Orbital ‘Orbital Park’ junction. These works are part of the 

full scheme granted planning permission by the Borough Council under 

reference 10/00672/AS in relation to the nearby Finberry development. The 

BG scheme provides for an increase in capacity to overcome existing 

problems and provide for further development through signalisation of the 
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junction and removal of the existing roundabout. The interim access 

arrangements into Finberry from the ‘left in / left out’ A2070 junction will also 

be upgraded to an all movements junction. All of these works would be funded 

by Crest Nicholson, the developers of Finberry. The works will allow full build 

out of the Finberry scheme because of the extra capacity created on the SRN.  

172. The sequencing of works for J10A has, however, meant that the HE 

requested that the BG works should not commence until the need for the 

existing roundabout to function as a U-turn for southbound vehicles on the 

A2070 accessing Barrey Road has ceased. In this respect, Crest Nicholson 

then made an application in June 2018 (ref 11/00473/AM02/AS) to amend the 

provisions of the associated permission in terms of occupation triggers to 

allow for the requested delay in commencement of the BG works. 

173. Following subsequent discussion with HE and Crest, both are understood to 

be targeting a Spring-Summer commencement of the BG works that should 

take 12 months to complete. The HE has indicated that it would be possible 

for these works to commence before J10A is open to traffic. As a 

consequence, the need for application 11/00473/AM02/AS is obviated: it was 

withdrawn in early September 2018. 

174. HE now raise no objection to the proposal in terms of impact on the SRN 

subject to the Borough Council concluding any payments required using the 

SPG6 methodology: KH&T reach the same conclusion.  

175. Adopted SPG6 to the Borough Local Plan 2000 deals with fair, reasonable, 

proportionate and necessary contributions towards the upgrades at J10. It 

applies to any development within a 5 minute (off peak) isochrone from J10 

that, individually or cumulatively as part of a larger development on the same 

site generate at least 100 2-way vehicle trips in the combined peak hour 

periods. The wording of SPG6 concentrates on contributions towards the 

costs of the schemes: it does not identify a cut off in terms of ‘opening to 

traffic’ as clearly there will be a considerable lag from that to completion.  

176. Therefore, I consider that until the final completion of J10A – which would be 

some time after ‘opening to traffic’ – the Council can require payments 

towards J10A by using the methodology set out in SPG6 and requiring 

entering into an agreement under s.278 of the Highways Act given the pooling 

restrictions required by the current CIL Regulations.  

177. The representations from KH&T and the HE effectively leave this issue for the 

Borough Council to consider and conclude. Clearly, large development 

schemes in the southern part of Ashford are reliant on the combination of J10 

as altered and J10A as to be provided from a capacity perspective: the 

upgrades to the SRN are, in effect, mitigation and so as a broad principle it 
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follows that sites benefitting from that capacity should make proportionate 

contributions to its completion. I am also mindful that Site Policy S4 (Land 

north of Steeds Lane and Magpie Hall Road) and S5 (Land south of Pound 

Lane) – c.550 dwellings – are required to make a proportionate financial 

contribution towards J10A. 

178. The applicant has very recently argued that this site falls outside the 5-minute 

isochrone, on the basis of current drive times and speed limits.  However, it is 

clear in assessment of the isochrone over many years that the insertion of the 

new A2070 roundabout (and its speed limit) for access to Finberry, and the 

increasing general delays to traffic on that road (reflected in Google’s drive-

time data), have increased journey times since SPG6 was first adopted in 

2001.  I am also mindful of the impact of speed restrictions due to construction 

of infrastructure. However, the change from 3-way signalisation to 2-way on 

approach to this site will reduce the journey time from current, and in any 

event, for the isochrone adopted in SPG6 to be redrawn every time there is a 

new speed limit or delay on the road network would be contrary to good 

planning and certainty.  SPG6 has always advised that individual Transport 

Assessments are relevant in analysing the impact of particular developments 

on the network, and major developments outside the isochrone may be 

assessed against the SPG.  This development greatly exceeds SPG6’s 

threshold of 100 2-way vehicle trips between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.   The new 

Local Plan allocations of some sites, which appear to be at least as far from 

J10 as this site but where the draft policy specifically states that a contribution 

is required, confirms that the now out-of-date isochrone is not the final test of 

this matter. 

179. The development plan policy position is that policy U24 of the Urban Sites & 

Infrastructure DPD requires all developments to make provision for 

infrastructure needs arising, by way of “appropriate and proportionate financial 

contributions”.  This site generates part of the demand for J10a, as was 

recognised by the Amey reports underlying the new Local Plan.  Therefore, in 

the interests of proportionality, and equity with other developments that are 

required to contribute to J10a, it is right that an appropriate contribution be 

secured from this site. 

180. I therefore build into my Recommendation a proposal to seek an SPG6 based 

payment via an s.278 Highways Act agreement and to give me delegated 

authority to negotiate an appropriate and proportionate sum. Should the 

applicants make a compelling case as to why such a payment should not be 

made and that case is accepted then this requirement can drop away from the 

s.106 agreement.  
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Community healthcare 

181. The CCG (Ashford) has requested a contribution towards a project to 

extend/alter the Kingsnorth Medical Practice to accommodate the healthcare 

needs generated by the proposed development. I consider that the request is 

acceptable and would accord with Policies CS8 and CS18 of the Core 

Strategy 2008, Policy U24 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 2012 

and policies COM1 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

ABC contributions 

182. I note the contributions requested by Cultural Services derived from the 

adopted Public Green Space and Water Environment SPD 2012. 

