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Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan: Regulation 16 Consultation Response Report 
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hearing? 
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Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst 
Neighbourhood 
Plan? 

Supporting 
Documents 

1 Lidl Infrastructure On behalf of Lidl GB Ltd, I note the proposed local plan includes provision for the development of infrastructure due to the 
proposed expansion of the town population. I would like to register our interest in providing the local community with a new 
discount food store to enable a wider option of food shopping without having to travel further afield. 

No Yes  

2 Peter V P Mellor Site LGS14 
King George V 
Field, 
Sissinghurst 

Site LGS14. The western part of the site is NOT part of the George V Field.  
It is a separate privately-owned grass field currently used for sheep grazing. 
It is part of the adjacent Mill Farm in Mill Lane. 
Delineated on the attached Page 56 of the NDP. 

No Yes See edited version of 
page 56 of the NDP on 
page 48 of this 
document 

3 Southern Water Policy LN3.5 
Local 
Protection & 
Enhancement 
of the Crane 
Valley 

Policy LN3.5 Local Protection & Enhancement of the Crane Valley - Southern Water understands the desire to protect Crane 
Valley. However, we cannot support the current wording of the policy as it could create a barrier to statutory utility providers, 
such as Southern Water, from delivering essential infrastructure required to serve existing and planned development. 
 
Policy LN3.5 seeks to prevent development in Crane Valley, however this does not take account of the potential requirement 
for essential utilities infrastructure, or consider the need for any potential future upgrades at Cranbrook Wastewater 
Treatment Works, which is located adjacent to Crane Brook. 
 
Paragraph 177 of the NPPF (2021) states that:  
When considering applications for development within National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
permission should be refused for major development other than in exceptional circumstances 
 
As we stated in response to the pre-submission stage of your consultation, Southern Water considers that should the need 
arise, exceptional circumstances exist in relation to the provision of essential wastewater infrastructure required to serve new 
and existing customers.  This is because there are limited options available with regard to location, as the infrastructure would 
need to connect into existing networks. The draft National Planning Practice Guidance recognises this scenario and states 
that ‘it is important to recognise that water and wastewater infrastructure can have specific locational needs (and often 
consists of engineering works rather than new buildings). This means exceptionally otherwise protected areas may have to be 
considered, where this is consistent with their designation.’  
 
Proposed amendments 
 
Having regard to the above, we therefore request the following addition to Policy LN3.5 (additional text is shown within square 
brackets):  
 
To protect and enhance the role of the Crane Valley as an area of natural flood 
management and for the establishment of nature recovery networks, proposals for 
major development in parts of the Crane Valley beyond the footprint of existing 
historic farmsteads or previously developed land, as described on High Weald AONB 
Map “Crane Valley and Its Setting”, will not be supported, [unless it is essential to meet specific necessary utility infrastructure 
needs and no feasible alternative site is available.] 
 

No Yes  

4 Southern Water Additional 
Policy on the 
Provision of 
Infrastructure 
(Section 9) 

Additional Policy on the Provision of Infrastructure (Section 9) - Southern Water is the statutory wastewater undertaker for 
Cranbrook & Sissinghurst and as such has a statutory duty to serve new development within the parish.   
 
Although there are no current plans, over the life of the Neighbourhood Plan, it may be that we will need to provide new or 
improved infrastructure either to serve new development and/or to meet stricter environmental standards. As we stated in our 
response to the pre-submission stage of your consultation, it is important to have policy provision in the Neighbourhood Plan 
which seeks to ensure that the necessary infrastructure is in place to meet these requirements. 

No Yes  
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We could find no policies to support the general provision of new or improved utilities infrastructure. The NPPF (2021) 
paragraph 28 establishes that communities should set out detailed policies for specific areas including 'the provision of 
infrastructure and community facilities at a local level', and the National Planning Practice Guidance states that ‘Adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development’. 
 
Although the Parish Council is not the planning authority in relation to wastewater development proposals, support for 
essential infrastructure is required at all levels of the planning system. 
 
Proposed amendments 
To ensure consistency with the NPPF and facilitate sustainable development, we propose an additional policy as follows: 
 
New and improved utility infrastructure will be encouraged and supported in order to meet the identified needs of the 
community subject to other policies in the plan. 

5 Tunbridge Wells 
District Committee 
of CPRE Kent 
 

Those parts of 
the 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 
mentioned in 
the comments 
under item 2. 
We do not 
comment on 
the supporting 
documents. 

CPRE Kent is the Kent Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England which is part of the national CPRE network of 
charities.  
It is our objective to retain and promote a beautiful and thriving countryside that is valued by everyone. We believe the 
planning system should protect and enhance the countryside in the public interest for the important contribution it makes to 
people's physical and mental wellbeing, as well as its vital role in feeding the nation. It is our position that local planning 
authorities should seek to ensure that the impact of development on the countryside, both directly and indirectly, is kept to a 
minimum and that development is sustainable in accordance with national planning policy. 
 
General 
We commend this comprehensive and well-drafted Neighbourhood Plan, which is the result of five years’ intensive work by 
the Parish Council and those residents who contributed to draft Plan at different stages of its preparation. We trust that it will 
find favour with the Inspector and with the residents of the Parish in a referendum. If adopted, the Plan should help to ensure 
that local considerations, demonstrated to be important to the local community, are taken into account in the consideration of 
future planning applications in Cranbrook & Sissinghurst and that future development in the Parish will be guided by the 
Vision and Policies set out in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
We have a few, relatively minor comments on the Regulation 16 Consultation Draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, which we 
trust are of a character which could, without further consultation be incorporated in the version of the Plan to be submitted to 
the Inspector. We emphasise that we have no desire to subject the Plan to a further process of consultation. 
 
Policy LN3.7 
It is unclear why paragraph 3.43(a) is limited to development proposals within the settlements of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 
and outlying hamlets. The importance of protecting the historic landscape is no less for developments proposed at isolated 
farmsteads or other locations outside existing settlements. The recent development at Turnden Farmstead is a case in point. 
Policy HD4.6 deals with developments at historic farmsteads, but covers different ground from Policy LN3.7. 
We would suggest addressing this point by deleting the words, “within the settlements of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst, and 
outlying hamlets”. 
 
Section 4: Heritage and Design: Overall Policy Aims (after paragraph 4.9) 
The fourth and fifth bullets deal with the setting of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst respectively. It is unclear whether the words 
“its views” in each bullet point refers to vies of or from the respective places, or to both. We suggest that this could be 
clarified. 
 
Policy HD4.3 
In relation to protecting and enhancing shopfronts, Paragraph (b) states that the inclusion of features such as, inter alia 
“signage” will be supported. Some indication of the type of signage that would be supported should be given. 
We suggest inserting “appropriate”, or some other suitable adjective, before “signage”. 

Yes Yes  
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Policy HD4.11(b) 
CPRE’s view, expressed in its submissions in the course of the examination of the new Local Plan for Tunbridge Wells, is that 
developments should in all cases use land as efficiently as possible, to limit the amount of greenfield land consumed by 
development. We accordingly do not agree with the principle that lower densities are appropriate to “make the transition to the 
edge of the site, away from the core area”. 
We suggest deleting the last sentence of subparagraph (b). 
 