183. I note that no contribution is requested in respect of cemeteries. In terms of 

allotments, I agree with an off-site contribution approach. 

184. In respect of on-site play, none is proposed by the applicant at Buttesland 

Copse. At 1.1ha, it can clearly absorb a 0.06ha area (30m x 20m) where soft 

landscaping and tree planting and gradient would not prevent impromptu 

children / older children kick-about activity. I do not consider that this area 

needs to be redesigned as an overt pitch as is suggested: in my opinion that 

would sit poorly with the nature of the space, it reduces the ability for 

residents to use the space informally for other purposes and it is not feedback 

that was given to the applicant at pre-application stage as a site requirement.  

185. I note that the applicant draws attention to the fact that the threshold for the 

provision of on-site play as set out in the SPD is not exceeded by the 

proposals. That, however, simply means that an on-site equipped play facility 

is not required on the development site and it does not mean that the 

development should not, as a matter of principle, make an off-site contribution 

towards provision nearby in order to meet the additional needs that are 

generated.  

186. I am mindful that the site is opposite the Bridgefield Community Park and that 

the play facilities recently opened there would be accessible to residents of 

the scheme. The issue has been further reviewed by Cultural Services and 

the conclusion is that the play provision at the Park is sufficient to provide for 

both the existing Bridgefield development and the potential population arising 

from the development. Therefore, an off-site contribution is not taken forward 

in this instance. 

187. I disagree with the applicant’s contention that the 1.1ha Buttesland Copse 

should be counted both as both open space and in full towards ‘sports 

provision’ with a ‘top-up’ of 0.25ha to the SPD 1.35ha requirement then 
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provided as an off-site contribution. In my view, that approach is seeking to 

‘double count’ the space for two distinct purposes – sports pitches and 

informal open space. An area of informal open space where impromptu ball 

games could occur is not the provision of a sports pitch. I therefore propose 

that a full sports contribution forms an s.106 obligation but agree that it can be 

via an off-site contribution to be spent at the proposed Finberry Sports Hub. 

188. In terms of quantum of informal open space, the SPD based requirement is 

calculated by Cultural Services as 1.70ha rather than the applicant’s 

suggestion of 1.69ha. Buttesland Copse, located on land clear of Flood Zones 

2 & 3, is the primary contributor. Using1.70ha as the starting point, the 

proposal would result in a shortfall at that part of the site of 0.6ha (1.7ha – 

1.1ha).  

189. Although I note the comments from Cultural Services, I consider that it would 

be appropriate to count the proposed Linear Park as a top-up towards the 

informal open space shortfall. The Linear Park is 3.3ha in total and located 

within the lesser constrained Flood Zone 2 (i.e. not the restricted access, 

ecological mitigation functional floodplain located within Flood Zone 3) and the 

proposal is for provision of surfaced movement paths through this peripheral 

environment that would connect residents with the Community Park further to 

the north.  

190. In effect, the space is proposed to be accessible within the constraints 

imposed by Flood Zone 2, the SUDs basins that would be embedded within it 

and the desire to keep it relatively natural in terms of interventions. I therefore 

consider it is therefore reasonable to accept it as an on-site ‘top up’ – as 

opposed to an equal value comparable/substitute space to Buttesland Copse 

- towards the required 1.7ha SPD compliant of informal open space.  

191. The applicant’s proposition in respect of Strategic Parks – the SPD 

contribution towards said Parks being based on a 0.25ha based off-site 

contribution - seeks to use the balance of the Linear Park area beyond the 

aforementioned ‘top-up’ towards on-site informal open space as, defacto, the 

on-site delivery of a ‘strategic’ green space too.  

192. I do not accept that approach. The SPD requires contributions towards 

Conningbrook Park and Discovery Park as the two defined strategic parks 

serving a wide catchment area. It does not allow landowners with constrained 

natural environment that cannot otherwise be built on due to flood restrictions 

to then seek to count that land, firstly, as an informal open space ‘top-up’ (as 

is the case here in respect of balance necessitated by Buttesland Copse 

being 1,1ha rather than 1.7ha) and, secondly, as a strategic parks contribution 

in lieu.  
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193. Ensuring that the eastern constrained part of Site S14 is treated as an 

informal and ecologically managed green addition to the natural green 

corridor environment is a S14 policy requirement and in my opinion what is 

proposed - being a combination of SUDs, paths, some new landscaping 

interventions but generally land being left in its natural state as floodplain 

margins - would achieve that objective.  

194. However, the resultant environment would clearly be localised in its nature to 

Bridgefield and the extension thereof rather a ‘destination strategic park’ 

which is the focus of the SPD and what is intended at Discovery Park and 

Conningbrook Park. Accordingly, I do not accept the applicant’s case and the 

off-site strategic parks contribution needs to be paid in full. I have discussed 

the matter with Cultural Services and it is accepted that the reference in the 

representation to Victoria Park is an error and the correct reference should be 

for the contribution to be towards Conningbrook Park. 

(h) Any other matters 

195. A number of objectors make reference to the approach taken to home 

frontages in the final build out of Bridgefield where soft landscaped front 

gardens were retained by the developer and are maintained by a developer 

established Management Company with the costs recouped through a service 

charge. It is suggested that the Council should not allow this in the new 

development as it is alleged that maintenance has not been as good as was 

identified to purchasers.  

196. The Council does not now adopt public open space and so a developer will be 

required to confirm the proposed management arrangements for open space. 