Policy HD4.12 
We suggest that the supporting text might refer to limiting the hours during which street lighting and other outdoor lighting is 
used to those which are essential for public safety or security. 
 
Section 7: Housing: Introduction 
We note that paragraph 7.9, which refers to the application for 164-168 homes at Turnden, which was called in for decision by 
the Secretary of State, os more than 12 months out-of-date and should be updated to reflect the situation pertaining when the 
Plan is submitted to the Inspector. 

6 High Weald Swift 
Conservation 
Group 

Policy LN3.2 
(e) (page 22) 

I support this clause relating to integrated bat and bird boxes, to enhance biodiversity in line with National Planning Policy 
Guidance (Natural Environment paragraph 023). 
 
I request that ""such as swift bricks"" is added to the sentence to match the wording in NPPG paragraph 023. 
 
Swift bricks are noted to be a universal nest brick for a range of small birds, for example by NHBC Foundation (section 8.1, 
page 42): 
 
https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/S067-NF89-Biodiversity-in-new-housing-
developments_FINAL.pdf 
 
I request that ""installed in line with best practice guidance"" is added. Best practice guidance including locations and 
numbers is provided by BS 42021:2022, in addition to RIBA Designing for Biodiversity 2013, and CIEEM: 
 
https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/  

No Yes  

7 Lichfields obo 
Berkeley Homes 

Policies LN3.5, 
LN3.8, HD4.4 
and HO7.1 

We write on behalf of our client, Berkeley Homes (Eastern Counties) Ltd (‘Berkeley Homes’), in response to the above 
consultation. Berkeley Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment on the new Neighbourhood Plan for Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst. Berkeley Homes has an interest in land at Turnden, adjacent to Hartley Road, Cranbrook, which has a draft 
allocation (AL/CRS 3) in Tunbridge Wells Borough Councils’ (TWBC) emerging Local Plan. 
 
This letter sets out Berkeley Homes’ response to the Regulation 16 stage version of the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 
Neighbourhood Plan dated July 2022. The comments are organised by the policy they relate to. 
 
Introduction 
 
Berkeley Homes has control of land at Turnden which is allocated (AL/CRS 3) in the emerging Local Plan for housing and is 
also the subject of a live planning application (ref. 20/00815/FULL, APP/M2270/V/21/3273015) which has recently been 
subject to a Call-in Inquiry and is currently under consideration by the Secretary of State. The application seeks permission 
for the construction of 165 new dwellings and associated landscape management works, with the remaining 14.5ha of the site 
given over to landscaping, enhanced green and blue infrastructure, and ecological works. 
 
Following a positive recommendation by Officers and resolution of the Planning Committee members to grant permission 
subject to conditions and completion of a s106 agreement (which was completed on 30 March 2021), the application was 

Did not say Did not say  

https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/
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called in on 12 April 2021 by the Secretary of State. A 16 day public inquiry was held between September and November 
2021 attended by, among others, TWBC, Natural England, and the High Weald AONB Unit. 
 
The Inspector’s report was issued to the Secretary of State for consideration on 4th April 2022. 
 
Development at the Turnden site has been found suitable by TWBC through extensive assessment undertaken in the plan-
making process. It is envisaged that the Inspector’s report on the Local plan will be published shortly and we understand that 
TWBC are seeking to adopt the Local Plan by early next year. As stated above it has also been tested through their 
consideration of the planning application and expert witnesses were called at the recent planning Inquiry. The potential 
impacts of the development on the character and appearance of the area, the AONB, the capacity of local infrastructure and 
the landscape have therefore been considered at length and a decision on this is expected in the near future. 
 
As you will be aware, a neighbourhood plan should support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the local plan or spatial 
development strategy and should shape and direct development that is outside of those strategic policies (as outlined in 
paragraph 13 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework). A draft neighbourhood plan or Order must be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan in force if it is to meet the basic condition. Although a draft 
neighbourhood plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an emerging local plan the reasoning and evidence 
informing the local plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against which a 
neighbourhood plan is tested. For example, up-to-date housing need evidence is relevant to the question of whether a 
housing supply policy in a neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. 
 
It is in the context of the above that we make the following comments on the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Policy LN3.5 – Local Protection and Enhancement of the Crane Valley 
Policy LN3.5 seeks to protect and enhance the role of the Crane Valley as an area of natural flood management and for the 
establishment of nature recovery networks. The policy states that proposals for major development in parts of the Crane 
Valley beyond the footprint of existing historic farmsteads or previously developed land will not be supported. Figure 03 
demonstrates a 500m buffer from the Crane Brook in which it is understood that the policy will apply. 
 
Supporting text in the Introduction of the plan (paras 7.9 – 7.11) sets out that as the outcome is not yet known of the call-in 
Inquiry, ‘TWBC draft Policy AL/CRS3 is in doubt’, therefore Policy LN3.5 remains in the plan despite its conflict with this 
emerging policy. Although the outcome of the call-in Inquiry is not yet known, this is a separate process from the Examination 
of the TWBC Local Plan and it is incorrect to state that the status of the Inquiry casts doubts on draft Policy AL/CRS3. The 
supporting text also states that ‘robust evidence’ was provided by Kent County Council (KCC) during the Regulation 14 
consultation, in relation to this policy. This has not been published (it is not included in KCC’s response in the Consultation 
Statement) and is inconsistent with previously published comments by KCC and DEFRA flood maps. It is requested that this 
evidence is made public and further clarity is provided on this. 
As stated above, it is important that the Neighbourhood Plan is consistent with the TWBC Local Plan, which is likely to be 
adopted shortly, in terms of the delivery of strategic policies. Through extensive assessment as part of the Local Plan 
process, TWBC have found the site at Turnden suitable for major development; its allocation in the emerging Plan is in 
accordance with these findings and it is expected that the Local Plan Inspector will support this. 
 
More specifically, the extensive evidence prepared in relation to the site as part of the Local Plan evidence base and planning 
application, which was considered in detail at the Call-in Inquiry, demonstrates the acceptability of the land at Turnden for 
major development, in the context of its location in the Crane Valley and High Weald AONB. 
 
The potential impact of development on the character and appearance of the area, including the AONB, have been 
considered in detail as part of the plan-making process. TWBC’s approach is set out in the Development Strategy Topic 
Paper which forms part of the Local Plan evidence base. Following Regulation 18 consultation, TWBC commissioned HDA to 
undertake a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment for all 17 draft site allocations considered to be ‘major’ in AONB terms. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/2-achieving-sustainable-development#para013
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#basic-conditions-for-neighbourhood-plan-to-referendum
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#evidence-to-support-a-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#evidence-to-support-a-neighbourhood-plan
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Natural England and the AONB Unit were consulted on the LVIA methodology. The LVIA considered, among other things, 
that the ”existing containment of the site would restrict the visibility of the proposed development”, that “the retention of 
approximately 2/3 of the site as open space allows for some substantial enhancements” and that not only could the 
development of the site be achieved without 
residual significant landscape and visual effects, but that “There is also the potential for the proposals within the allocated site 
to enhance the landscape of the AONB” (emphasis added). 
 