It is not unusual for a Management Company to be established for upkeep 

and for residents to pay a service charge. Similar private management 

arrangements are often put in place for small communal private parking 

courts. The extension of the approach to include the frontage to building plots 

is a relatively new extension of the private maintenance concept.  

197. Some of the early phases of Bridgefield suffered from landscaping failures / 

removal of planting by new occupiers with consequential adverse impacts on 

the visual quality of the street environment. Whilst Bridgefield as a whole is in 

my opinion now maturing well I can understand the applicants approach to 

ensuring that what is shown on plans approved by the Council is implemented 

and then maintained to maturity: that objective informs standard planning 

conditions. Any purchaser should understand what is being purchased (and 

take legal advice as necessary if that is unclear) and obviously has the option 

not to proceed if full control of the home frontage (in order to do something 

visually different or remove approved landscaping) is the aspiration.  
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198. The wider issue is whether appropriate representation and safeguards can be 

put into proposed private governance arrangements in order to ensure that 

any concerns relating to the management regime and related service charge 

can be properly raised and responded to so that residents can feel that what 

they contribute towards the upkeep of their immediate environment – which 

will ultimately reflect on property values – is appropriate, good quality and fair. 

Policy IMP4 of the ALP 2030 requires appropriate governance arrangements 

to be put in place where private management is proposed. This approach can 

now therefore form an obligation in the s.106 agreement. 

199. I am sure that the applicants will take on board the comments made by the 

objectors, consider them with the Management Company that is used to look 

after the home frontages at Bridgefield and take action as necessary. 

Planning Obligations 

200. Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 says that a 

planning obligation may only constitute a reason for granting planning 

permission for a development if the obligation is: 

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, 

(b) directly related to the development; and 

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 

201. I recommend the planning obligations in Table 1 be required should the 

Committee resolve to grant permission. I have assessed them against 

Regulation 122 and for the reasons given consider they are all necessary to 

make the development acceptable in planning terms, are directly related to 

the development and are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 

development. Accordingly, they may be a reason to grant planning permission 

in this case
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Table 1 

 Planning Obligation 

 

Regulation 122 Assessment 

Detail Amount(s) Trigger Point(s) 

1.  Affordable Housing (on site) 

Provide not less than 30% of 

the units as affordable 

housing 

 

 

Provide on-site not less 

than 30% of the units 

as affordable housing 

comprising 33 % 

Affordable Social rent 

units and 66% 

Affordable Home 

ownership products 

(including a minimum 

half of which is Shared 

Ownership). The 

affordable housing 

shall be managed by a 

registered provider of 

social housing 

approved by the 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as would provide housing 

for those who are not able to rent or 

buy on the open market pursuant to 

Core Strategy policy CS12, policy 

HOU1 and IMP2,  of the Ashford Local 

Plan 2030 submission version the 

Affordable Housing SPD and guidance 

in the NPPF.   

Directly related as the affordable 

housing would be provided on-site in 

conjunction with open market housing. 

Fairly and reasonably related in 

scale and kind as based on a 

proportion of the total number of 
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Council.  

Shared ownership units 

to be leased in the 

terms specified.  

Affordable rent units to 

be let at no more than 

80% market rent and in 

accordance with the 

registered provider’s 

nominations agreement 

housing units to be provided 

 

2.  Primary Schools 

Contribution to KCC towards a 

New 2FE Primary School at 

Court Lodge Kingsnorth 

 

£1,515,970.82 total 

(£1,134 per applicable  

flat & £4,535 per 

applicable house) 

 

1-bed homes less than 

56 sqm GIA excluded 

from definition of 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary to increase capacity 

through a new primary school within 

the vicinity to meet the demand 

generated and pursuant to Core 

Strategy policies CS1, CS2 and CS18, 

saved Local Plan policy CF21, Ashford 

Local Plan 2030 submission version 

policies COM1 IMP1 and IMP2,, 

Developer Contributions/Planning 

Obligations SPG, Education 

Contributions Arising from Affordable 

Housing SPG (if applicable), KCC 
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‘applicable’ 

 

Guide to Development Contributions 

and the Provision of Community 

Infrastructure and guidance in the 

NPPF.   

Directly related as children of 

occupiers will attend primary school 

and the facilities to be funded would be 

available to them.   

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has taken into account the estimated 

number of primary school pupils and is 

based on the number of dwellings and 

because no payment is due on very 

small ‘non-applicable’ 1-bed dwellings 

 

 

 

3.  Primary School  Land    
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Contribution to KCC towards 

2.05ha land acquisition costs 

at Court Lodge, Kingsnorth for 

a new 2FE primary school 

should this prove necessary.   

£790,142.16 total 

(£2,363.93  per 

applicable house & 

£590.98  per applicable 

flat) 

1-bed homes less than 

56 sqm GIA excluded 

from definition of 

‘applicable’ 

 

TBC Necessary as land for the new school 

and the facilities to be built that would 

be funded through a contribution would 

be available to them pursuant to Core 

Strategy policies CS1, CS2 and CS18, 

saved Local Plan policy CF21, Ashford 

Local Plan 2030 submission version 

policies COM1, IMP1 and IMP2,  

Developer Contributions/Planning 

Obligations SPG, Education 

Contributions Arising from Affordable 

Housing SPG (if applicable), KCC 

Guide to Development Contributions 

and the Provision of Community 

Infrastructure and guidance in the 

NPPF 

Directly related as children of 

occupiers will attend the new primary 

school and the facilities to be funded 

would be available to them.   