With regard to the site’s location in the Crane Valley, this has been considered at length at the recent public Inquiry. The proof 
of evidence submitted by Mr Duckett of HDA on behalf of TWBC considers the question of whether development at the site 
would have an unacceptable effect on the AONB in general and the Crane Valley in particular. Mr Duckett concludes at 
paragraphs 10.6.7 – 10.6.9 of his proof that: 

‘The town’s relationship with the Crane valley has been highlighted in the District-wide landscape assessment as an 
integral part of the settlement pattern and setting, “The Crane Valley is an integral part of the green infrastructure of 
the town cutting through the built-up area forming a key element in the setting of the town”. The proposed housing 
would consolidate settlement along the valley side, but do not extend it beyond the permitted Turnden Farmstead 
development. The wider land holding would provide a permanent and robust rural boundary to the town ensuring the 
setting to the town and the wider Crane valley would be sustained in perpetuity. 
 
The in-combination effects of permitted development at Turnden Farmstead and Brick Kiln farm and the application 
site would not be substantial and would not have a significant effect on the wider 
AONB.’ 

 
Mr Duckett also refers to the benefits that would be offered to the valley if development is allowed in accordance with the draft 
Local Plan allocation. 
 

Benefits which arise from the scheme include new permissive footpaths which will connect the wider Crane valley and 
Turnden Farmstead Development through the application site to the Brick Kiln Farm development, with the potential 
to link to the town centre. The additional permissive routes would ensure that the Crane Valley would continue to be 
an integral part of the green infrastructure of the town. 

 
The above demonstrates that development at the proposed allocation site can be achieved while maintaining the importance 
of the setting of the Crane Valley and providing benefits such as 
improvements to the green infrastructure of Cranbrook. 
 
There is no such technical evidence, or consideration of benefits that could be delivered through development, to support the 
policy approach for the Crane Valley that is set out in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
In terms of the Crane Valley’s role as an area of natural flood management, the impacts of development at the site in terms of 
drainage were thoroughly tested at application stage. The Committee Report sets out that KCC, the EA and Southern Water 
were content with the proposals in relation to drainage and flooding and concluded that overall, there are not considered to be 
any significant drainage issues at this site which cannot be dealt with by planning conditions (para 10.66). This demonstrates 
that development at this site can be accommodated without any adverse drainage or flood risk impacts. The Committee 
Report also sets out that the proposed scheme results in a significant biodiversity net gain and that cohesive ecological 
management is proposed. 
 
In summary, the site at Turnden has a draft allocation in the Local Plan which is at an advanced stage. The development’s 
impact on the Crane Valley including in drainage/flood risk and ecological terms has been thoroughly tested through both the 
Local Plan process and the application and planning inquiry. 
 



Page 6 of 54 
 
 

Comment 
Number 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Which part of 
Plan does 
response 
refer to? 

Response Do you 
wish to 
attend 
examination 
hearing? 

Would you like 
to be notified of 
the Council's 
decision 
regarding the 
outcome of the 
Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst 
Neighbourhood 
Plan? 

Supporting 
Documents 

Should the Neighbourhood Plan retain this policy in its current form, it will be inconsistent with the Tunbridge Wells Local 
Plan. Limited evidence has been provided by the Neighbourhood Plan Group to support this policy allocation. 
 
A neighbourhood plan must be in general conformity with, and plan positively to support, the strategic policies of the 
development plan. It is important to minimise any conflicts between policies in the neighbourhood plan and those in the 
emerging local plan, including housing supply policies. 
 
The policy for the Crane Valley should therefore be amended to ensure that is in accordance with the Local Plan and draft 
allocation AL/CRS3. 
 
Policy LN3.8 – Green Gaps and Preventing Settlement Coalescence 
Policy LN3.8 of the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to preserve the integrity of the green gaps between the historic settlements of 
Cranbrook, Wilsley Green, Sissinghurst and Hartley. The policy sets out that proposals which would result in the coalescence 
of the historic hamlet and farmstead settlements will not be supported. Berkeley objected to this policy at a Regulation 14 
stage, based on the inconsistency with TWBCs Draft Local Plan and the intention through the NP to designate the entire site 
pursuant to draft allocation AL/CRS4 as open space and a green gap. The amendments to this policy since the Regulation 14 
consultation (i.e. removal of the accompanying maps) are welcomed. 
 
It was clearly demonstrated at the Inquiry that, by virtue of the safeguarding and management of the wider land holding at 
Turnden, there would be a Green Gap maintained between Cranbrook and Hartley with development in the Crane Valley. 
 
Policy HD4.4 – Protection of Key Views 
Policy HD4.4 seeks to protect key views including those of buildings, roofscapes and landscapes. The policy sets out that key 
views have been identified through consultation with residents and through the findings of the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 
Landscape Character Assessment. However, the information provided on the criteria for including these views is very limited 
and does not assess the significance of these views. The policy sets out that proposals need to include details of how 
potential harm to views of or from heritage assets has been assessed. Figure 06 shows key views to be protected including 
view 26 which is the from Mount Ephraim looking west, south and southeast, and view 30 which is the view from the ridge on 
Hartley Road looking east, northeast and southeast. 
 
Part (a) of the policy states that the key views ‘should be protected and not harmed by new development’. The policy should 
be amended to make it clear that new development can take place without harming or failing to protect key views. The 
following wording is suggested: 
 

‘New development should have regard to the characteristics and composition of key views. Development proposals 
should seek to enhance, and not harm, key views in the borough.’ 

 
This is important as there is a draft allocation in the TWBC Local Plan for the land at Turnden Farm, which falls within key 
views 26 and 30. As set out above, the impact of development at this site on the local landscape has been thoroughly 
assessed in the Local Plan process and tested through the planning application and inquiry and the independent LVIA 
commissioned by TWBC concluded that development at this site has the potential to enhance the landscape of the AONB. It 
is therefore important that the policy reflects the ability for new development to be located in the vicinity of key views without 
harm, and that the policy is consistent with the TWBC emerging Local Plan which allocates the site at Turnden for 
development. 
 
Policy HO7.1 – Affordable Homes in Sustainable Locations 
Berkeley Homes fully support the principle of delivering affordable homes in sustainable locations. This is demonstrated 
through the planning application at Turnden which proposes a 40% affordable housing provision. Part (b) of this policy states 
that ‘Affordable housing should be made subject to a local connection test’. This is a duplication of the emerging Local Plan 
Policy H3 which states that ‘All forms of affordable housing will be provided on the basis of a ‘local connection cascade’’. 
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There is no need for the Neighbourhood Plan to duplicate policies contained in the Local Plan, indeed the NPPF states at 
paragraph 16(f) that plans should avoid unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular area. Furthermore, the 
emerging Local Plan is at examination and the Inspector asked the Council to provide a justification for this specific policy 
(Matter 8, Issue 3, Question 6). The wording of the Local Plan policy may be subject to change, therefore, in order to ensure 
consistency with the Local Plan, this H07.1 (b) should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan so as to avoid any conflict 
with the final wording of Local Plan Policy H3. 
 
Concluding Remarks 
Berkeley Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment on the new Neighbourhood Plan for Cranbrook and Sissinghurst, 
however have concerns regarding some of the policies and the implications of these on housing land supply for the village. It 
is important that the Neighbourhood Plan is consistent with the emerging Local Plan and amendments are required to policies 
LN3.5 and HD4.4 to ensure consistency in particular with emerging policy AL/CRS3 which allocates the land at Turnden for 
development. It is also important that the Neighbourhood Plan does not duplicate the Local Plan, therefore amendments are 
required to policy H07.1 which is repeated in the Local Plan. The amendments set out above should be made in order to 
ensure that the Plan meets the Basic Conditions. Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact 
me or my colleague Simon Slatford at this office. 
 

8 Bridget Veitch Policy LN3.11 
Local Green 
Space 
Designations 

The green space at the bottom of Quaker Lane, alongside Angley Road, is known as a Quaker Burial Ground, and therefore 
should be added to the list of designated green spaces, just as the Golford Cemetery and St Dunstan’s graveyard are. 

No Yes See Historic England 
Map for Listing Entry 
1084838 on page 49  
 
Page 328 from The 
first hundred years of 
Quakerism in Kent, 
written by Gillian 
Draper, 
held in electronic form 
on website 
kentarchaeology.org.uk 

9 Charterhouse Whole Plan, 
Basic 
Conditions 
Statement, and 
evidence base 
webpage 

I am writing in response to the submission draft Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan (“the draft 
Plan”). 
 
Charterhouse Strategic Land (“Charterhouse”) welcomes the publication of the submission draft Plan and recognises the 
efforts of the Steering Group in the preparation of the document. It is further recognised that the draft Plan has been 
submitted to Tunbridge Wells Borough Council by the Parish Council in its capacity as the qualifying body responsible for 
preparing the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Charterhouse appreciates that a Neighbourhood Plan can be narrow or broad in scope, and that any Plan can include 
whatever range of policies it sees as appropriate to its designated neighbourhood area. The submitted plan has been 
designed to be distinctive in general terms, and to be complementary to the statutory Development Plan in particular. It 
identifies a range of environmental and community issues which seek to encapsulate the views expressed by the local 
community since March 2017. 
 
However, Charterhouse’s view is that the draft Plan is unnecessarily verbose, could be more concise, and creates 
unnecessary tension between the underlying aims and objectives of the various draft policies. As such, it is not evident how 
decision-makers should react to development proposals given the overly protectionist nature in which some policies have 
been drafted. Further, it has not been possible to have sight of all the evidence base prepared to inform the draft Plan. For 
example, the link to the Landscape Character Assessment for Cranbrook & Sissinghurst appears to be broken on the 
evidence page of the Neighbourhood Plan website (See the evidence page of the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst NDP website). 
As such, it has not been possible for Charterhouse to consider in detail the basis upon which draft Policy HD4.4 and the 

Did not say Did not say  

kentarchaeology.org.uk
https://cranbrookandsissinghurstndp.co.uk/evidence/
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identified protected views are appropriately justified. We respectfully request that the link be restored and that interested 
parties be afforded an opportunity to consider the evidence relied upon. 
 
The policies proposed within the draft Plan, if ‘made’, will become the basis for local planning and development management 
decisions. As such, the draft Plan requires a suitably robust evidence base to underpin its policies. 
 
Comments on the Basic Conditions Statement 
In Charterhouse’s opinion, the submitted Statement fails to both properly and adequately set out how the draft Plan prepared 
meets the required Basic Conditions. It simply addresses how the Plan conforms with national and local planning policy. 
 
Charterhouse submits the Basic Conditions Statement needs to go further and explain how the proposed Plan has been 
prepared in accordance with the statute and how the four basic conditions of neighbourhood planning and other 
considerations, as prescribed by Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, are considered 
to have been met. 
 
Whilst there is no set structure for a Basic Conditions Statement to follow, a common approach is to briefly summarise how 
national and local policies and guidance have been considered for each neighbourhood plan policy. It is acknowledged that 
the author of the Statement has followed this approach for the local policies, but it would assist any appointed examiner if the 
Statement also followed this approach for national policies and guidance. To assist the examination of the draft Plan it is 
recommended that the Steering Group update the Statement accordingly. An effective way to do this might be to follow my 
illustration below: - 
 

Policy Area NDP 
Policy 

NPPF Para. Local Plan 
Policy 

How conformity is achieved 

Landscape & the 
Natural 
Environment 

LN3.1 174, 175, 
179, 180, 
181 

EN13, EN15 
& CP4 

To ensure new development does 
not adversely impact the natural 
environment 

 
Comments on the draft Plan policies 
Policy LN3.3 
Whilst in principle Charterhouse has no objection to the policy as drafted, we are though concerned, 
and object to supporting paragraph 3.19 where it states inter alia that ancient woodland should be buffered by 50 metres to 
reduce disturbance. 
 
It is acknowledged that Ancient Woodland is an irreplaceable habitat but to be consistent with the national planning policy and 
Central Government’s standing advice the buffering to such woodland should be described as of at least 15 metres from the 
boundary of the woodland. Reference to the Woodland Trust recommendation of 50 metres is misguided. The Woodland 
Trust’s position was based on a 50 metre buffer policy introduced by Natural England only to be withdrawn soon after on the 
basis that it was unsustainable. Accordingly, it would be wrong for the draft Plan to adopt such a stance. 
 
Policy LN3.5 
Policy LN3.5 states inter alia that major development in parts of the Crane Valley beyond the footprint of existing farmsteads 
or previously developed land will not be supported. The policy’s supporting text implies the basis of the policy is to mitigate 
against flood risk. Accordingly, it is not clear what purpose the draft policy serves. For example, the parts of the Crane Valley 
already at risk of flooding cannot be built on without first satisfying the sequential and exceptions tests – near on impossible to 
satisfy. However, if the intention of the policy is to resist all ‘major’ development 
beyond the footprint of existing farmsteads or previously developed land then neither is appropriate. It is not the role of a 
Neighbourhood Plan to frustrate development – the draft Plan cannot anticipate each and every location where development 
may be acceptable. 
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Accordingly, Charterhouse submit LN3.5 should be deleted. 
 
Policy HD4.4 – Protection of Key Views 
 
The draft policy at Criterion d) references a document titled ‘Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan – views to be 
protected’ and states these views are distinctive to the parish. Charterhouse submits this document falls woefully short of 
what is required by way of evidence. The evidence base must state why these views need to benefit from protection not 
otherwise afforded by the other draft Plan policies, Local Plan policies or within national planning policy. Further, 
Charterhouse submits that unless the Steering Group can objectively put a value on each of the identified views (i.e., what 
makes them so distinctive, rare, or special to the parish) then the draft policy should be deleted or amended to delete views 
such as 22, 24, 28, 29, 33, 34 & 35. 
 
It should be noted that at the time of making this representation Charterhouse has not been able to access online the 
Landscape Character Assessment for Cranbrook & Sissinghurst via the website so is unable to consider whether such an 
objective assessment of each of the key views exists in this document. Accordingly, we welcome the opportunity to further 
consider the unavailable evidence base. 
 