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has taken into account the estimated 

number of primary school pupils and is 
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based on the number of dwellings and 

because no payment is due on very 

small ‘non-applicable’ 1-bed dwellings 

 

4.  Secondary Schools 
 
Contribution to KCC towards 
the 

Provision of an additional 2FE 

at the new Chilmington 

Secondary School 

 

£1,566,562.90 total 

(£4,115.00 per 

applicable house & 

£1,029.00 per 

applicable flat) 

1-bed homes less than 

56 sqm GIA excluded 

from definition of 

‘applicable’ 

 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as no spare capacity exists 

at any existing secondary school in the 

vicinity to meet the demand generated 

and a new Secondary School is 

proposed to provide additional 

capacity at Chilmington and the 

contribution is necessary pursuant to 

Core Strategy policies CS1, CS2 and 

CS18, saved Local Plan policy CF21, 

Ashford Local Plan 2030 submission 

version policies COM1, IMP1 and 

IMP2,  Developer 

Contributions/Planning Obligations 

SPG, Education Contributions Arising 

from Affordable Housing SPG (if 

applicable), KCC Guide to 

Development Contributions and the 

Provision of Community Infrastructure 
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and guidance in the NPPF. 

Directly related as children of 

occupiers will attend a secondary 

school and the facilities to be funded 

would be available to them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has taken into account the estimated 

number of secondary school pupils 

and is based on the number of 

dwellings and because no payment is 

due on small 1-bed dwellings 

5.  Strategic Road Network: (A) 

Junction 10A & (B) 

improvement of visibility at 

the Sheepfold Lane junction 

 

(A) Contribution to HE 

towards construction of 

junction 10A of the M20 

to be paid through an 

agreement with 

 

 

 

(A) Proportionate 

contribution TBC 

(unless shown to 

be unjustified) 

 

 

 

 

(A) Section 278 

agreement to be 

completed 

before the grant 

of planning 

 

 

 

(A &B) Necessary in order to meet the 

demand generated by the 

development and in the interests of 

highway safety pursuant to Core 

Strategy policies CS1, CS2, CS15 and 
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Highways England 

under section 278 of 

the Highways Act 1980 

 

 

 

(B) Negotiation, provision 

and maintenance of an 

improved visibility splay 

over HE land to assist 

with the safe exit from 

Sheepfold Lane given 

the approach speeds of 

traffic travelling 

northwards on the 

A2070 towards the 

junction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(B)  TBC 

 

 

permission. 

Payment of the 

contribution as 

per the section 

278 agreement  

 

 

(B) Section 278 

agreement with 

HE to be 

completed 

CS18, Urban Sites and Infrastructure 

DPD policy U24, and Ashford Local 

Plan 2030 submission version policies 

TRA1,IMP1 and IMP2 and guidance in 

the NPPF 

(A & B) Directly related as occupiers 

will travel and the new junction and 

junction to be provided with improved 

visibility will be available to them and is 

an improvement related to their 

additional northwards movement 

through the junction. 

(A & B) Fairly and reasonably related 

in scale and kind considering the 

extent of the development and 

because the amount is calculated 

based on the estimated impact of the 

development on the strategic road 

network and the provision of a visibility 

splay accommodates the additional 

loading of the junction with the 

movements generated by the 

proposed development   
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6.  Local primary and 

community health service. 

 

 

 

Contribution to CCG (Ashford) 

towards capacity expansion of 

Kingsnorth Medical Practice  

 

 

 

£269,000 

 

 

TBC 

 

 

Necessary as enhancements to the 

capacity of Kingsnorth Medical 

Practice are required to meet the 

demand that would be generated by 

the development pursuant to Core 

Strategy policy CS18, Urban Sites and 

Infrastructure DPD policy U24), saved 

Local Plan policy CF19, Ashford Local 

Plan 2030 submission version policies 

COM1 IMP1 and IMP2, and guidance 

in the NPPF. 

Directly related as occupiers will use 

the expanded health care facilities and 

the facilities to be funded will be 

available to them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has been calculated based on the 

estimated number of occupiers of the 
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new development 

7.  Local Road Network 1: 

Romney Marsh Roundabout 

(RMR) 

Contribution to KCC towards 

improvements that are a direct 

result of the impact of the 

scheme on the RMR 

 

 

[£554,108] or such 

other proportionate 

sum as may be justified 

 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary in order to meet the 

demands generated by the 

development on RMR in an acceptable 

manner and in the interests of highway 

safety pursuant to Core Strategy 

policies CS1, CS2, CS15 and CS18, 

Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 

policy U24, and Ashford Local Plan 

2030 submission version policies 

TRA1 IMP1 and IMP2, and guidance 

in the NPPF 

Directly related as occupiers will 

travel to and from their homes and the 

RMR roundabout, in an improved form, 

will be available to them and benefit 

them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has been calculated based on the 

estimated number of occupiers at the 
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site and the impact of their associated 

movements on this element of the 

local road network 

 

8.  Local Road Network 2:  

(A) Strategy for the 

procurement, funding 

and provision of 

temporary / permanent 

pair of bus stops and 

pair of bus shelters 

including an Traffic 

Regulation Order 

necessary to achieve 

bus clearways 

(B) Funding the costs of 

making a Traffic 

Regulation Order to 

close the identified 

stretch of Finn Farm 

Road to vehicular traffic 

(C)  Entering into a s.278 

 

(A) To be agreed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(B) To be agreed 

 

 

 

 

(C) To be agreed 

 