Policy BE6.1 – Business & Employment Space 
 
Charterhouse welcomes the policy’s approach for the creation of new business opportunities within the Neighbourhood Plan 
Area. Charterhouse agrees there is a shortage of small to medium sized businesses units and the permissive policy approach 
is supported. We further agree with the policy’s sentiment towards residential and community mixed-use clusters. 
 
Policy BE6.3 – Adult Education & Vocational Training 
 
Charterhouse supports this policy which is a proactive response to the findings of the 2017 Business and Employment 
Survey. Further we consider it compliments draft Policy BE6.1. 
 
Concluding remark 
 
Charterhouse trust that this representation is clear, helpful, and informative. If any further clarification is required as to our 
comments, then please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
 

10 
(duplicate 
of 
response 
5) 

CPRE Those parts of 
the 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 
mentioned in 
the comments 
under item 1a. 
We do 
not comment 
on the 
supporting 
documents. 

CPRE Kent is the Kent Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England which is part of the national CPRE network of 
charities. 
 
It is our objective to retain and promote a beautiful and thriving countryside that is valued by everyone. We believe the 
planning system should protect and enhance the countryside in the public interest for the important contribution it makes to 
people's physical and mental wellbeing, as well as its vital role in feeding the nation. It is our position that local planning 
authorities should seek to ensure that the impact of development on the countryside, both directly and indirectly, is kept to a 
minimum and that development is sustainable in accordance with national planning policy. 
 
General 
We commend this comprehensive and well-drafted Neighbourhood Plan, which is the result of five years’ intensive work by 
the Parish Council and those residents who contributed to draft Plan at different stages of its preparation. We trust that it will 
find favour with the Inspector and with the residents of the Parish in a referendum. If adopted, the Plan should help to ensure 
that local considerations, demonstrated to be important to the local community, are taken into account in the consideration of 

Yes Yes  
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future planning applications in Cranbrook & Sissinghurst and that future development in the Parish will be guided by the 
Vision and Policies set out in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
We have a few, relatively minor comments on the Regulation 16 Consultation Draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, which we 
trust are of a character which could, without further consultation be incorporated in the version of the Plan to be submitted to 
the Inspector. We emphasise that we have no desire to subject the Plan to a further process of consultation. 
 
Policy LN3.7 
It is unclear why paragraph 3.43(a) is limited to development proposals within the settlements of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 
and outlying hamlets. The importance of protecting the historic landscape is no less for developments proposed at isolated 
farmsteads or other locations outside existing settlements. The recent development at Turnden Farmstead is a case in point. 
Policy HD4.6 deals with developments at historic farmsteads, but covers different ground from Policy LN3.7. 
 
We would suggest addressing this point by deleting the words, “within the settlements of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst, and 
outlying hamlets”. 
 
Section 4: Heritage and Design: Overall Policy Aims (after paragraph 4.9) 
The fourth and fifth bullets deal with the setting of Cranbrook and Sissinghurst respectively. It is unclear whether the words 
“its views” in each bullet point refers to vies of or from the respective places, or to both. We suggest that this could be 
clarified. 
 
Policy HD4.3 
In relation to protecting and enhancing shopfronts, Paragraph (b) states that the inclusion of features such as, inter alia 
“signage” will be supported. Some indication of the type of signage that would be supported should be given. 
We suggest inserting “appropriate”, or some other suitable adjective, before “signage”. 
 
Policy HD4.11(b) 
CPRE’s view, expressed in its submissions in the course of the examination of the new Local Plan for Tunbridge Wells, is that 
developments should in all cases use land as efficiently as possible, to limit the amount of greenfield land consumed by 
development. We accordingly do not agree with the principle that lower densities are appropriate to “make the transition to the 
edge of the site, away from the core area”. 
 
We suggest deleting the last sentence of subparagraph (b). 
 
Policy HD4.12 
We suggest that the supporting text might refer to limiting the hours during which street lighting and other outdoor lighting is 
used to those which are essential for public safety or security. 
 
Section 7: Housing: Introduction 
We note that paragraph 7.9, which refers to the application for 164-168 homes at Turnden, which was called in for decision by 
the Secretary of State, os more than 12 months out-of- date and should be updated to reflect the situation pertaining when 
the Plan is submitted to the Inspector. 
 

11 Environment 
Agency 

General Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity to deliver multi-functional benefits through linking development with 
enhancements to the environment. This document sets out the key environmental issues, within our remit, which should be 
considered. 
 
Together with Natural England, English Heritage and Forestry Commission we have published joint advice on neighbourhood 
planning which sets out sources of environmental information and ideas on incorporating the environment into plans. This is 
available to view here 

Did not say Did not say  

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/Environment-Toolkit-20181220.pdf
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/Environment-Toolkit-20181220.pdf
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We also recommend your Plan takes account of relevant Local Planning Authority’s policies, plans and strategies including 
Local Planning Authority’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, flood risk strategies (see here) and the South East River Basin 
Management Plan (see here) Thames River Basin Management Plan (see here) as appropriate. 
 
The information below explains the key issues we would consider in reviewing your Plan. We aim to reduce flood risk, while 
protecting and enhancing the water environment. 
 
Flood risk 
Development must be safe and should not increase the risk of flooding. 
 
Neighbourhood Plans should conform to national and local policies on flood risk: 
If a Neighbourhood Plan is proposing sites for development please check whether there are any areas of Flood Zones 2 or 3 
within the proposed site allocations. 
 
You can view a site's flood zone on the Flood Map for Planning on our website here  
 
If the proposed allocation is located within Flood Zone 2 or 3 you should consult the Flood Risk and Coastal Change pages of 
the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) (see here). 
Here you can determine whether the flood risk vulnerability of the proposed development and the flood zone are compatible. 
In accordance with national planning policy the Sequential Test should be undertaken to ensure development is directed to 
the areas of lowest flood risk. This should be informed by the Environment Agency’s floodmap for planning and the Local 
Planning Authority’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), if they have one. We recommend you contact the Local 
Planning Authority to discuss this requirement further. 
 
We would have concerns if development is allocated in this high risk flood zone without the Sequential Test being 
undertaken. 
 
It is important that your Plan also considers whether the flood risk issues associated with these sites can be safely managed 
to ensure development can come forward. 
 
We can provide any flooding information which we have available – such as predicted flood levels and historical flood data. 
Please note that there may be a charge for this information. Please contact our Customers and Engagement Team at 
ksle@environment-agency.gov.uk for further details. 
 
In addition to the above you should also check with the Local Planning Authority’s Neighbourhood Planning team with regards 
to other sources of flooding (such as surface water, groundwater, sewers and historic flooding) as detailed in their Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), now has responsibility for local flood risk 
management and may hold flooding information that is not identified on our Flood Map. 
 
Climate Change Allowances 
The Local Authority's Strategic Flood Risk Assessment should indicate the extent of flood zones with likely climate change. 
 
On 19 February 2016, we published new guidance for planners and developers on how to use climate change allowances 
(see here). 
 