 

 

(A) To be agreed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(B) To be agreed 

 

 

 

 

(C) To be agreed 

 

 

 

Necessary in order to meet the 

various movement demands 

generated by the development on the 

local road network in an acceptable 

manner and in the interests of highway 

safety pursuant to Core Strategy 

policies CS1, CS2, CS15 and CS18, 

Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 

policy U24, and Ashford Local Plan 

2030 submission version policies 

TRA1 IMP1 and IMP2, and guidance 

in the NPPF 

Directly related as occupiers will 

travel to and from their homes over 

other elements of the local road 

network and the proposed 

improvements will be available to them 
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Highways Act 

agreement to deliver 

lockable bollards, 

signage, cyclist on 

demand light control at 

Finn Farm Road bridge 

together with (as may 

be required by KH&T) 

surfacing alterations 

and white line removal 

to the stretch of Finn 

Farm Road to be 

closed to vehicular 

traffic  

(D) Enter into a s.278 

Highways Act 

agreement to provide a 

new path over Finn 

Farm Road bridge 

westwards to connect 

to the eastern end of 

the path system that 

ceases at the Finn 

Farm group of 

converted buildings  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(D) To be agreed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(D) To be agreed 

and benefit them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and the impact of the 

movements on the local road network 
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9.  Informal/natural Green 

Space  

 

On-site provision of 

a minimum 1.70 

hectares of useable 

informal space 

through a 

combination of 

Buttesland Copse 

(the primary 

contributor) and the 

Linear Park 

(providing a top-up 

area of space) 

 

 

1.1ha (Buttesland 

Copse) 

0.6ha top-up (from the 

Linear Park) 

 

Total: 1.70ha to be 

privately managed and 

be designed to a 

capital value of 

£127,786 with 

management provision 

of £114,725 in lieu of 

commuted 

maintenance plus on-

going management 

funding from residents 

 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as informal / natural green 

space (through a combination of 

primary contributor and secondary top-

up contributor) is required to meet the 

demand that would be generated 

pursuant to Core Strategy policies 

CS1, CS2 and CS18, Urban Sites and 

Infrastructure DPD policy U24, Ashford 

Local Plan 2030 submission version 

policies COM1, IMP1 and IMP2, Public 

Green Spaces and Water Environment 

SPD and guidance in the NPPF. 

Directly related as occupiers will use 

public open space and the open space 

to be provided would be available to 

them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and because the amount 

has been calculated based on the 
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estimated number of occupiers. 

10.  Allotments 

Contribution towards off-site 

provision in lieu in the locality 

 

£114,372 total 

(£91,074 capital value 

scheme with commuted 

maintenance sum of 

£23,298)  

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as allotments are required 

to meet the demand that would be 

generated and must be maintained in 

order to continue to meet that demand 

pursuant to Core Strategy policies 

CS1, CS2 and CS18, Urban Sites and 

Infrastructure DPD policy U24, Ashford 

Local Plan 2030 submission version 

policies COM1, IMP1 and IMP2, Public 

Green Spaces and Water Environment 

SPD and guidance in the NPPF. 

Directly related as occupiers will be 

able to use allotments and the facilities 

to be provided would be available to 

them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and the number of 

occupiers and the extent of the 

facilities to be provided and maintained 

and the maintenance period is limited 
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to 10 years. 

 

11.  Outdoor Sports Pitches 

Contribution towards the 

Finberry hub of facilities which 

will provide outdoor sport 

provision including a 3G pitch 

 

£676,895 

 

(£560,917 capital value 

contribution with 

associated commuted 

maintenance sum of 

£115,978) 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as outdoor sports pitches 

are required to meet the demand that 

would be generated and must be 

maintained in order to continue to 

meet that demand pursuant to Core 

Strategy policies CS1, CS2 and CS18, 

Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 

policy U24 Public Green Spaces and 

Water Environment SPD and guidance 

in the NPPF 

 

Directly related as occupiers will use 

sports pitches and the facilities to be 

provided at Finberry would be 

available to them. 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the nature of the 

development and as outdoor sports 
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pitches are required to meet the 

demand that would be generated and 

must be maintained 

 

12.  Strategic Parks 

Contribution sought towards 
specific projects TBC at 
Conningbrook Park, Ashford 
 

 

 

£68,129 total 

 

(£51,538 capital value 

contribution with 

associated commuted 

maintenance sum of 

£16,591) 

 

 

TBC 

 
 
Necessary as strategic parks are 
required to meet the demand that 
would be generated and must be 
maintained in order to continue to 
meet that demand pursuant to Core 
Strategy policies CS1, CS2, CS18 and 
CS18a, Urban Sites and Infrastructure 
DPD policy U24 , Ashford Local Plan 
2030 submission version policies 
COM1 and IMP1Public Green Spaces 
and Water Environment SPD and 
guidance in the NPPF 
. 
Directly related as occupiers will use 
strategic parks and the facilities to be 
provided at these destination spaces 
would be available to them 
 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 



Ashford Borough Council - Report of Head of Development Management and Strategic Sites 

Planning Committee 14 November 2018 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

development and the number of 

occupiers and the extent of the 

facilities to be provided and maintained 

at these destination spaces and the 

maintenance period is limited to 10 

years 

13.  Community Learning  
 
Contribution to KCC towards 
Adult Education Centre local 
to Kingsnorth to provide IT, 
equipment and additional 
services 

 

£12,161,45 total 

 

(£34.45 per dwelling) 

 

TBC 

 
 
Necessary as additional community 
learning resources will be required to 
meet the demand that would be 
generated and pursuant to Core 
Strategy policy CS18, Urban Sites and 
Infrastructure DPD policy U24), 
Ashford Local Plan 2030 submission 
version policies COM1, IMP1 and 
IMP2, KCC Guide to Development 
Contributions and the Provision of 
Community Infrastructure and 
guidance in the NPPF. 
 
Directly related as occupiers will use 
enhanced community learning facilities 
and the resources to be funded will be 
available to them 
 
Fairly and reasonably related scale 
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and kind considering the extent of the 
development and because the amount 
has taken into account the estimated 
number of users and is based on the 
number of dwellings 
 

14.  Social Care Contribution (1)  

Contribution to KCC towards 

improvements to Fairlawns 

Respite Centre, Ashford  

 

£19,912.73 total 

(£56.41 per dwelling) 

 

TBC  

 

Necessary as additional social care 

facilities will be required to meet the 

demand that would be generated 

pursuant to Core Strategy policy 

CS18, Urban Sites and Infrastructure 

DPD policy U24, Ashford Local Plan 

2030 submission version policies 

COM1, IMP1 and IMP2, KCC Guide to 

Development Contributions and the 

Provision of Community Infrastructure 

and guidance in the NPPF. 

Directly related as occupiers will use 

adult social care and the facilities to be 

provided would be available to them 

Fairly and reasonably related in 

scale and kind considering the extent 

of the development and because 
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amount calculated based on the 

number of  dwellings 

15.  Social Care Contribution (2) 

Provision of adaptable homes 

as part of the affordable 

housing provision 

 

x 4 wheelchair 

adaptable homes 

(location, size to be 

agreed) in order to 

meet social care 

needs. 

2 x 2-bedroom homes 

to be constructed as 

wheelchair accessible 

 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary as part of inclusive on-site 

direct social care provision which is be 

required to meet the demand from 

persons with disabilities for such 

accommodation that would be 

generated pursuant to Core Strategy 

policy CS18, Urban Sites and 

Infrastructure DPD policy U24, Ashford 

Local Plan 2030 submission version 

policies COM1, IMP1 and IMP2, KCC 

Guide to Development Contributions 

and the Provision of Community 

Infrastructure and guidance in the 

NPPF. 

Directly related as occupiers of the 

wheelchair adaptable homes will use 

and have the homes designed to 

accommodate their specific needs 

available to them 

Fairly and reasonably related in 
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scale and kind considering the extent 

of the development and because the 

amount of provision is calculated 

based on the number of dwellings to 

be developed 

16.  Library book-stock 
 
Contribution to KCC towards 
Stanhope Library for 
additional book-stock and 
shelving  

 

£64,773.79 total 

(£183.50 per dwelling) 

 

TBC 

 
 
Necessary to meet the additional 
demand for books (and the related 
additional storage requirement) 
generated and pursuant to Core 
Strategy policies CS8 andCS18, Urban 
Sites and Infrastructure DPD policy 
U24, Ashford Local Plan 2030 
submission version policies COM1, 
IMP1 and IMP2, KCC Guide to 
Development Contributions and the 
Provision of Community Infrastructure 
and guidance in the NPPF 
. 
Directly related as occupiers will use 
the nearby library facilities and the 
facilities to be funded will be available 
to them. 
 

Fairly and reasonably related scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 
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development and because the amount 

has taken into account the estimated 

number of users and is based on the 

number of dwellings 

17.  Youth Services 
 
 
Contribution to KCC towards 
additional equipment at 
Kingsnorth to enable Outreach 
Service provision 

 

£9,851.68 total 

 

(£27.91 per dwelling) 

 

TBC 

 
 
Necessary to enable the provision of 
additional equipment local to the 
development to meet the youth 
demand that would be generated and 
pursuant to Core Strategy policy 
CS18, Urban Sites and Infrastructure 
DPD policy U24, Ashford Local Plan 
2030 submission version policies 
COM1, IMP1 and IMP2, KCC Guide to 
Development Contributions and the 
Provision of Community Infrastructure 
and guidance in the NPPF. 
 
Directly related as occupiers will use 
the youth service facilities and the 
facilities to be funded will be available 
to them 
 
Fairly and reasonably related in scale 
and kind considering the extent of the 
development and because the amount 
has taken into account the estimated 
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number of users and is based on the 
number of dwellings and because no 
payment is due on small 1-bed 
dwellings or sheltered accommodation 
specifically for the elderly 

18.  Monitoring Fee 
 
Contribution towards the 
Council’s costs of monitoring 
compliance with the 
agreement or undertaking 
 

 

£1000 per annum until 

development is 

completed 

 
 
First payment upon 
commencement of 
development and on 
the anniversary thereof 
in subsequent years 

 

 
 
Necessary in order to ensure the 
planning obligations are complied with. 
 
Directly related as only costs arising 
in connection with the monitoring of 
the development and these planning 
obligations are covered. 
 