Flood Defences 
Areas of your Neighbourhood Plan area, or proposed sites, may be given protection by a flood defence/alleviation scheme. 
Where this is the case the Plan should acknowledge this and identify the level of protection provided (including any climate 
change allowance). It should be noted that flood defences are intended to protect existing properties and are not to facilitate 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/flood-risk-management-current-schemes-and-strategies
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_d
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
mailto:ksle@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances
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new development in areas that would otherwise be impacted by flooding. Any assessment of development behind flood 
defences should consider the impacts of a breach or overtopping. Where it is determined that new development should be 
behind a flood defence financial contributions may be sought to maintain or improve the structure. 
 
Ecology 
Proximity to watercourse/ Ecology 
Main rivers can be viewed on the Environment Agency’s map here. 
 
We normally require a buffer zone of 8 metres (fluvial) and 16 metres (tidal) between any new development and the top of the 
bank of the main river. The permanent retention of a continuous unobstructed area is an essential requirement for emergency 
access to the river for repairs to the bank and for future maintenance and/or improvement works. A buffer between new 
development and the river wall is also required to ensure no adverse loading which could impact the stability of the channel 
wall. This buffer zone will help provide more space for flood waters, provide improved habitat for local biodiversity and allows 
access for any maintenance requirements. 
 
Where development is proposed next to the river we recommend that it includes a green buffer strip alongside the 
watercourse. Where such a buffer strip does not currently exist, we normally seek that it is established. This is a key way in 
which we carry out our legal duty to further and promote the ecological and landscape value of rivers and land associated 
with them. In urban areas, in particular, rivers have often been degraded by past development, and we expect that any new 
development should go some way to redress the balance. 
 
The provision of green infrastructure, particularly along rivers, and the inclusion of sustainable drainage techniques can help 
reduce the risk of flooding. This can also provide recreational and wildlife benefits. Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in 
the Plan will be encouraged. In accordance with national policy, any development proposal should avoid significant harm to 
biodiversity and seek to protect and enhance it; delivering biodiversity net gain. We would not support development proposals 
if there was shown to be a likely detrimental impact on the water environment. 
 
Water Management and Groundwater Protection 
Local level actions and decision making can help secure improvements to the water environment. This is widely known as the 
catchment-based approach and has been adopted to deliver requirements under the Water Framework Directive (WFD). It 
seeks to: 

• deliver positive and sustained outcomes for the water environment by promoting a better understanding of the 
environment at a local level; and 

• encourage local collaboration and more transparent decision-making when both planning and delivering activities to 
improve the water environment. 

 
Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity to deliver multi-functional benefits through linking development with 
enhancements to the water environment. Local WFD catchment data can be obtained here:  
 
Overall deterioration in water quality and promoting improvement in the ecological status of any water body. Actions to 
achieve this are listed in the Thames River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and the South East River Basin Management 
Plan (see here) 
 
Where appropriate, a WFD Assessment should assess any potential impacts on the watercourse and demonstrate that the 
required enhancements will be delivered. Any development that has the potential to cause deterioration in classification under 
WFD or that precludes the recommended actions from being delivered in the future is likely to be considered unacceptable to 
us. 
 
Groundwater Quality 
Development must not cause pollution to the water environment. Aquifers and Source Protection Zones 

https://environment.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=17cd53dfc524433980cc333726a56386
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/RiverBasinDistrict/
https://www.gov.uk/search?q=River%20Basin%20Management%20Plans
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/water-supply-wastewater-and-water-quality/water-supply-wastewater-and-water-quality-considerations-for-planning-applications/
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Some of your local area, and specific potential site allocations, may be located upon or within aquifers and Source Protection 
Zones (link below). SPZ 1 is especially sensitive. You might consider these within your Plan and when allocating sites. The 
relevance of the designation and the potential implication upon development proposals should be seen with reference to our 
Groundwater Protection guidance (see here). 
 
To see if a proposed development is located within a Source Protection Zone, please use our online map.  
 
Land Contamination 
You must consider land contamination when preparing your plan. Managing it during development is key to addressing past 
contamination and preventing further impacts during development. You can establish if a site may be contaminated in several 
ways. Your Local Authority may hold a register of sites it knows to be contaminated. A list of potentially contaminated sites 
can be accessed here. 
 
We recommend you contact your Local Authority’s Environmental Health team who may hold records on known/potential land 
contamination. Please note our primary concern is with regards to water quality. Your Local Authority’s Environmental Health 
team will advise you on issues related to human health. 
 
Further information can be accessed on the following links: 

• Guiding principles for the Land Contamination 

• Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination  

• Approach to Groundwater Protection  
 

Water supply and foul drainage 
When allocating sites in you Plan, you will need to consider if the water supply and foul drainage infrastructure can 
accommodate the development. Your local water company can provide further information about water supply and sewerage 
capacity. 
 
Surface water drainage 
The inclusion of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) should always be a consideration within any development to reduce 
the risk of surface water flooding on and off site. The Lead Local Flood Authority, is the main contact for SUDS issues. 
However, we have interest in SUDS from a groundwater protection perspective and those area of critical drainage. 
 
The collection and dispersal of clean surface water to ground to recharge aquifer units and prevent localised drainage or 
surface systems flooding in heavy rainfall is encouraged. 
However, dispersal into the ground through soakaways or other infiltration systems requires a site-specific investigation and 
risk assessment. Generally, we would accept roof drainage going to soakaway (or other systems), but other surface drainage 
may need to go through treatment systems or to foul main, for instance vehicle parking. Infiltrating water has the potential to 
cause mobilisation of contaminants present in shallow soil/made ground which could ultimately cause pollution of underlying 
groundwater resources. Where contamination is known or suspected, remedial or other mitigating measures will likely be 
required so that it can be demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to Controlled Waters. 
 
We advise applicants to follow our guidance – Groundwater Protection. This is a report that highlights the importance of 
groundwater and encourages industry and other organisations to act responsibly and improve their practices. This can be 
found here.  
 
The design of the drainage systems should be in line with G1, G9, G12 and G13 position statements (see the position 
statements)  
 
Infrastructure Delivery 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/groundwater-protection
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/groundwater-source-protection-zones-spzs
https://www.claire.co.uk/useful-government-legislation-and-guidance-by-country/76-key-%20documents/198-doe-industry-profiles
https://www.claire.co.uk/useful-government-legislation-and-guidance-by-country/192-guiding-principles-for-land-contamination-gplc
•%09https:/webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328160926/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/scho0804bibr-e-e.pdf
•%09https:/assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da%20ta/file/692989/Envirnment-Agency-approach-to-groundwater-protection.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/groundwater-protection
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-position-statements
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-position-statements
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We would recommend that environmental infrastructure, including habitat enhancements, water storage areas, and green 
space, is taken into account if the Plan looks to fund local infrastructure. 
 
Environmental Permitting Regulations 
To see if a proposed development requires an Environmental Permit under the Environment Permitting Regulations please 
refer to our website: 
 
Under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016, a flood risk activity permit (FRAP) may be 
required for work: 

• in, over or under a main river; 

• within 8m of the bank of a main river, or 16m if it is a tidal main river; 

• within 8m of any flood defence structure or culvert on a main river, or 16m on a tidal main river. 
 