Fairly and reasonably related in scale 
and kind considering the extent of the 
development and the obligations to be 
monitored 

19.  Governance 

Management and 

maintenance arrangements 

for all areas to be maintained 

(excluding the Ecological 

Area) via service charge to 

residents including details of 

resident participation & 

 

To be agreed 

 

TBC 

 

Necessary in order to ensure that 
appropriate arrangements are made 
for the governance and maintenance 
of public space and other on-site areas 
through a service charge (excluding 
the Ecology Area) in accordance with 
Policy IMP4 of the Ashford Local Plan 
2030 submission version 
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representation 

 

  

 
Directly related as the management 
and maintenance needs arise from the 
occupiers of the proposed 
development and the open and 
informal spaces that will need to be 
provided on-site and thereafter 
managed & maintained and it is 
appropriate to ensure acceptable 
arrangements with adequate 
safeguards are put in place relating to 
service charges 
 

Fairly and reasonably related in scale 

and kind considering the extent of the 

development and the areas, excluding 

the Ecology Area, that will be required 

to be managed and maintained 

20.  Regulation 123(3) compliance: Fewer than five planning obligations which provide for the funding or provision of the 
projects above or the types of infrastructure above have been entered into. 
 
Notices must be given to the Council at various stages in order to aid monitoring.  All contributions are index linked in order 
to maintain their value.  The Council’s legal costs in connection with the deed must be paid. 
 

If an acceptable deed is not completed within 3 months of the committee’s resolution, the application may be refused. 
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21.  The contributions to KCC are to be index linked by the BCIS General Building Cost Index from Oct 2016 to the date of 
payment (Oct-16 Index 328.3) and are valid for 3 months from the date of KCC’s request after which they may need to be 
recalculated due to changes in district council housing trajectories, on-going planning applications, changes in capacities 
and forecast rolls, projects and build costs.  
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Human Rights Issues 

202. I have also taken into account the human rights issues relevant to this 

application. In my view, the “Assessment” section above and the 

Recommendation below represent an appropriate balance between the 

interests and rights of the applicant (to enjoy their land subject only to 

reasonable and proportionate controls by a public authority) and the interests 

and rights of those potentially affected by the proposal (to respect for private 

life and the home and peaceful enjoyment of their properties). 

Working with the applicant 

203. In accordance with paragraphs 38 of the NPPF, Ashford Borough Council 

(ABC) takes a positive and creative approach to development proposals 

focused on solutions. ABC works with applicants/agents in a positive and 

creative manner as explained in the note to the applicant included in the 

recommendation below. 

Conclusion 
 
204. The principle of the site being developed is in conflict with the existing 

development plan, however it accords with existing national and emerging 

local planning policies and there is no impediment to determining the 

application in advance of the adoption of the ALP 2030.  The proposed 

allocation of this site, and the advanced stage that the emerging Plan has 

reached, with no changes being proposed to proposed site policy S14 by the 

Inspectors, are matters of considerable weight.  In this case, I consider that 

they outweigh the in-principle conflict with policy HG5 of the 2000 Local Plan. 

205. I consider that the applicant has satisfactorily investigated the aspiration in 

Policy S14 for direct access from the Finn Farm Road bridge and, 

unfortunately, that is not an avenue that can be pursued further. The Council 

has accepted that position in its submissions to the ALP 2030 Examination in 

Public. 

206. In terms of alternative access arrangements I consider that the proposed 

connections for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians are acceptable and that the 

scheme accords with policies CS1, CS9 and CS15 of the Core Strategy and 

policies S14, TRA5, TRA6, TRA7, COM1 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

207. I consider that the proposal accords with good design policies CS1 and CS9 

of the Core Strategy and policies SP1 and SP6 of the ALP 2030 generally 

and, specifically, the requirement of criteria a) and d) of Policy S14 and TRA6 

of the ALP 2030. 
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208. I do not consider that the proposed new path providing connection over the 

Finn Farm Road bridge westwards would have a harmful impact on the 

existing character and setting of the group of listed buildings at Finn Farm. 

The proposal would therefore be in accordance with Policies CS1 of the Core 

Strategy and Policy ENV13 of the ALP 2030. 

209. The proposed layout, mix, nature of building forms and their location, parking 

provision, access to open space (within the site and at its fringe as well as 

close by where space includes equipped play) and architectural style would all 

combine to create a well-designed development with a strong sense of place. 

Affordable housing would be policy complaint and provision is made for a 

number of wheelchair adaptable affordable homes. The design of Collier’s 

Square has evolved to take account of CLG advice in discussion with KH&T 

but still retains its role as a component part of place-making and an area 

designed to calm through traffic speeds. The scheme would comply with 

policies CS1 and CS6 of the Core Strategy and policies SP1, SP6, TRA3(a) 

and HOU1, HOU14, HOU15 and HOU18 of the ALP 2030. 

210. The scheme would have an acceptable SUDS system and deliver a sensible 

addition to undeveloped floodplain and floodplain margins forming part of the 

green corridor natural space. As a result of negotiations, provision will be 

made for the slow charge of electric and hybrid vehicles at houses and at the 

apartment blocks areas are to be provided for the same together with a future 

proofing strategy. The scheme therefore accords with policy CS20 of the Core 

Strategy, Policy U21 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD 2012 and 

policies ENV9 and ENV12 of the ALP 2030. 

211. There is no active or likely proposal for a rail halt and therefore there can be 

no requirement to pursue a financial contribution towards it through criterion c) 

of Policy S14 of the ALP 2030. The issue of a contribution towards bus 

service provision is a matter to be resolved at the time of finalising this report. 

The layout sensibly plans for bus penetration and a bus shelter and stops can 

be provided in Collier’s Square. I conclude that the proposal accords with 

requirements of S14 criterion c) as well as Policy CS15 of the Core Strategy, 

Policy U24 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD and Policies TRA4 and 

COM1 of the ALP 2030. 

212. The KCC non-highway developer contribution requests are supported. 

Provision would also accord with policies CS1, CS8 and CS18 of the Core 

Strategy 2008, policy U24 of the Urban Sites DPD and policies SP1, COM1 

and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

213. KH&T raise no objection to the proposal although some aspects of the layout 

will still require further finessing and that is built into my Recommendation. 

The issue of a contribution towards improvements to RMR will be taken 
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forward in continuing discussion with the applicants about the need for and 

scale of the contribution requested. There are other off-site highway matters 

that need resolution too. On the basis that all of these issues are concluded 

then the proposal would accord with policies CS8 and CS15 of the Core 

Strategy 2008 and Policy U24 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD as 

well as policies TRA7 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030.  Strategic highway network 

contributions also need to be concluded. I have factored the potential need for 

a payment to be made towards the construction of J10a and this will be the 

subject of further negotiation. 

214. The proposal gives rise to a number of impacts that can be mitigated through 

direct provision on site, off-site provision in lieu and mixture of the two. These 

include matters raised by KCC, the CCG (Ashford) and those falling to this 

Council in terms of space, parks, sports and allotments. I conclude that a 

number of impacts will require mitigation through contributions via a s.106 

agreement. This accords with Policies CS1, CS8 and CS19 of the Core 

Strategy, policy U24 of the Urban Sites and Infrastructure DPD and policies 

S14, SP1, COM1, COM2 and IMP1 of the ALP 2030. 

215. Governance proposals for the site can be secured through an s.106 obligation 

in accordance with Policy IMP4 of the ALP 2030. 

216. In the light of the above, I am satisfied that the proposal would accord with the 

provisions of the emerging Development Plan read as a whole and this is a 

material consideration of sufficient weight to recommend granting planning 

permission without further delay. 

Recommendation 

 

(A) Subject to resolution, to the satisfaction of the Head of Development 

Management and Strategic Sites or the Joint Development Control 

Managers, of (i) any outstanding matters of fine detail relating to layout, 

streets and spaces and the approval of amended plans as appropriate, 

and (ii) any remaining on-site / off-site highway matters (including those 

proposed to be the subject of mitigation set out in Table 1) with Kent 

Highways & Transportation and/or Highways England, and,  

 

(B) Subject to the applicant first entering into a section 106 

agreement/undertaking in respect of planning obligations detailed in 

Table 1 (and any section 278 agreement so required), in terms agreeable 

to the Head of Development Management and Strategic Sites or the 

Joint Development Control Managers in consultation with the Director of 

Law and Governance, with delegated authority to either the Head of 
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Development Management and Strategic Sites or the Joint Development 

Control Managers to make or approve changes to the planning 

obligations and planning conditions (for the avoidance of doubt 

including additions, amendments and deletions) as she/he sees fit, 

 

(C) PERMIT  

subject to planning conditions and notes, including those dealing with 

the subject matters identified below, with any ‘pre-commencement’ 

based planning conditions to have been the subject of the agreement 

process provisions effective 01/10/2018  

 

1. Standard time condition 

2. Development carried out in accordance with the approved plans 

3. Development phasing plan to be submitted 

4. Construction Management & Logistics Plan (including Code of Construction 

Practice, hours of working, site personnel parking, wheel washing, hours for 

any construction traffic to travel to the site via Violet Way Kingsnorth) to be 

approved 

5. Approved parking to be provided, interior of shared car barns not to be altered 

through subdivision by additional fences or walls & permitted development 

rights removed for attachment of doors or shutters to car barns 

6. Bicycle storage to be provided with submission of further details as necessary 

7. Visibility splays as required to be provided & protected by KH&T  

8. Travel plan 

9. Provision of level thresholds 

10. Hard landscaping (including details of materials, fencing, bollards, seating and 

the provision of a finger sign to features of landscape interest at an 

appropriate point at Buttesland Copse and a parish notice board)  

11. Soft landscaping, including 10 year period of maintenance  

12. Tree pit details 

13. Protection of retained trees and hedgerows 

14. Details of earthworks 

15. SUDs & minimum floor levels for housing development areas 

16. Foul drainage 

17.  High speed fibre optic broadband to be provided. 

18. Archaeology  
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19. Biodiversity mitigation strategy (including implementation) 

20. Bat and bird boxes 

21. Materials, fenestration and boundary details 

22. Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (including proposed long term 

management of the identified Ecology Area) 

23. Internal sound levels – residential 

24. Electric charging points at houses, flats over parking and apartments 

25. Remediation 

26.  Water efficiency 

27. Highways adoption related to phases (including Main Street providing access 

to Bridgefield)  

28. Monitoring 

29. Sensitive lighting 

30. Proposed governance of open and informal space and any other areas 

(excluding the Ecology Area)   

 

Notes 

 

1. S.106 agreement 

2. Working with the applicant 

3. Materials to be of high quality 

4.  Proposed purchasers to be aware of inability of car barns to be altered 

through attachment of doors 

5. Proposed purchasers to understand the arrangements for the proposed 

governance of space, including space forming the frontage to plots, and take 

professional advice as necessary    

 
 

Background Papers 

All papers referred to in this report are currently published on the Ashford Borough 

Council web site (www.ashford.gov.uk). Those papers relating specifically to this 

application may be found on the View applications on line pages under planning 

application reference 18/00652/AS. 

Contact Officer:  Roland Mills 

Email:    roland.mills@ashford.gov.uk 

Telephone:    (01233) 330334

http://www.ashford.gov.uk/
http://planning.ashford.gov.uk/planning/Default.aspx?new=true
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