Flood risk activities can be classified as: exclusions, exemptions, standard rules or bespoke. These are associated with the 
level of risk the proposed works may pose to people, property and the environment. Local Authorities should advise 
developers to refer to the flood risk activity permit section of gov.uk for further information. 
 
Please note 
This document is a response to a Neighbourhood Plan consultation and does not represent our final view in relation to any 
future planning application made in relation to any site. You should seek your own expert advice in relation to technical 
matters relevant to any planning application before submission. 
 
If you have any questions please contact the Kent and South London Sustainable Places team: kslplanning@environment-
agency.gov.uk  
 

12 Historic England General We do not consider it necessary for Historic England to provide detailed comments at this time. We would refer you to 
previous comments submitted at Regulation 14 stage, and for any further information to our detailed advice on successfully 
incorporating historic environment considerations into a neighbourhood plan, which 
can be found here. 
 

Did not say Did not say  

13 Kent County 
Council 

Chapters 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 
and 12 

1. Introduction 
 
Public Rights of Way (PRoW): The County Council is keen to ensure its interests are represented with respect to its statutory 
duty to protect and improve the PRoW in the county. KCC is committed to working in partnership with local and neighbouring 
authorities, councils and others to achieve the aims contained within the KCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP) and 
'Framing Kent's Future' strategy for 2022-2026. This includes for people to enjoy, amongst others, a high quality of life with 
opportunities for an active and healthy lifestyle, improved environments for people and wildlife, and the availability of 
sustainable transport choices. 
 
PRoW is the generic term for Public Footpaths, Public Bridleways, Restricted Byways, and Byways Open to All Traffic and the 
value of the PRoW network is in providing the means to realise many objectives of this Plan. For example, the PRoW network 
can enhance community connectivity and cohesion; improve local environments by reducing local traffic congestion and 
improving air quality; support personal health and well-being of individuals and groups; and support local economies, whether 
in providing passing trade such as with a cafe, or larger supply businesses as with cycle or equestrian users. 
 
KCC recognises that various changes to the Plan in respect of PRoW have been made since the Regulation 14 consultation 
(Appendix A) and welcomes the amendments that have been made. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
 

Did not say Did not say See appendix A on 
page 50 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/check-if-you-need-an-environmental-permit
mailto:kslplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:kslplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/90491/Rights-of-Way-Improvement-Plan-2018-2028.pdf
https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/136431/Framing-Kents-Future-strategy-document.pdf
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PRoW: The County Council is supportive of the Plan's vision and objectives, as they will allow considerable opportunity for 
maintaining and enhancing the local PRoW network and therefore make a significant contribution in delivering the Plan's 
aims. 
 
3. Landscape & the Natural Environment 
 
Biodiversity: At present, Policies LN3.2, LN3.3 and LN3.4 are repetitive and KCC would therefore recommend these are 
consolidated. 
 
Minerals and Waste: The Neighbourhood Planning Area shown on Figure 01 has land-won safeguarded minerals, as 
confirmed by the extract below from the Tunbridge Wells Minerals 
Safeguarding Area map in the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan (KMWLP) 2013-30. 
 

 
KCC, as Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, notes that the Plan makes no reference to the presence of safeguarded 
minerals in the neighbourhood plan area. However, the Plan is not allocating any further development above the emerging 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Local Plan. The County Council would recommend that reference is made to the KMWLP 
safeguarding policies to ensure consideration in any future development proposals. 
 
There are no significant minerals or waste management safeguarded facilities in the locality that would prevent or conflict with 
the development proposals in the Plan. 
 
Policy LN3.2 Biodiversity & Ecological Connectivity: Protection & Enhancement 
 

https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/112585/Kent-Minerals-and-Waste-Local-Plan-2013-2030.pdf
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Biodiversity: The County Council would advise that this policy is amended to avoid repetition in the text. For example, section 
(c) refers to ecological enhancements, however, section (e) refers to the need for integrated bat and bird boxes. Furthermore, 
section (h) refers to Biodiversity Net Gain which could also be considered an enhancement, if achieved. KCC would therefore 
recommend that there is a section on Biodiversity Net Gain specifically stating that the Plan would support development 
proposals achieving greater than 10% Biodiversity Net Gain and a section on enhancement features that clearly sets out what 
is expected from the Steering Group. 
 
The County Council would also recommend that the Plan uses the most recent version of the Biodiversity Net Gain Metric, as 
both versions that have been referenced are out of date. 
 
Policy LN3.3 Protection & Enhancement of Priority Habitats 
 
Biodiversity: KCC would recommend that section (b) is revised to be more precise. For example, ancient woodland and 
veteran trees are considered irreplaceable habitats in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), however, Orchard 
and grassland of interest are not referenced in the same way. This section should also be more specific when referring to 
grassland of interest, as it is not a grassland type. 
 
Policy LN3.4 Protection of Species and Habitats of Principal Importance 
 
Biodiversity: This section makes reference to habitats of principal importance which are also priority habitats as referred to in 
Policy LN3.2. 
 
The County Council recognises that this policy refers to ecological surveys, however, KCC would recommend that it 
specifically states that an Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) is submitted. An EcIA is a process of identifying, quantifying 
and evaluating the potential effects of development on habitats, species and ecosystems, therefore providing all ecological  
survey  information  alongside  any  necessary  avoidance,  mitigation  and compensation proposals within one document. 
KCC would also recommend that the policy refers to and requests adherence to the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, mitigate, 
compensate, enhance). 
 
Where reference has been made in the Plan to Biodiversity Net Gain, a percentage must be stated. KCC would therefore 
recommend at least 10%, but would also draw attention to the Kent Nature Partnership who are currently promoting the 
adoption of an aspiration for up to 20% Biodiversity Net Gain as a target. The County Council would welcome the aspiration 
for 
up to 20% to be included in the Plan. 
 
Policy LN3.7 Protecting the Historic Landscape Character 
Heritage Conservation: The County Council welcomes the strengthening of this policy since the Regulation 14 version of the 
Plan (Appendix A) and in particular, the mention of the Historic Landscape Characterisation of 2017. 
 
Policy LN3.11 Local Green Space Designations 
 
Heritage Conservation: The text identifies a large number of local green spaces that the Steering Group wishes to conserve 
and, as the text notes, some of these are of historic importance. The County Council would note that the Kent Gardens Trust 
has recently assessed a number of green spaces and gardens for their historic significance and the method they used would 
be helpful for the Steering Group in assessing the importance of the spaces to be protected. 
 
Sport and Recreation: The County Council supports the Plan’s wishes to enable and promote continued access to the 
countryside and recreational green space. However, KCC would recommend consideration as to how different services can 
be accessed through active travel. 
 

https://www.kent.gov.uk/environment-waste-and-planning/planning-and-land/kent-landscape-information-system/resources/klis-landscape-character-resources2
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.kentgardenstrust.org.uk%2Fresearch-projects%2Freports%2F%3FprojId%3D1&data=05%7C01%7CAlessandra.Sartori%40kent.gov.uk%7C6cdf370187e44273ae9108da9c997f10%7C3253a20dc7354bfea8b73e6ab37f5f90%7C0%7C0%7C637994480311122537%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=RlHHtOv8AMZOWS2m98YJISSYBoimw0jUaS1ylUI01Vg%3D&reserved=0


Page 17 of 54 
 
 

Comment 
Number 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Which part of 
Plan does 
response 
refer to? 

Response Do you 
wish to 
attend 
examination 
hearing? 

Would you like 
to be notified of 
the Council's 
decision 
regarding the 
outcome of the 
Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst 
Neighbourhood 
Plan? 

Supporting 
Documents 

The County Council is also pleased to note that the Steering Group recognises the importance of activity levels and 
community and social development, and that reference has been made to the Sport England Active Lives survey. 
 
Policy LN3.11 Local Green Space Designations 
 
PRoW: KCC recognises that the Plan proposes to designate a variety of Local Green Space sites, seeking in part to protect 
access to these spaces. Where these happen to include PRoW, the additional regard is welcomed, however, KCC would 
confirm that protection is already afforded by any PRoW being a public highway. 
 
4. Heritage & Design 
 
Heritage Conservation: The historical review presented in this section is stronger than in the last version of the Plan, however, 
this could be stronger still. The County Council would recommend that the following text is added after paragraph 4.4: 
 
“Iron production was greatly expanded during the Elizabethan period when the invention of the blast furnace allowed the rapid 
expansion of the industry. Many examples of iron working sites survive across the Weald, both as archaeological sites and as 
place names (e.g. Furnace Farm, Hammer Pond etc) and many more no doubt remain undiscovered. 
Cranbrook itself is known to have been the site of such a furnace.” 
 
Policy HD4.1 Protect, Conserve & Enhance the Conservation Areas 
Heritage Conservation: KCC welcomes this policy. However, it should be noted that the Kent Historic Environment Record will 
contain historic assets not contained in the resource currently identified. In addition, the Plan area may contain historic 
buildings and assets that have yet to be identified. The County Council would recommend that text is modified to: 
 
“…All designated and non-designated heritage assets referred to in the Cranbrook Conservation Area Appraisal (CCAA) 
2010, Wilsley Green Conservation Area Appraisal (WGCAA) 2012 and Sissinghurst Conservation Area Appraisal (SCAA) 
2012 of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Development Framework, the Historic England list of buildings of historic interest, 
the Kent Historic Environment Record and the Kent Historic Buildings Index, as well as any which are identified by other 
means, now or in the future, should  be protected, conserved,  and enhanced  in a manner  appropriate to their significance.” 
 
Policy HD4.6 Protection, Conservation & Enhancement of Agricultural Heritage Assets 
 
Heritage Conservation: The text rightly commits the Steering Group to maintaining the dispersed settlement pattern that is 
prevalent in the Weald and to permitting a degree of sympathetic development in farmsteads. Historic England, together with 
KCC and the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) team, has published guidance on historic farmsteads 
in Kent that considers how rural development proposals can be assessed for whether they are consistent with existing 
character of the countryside. 
 
Policy HD4.7 Cranbrook Windmill 
 
Heritage Conservation: The County Council welcomes the strengthening of this policy compared with the Regulation 14 
version of the Plan (Appendix A), and in particular the commitment to protecting the windmill’s heritage value. 
 
5. Access & Movement 
 
 
Policy AM5.2 Pedestrian Priority & Public Rights of Way 
 

https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE1046
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE1046
https://kentdowns.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Kent_Downs_AONB_Farmstead_Guidance.pdf
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PRoW: KCC notes that this policy is the focal point for offroad access and its support for PRoW will help ensure the 
connection of settlements and green spaces as sought. The policy, however, should be revised in several respects. Firstly, 
the County Council would recommend that section (b), point 5 is amended to include cycling as well as walking routes. 
 
Secondly, the policy should be revised to recognise equestrians. Other than Horse Pond, a pond in Kent, equestrians are only 
mentioned in paragraph 5.7, recognising their use of roads. This mode should have wider consideration given its importance 
to rural economies, recreation and well-being. The County Council would also note that equestrians can lawfully use Public 
Bridleways, Restricted Byways, and Byways Open to All Traffic. All these PRoW exist in the parish; however, they are 
disjointed and do not form a safe offroad network. It is therefore recommended that the Plan recognises this issue and seeks, 
when opportunity allows, to either up-grade in status existing suitable PRoW or create new multi-modal routes. KCC would 
welcome partnership with the Steering Group when opportunities arise. It should be further noted that Bridleways also carry 
cycling rights. 
 
In the Policy Supporting Text, paragraph 5.8 recognises the value of connections between local communities. Whilst off-road 
improvements will enhance access between the parish's two main settlements, the Plan is encouraged to also support 
connections to other parts of the parish and settlements outside of the parish. Section (b), point 3 talks of 'safeguarding and 
enhancing' the former Hop Pickers Line and this ambition could be enhanced to connect with both Goudhurst and Hawkhurst. 
This will have considerable value when a 'traffic-free bridle and cycle path between Sissinghurst village and Bedgebury 
Forest, via Cranbrook town centre' in section (b), point 1 is established, and provide a connection with National Cycle Network 
Route 18. 
 
Specific enhancements to deliver to the Plan's ambitions will require working in partnership with others, often neighbouring 
parish councils, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, and KCC. The County Council strongly encourages partnership working 
between the Steering Group and KCC regarding changes around the PRoW network and would advise that this is referred to 
within the Plan. 
 
6. Business & Employment 
 
PRoW: The Plan recognises the value of PRoW in supporting many and varied activities and interests. The County Council 
notes that the local PRoW network can make a significant contribution to the local tourism offer in Policy BE6.2 and can also 
support the local rural economy mentioned in Policy BE6.4. KCC also notes the interest in local volunteer opportunities in the 
Plan and would encourage the Steering Group to contact KCC for discussion on how this could be achieved. 
 
9. Infrastructure 
 
Policy IN9.4 Sustainable Drainage 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS): The County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority, is pleased to note that the 
risk of flooding is considered sufficiently within the Plan, particularly in regard to the SuDS policy. 
 
10. Projects List 
 
Highways and Transportation: KCC, as Local Highway Authority, notes that the Plan includes a list of projects seeking to 
improve access and movement in the villages. Whilst developer contributions towards the access and movement projects can 
be sought where appropriate, the projects could also be included in the parish Highway Improvement Plan if 
they are not already. 
 
PRoW: The County Council recognises that the Plan has positively identified opportunities for future funding to deliver 
projects. The projects identified will help to realise the Plan's vision and objectives and would be delivered using developer 
contributions.  KCC encourages the Steering Group to empower residents to continually suggest additions to PRoW 
improvements in the area which are compiled into a list accordingly. These can be strategic, such as a multi-modal route to 
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Hemstead Forest, or local improvement, as with renewing the surface of a footpath to the shops. The County Council would 
also encourage the Steering Group to keep the list under constant review. Sharing this list routinely thereafter with Tunbridge 
Wells Borough Council and KCC will, in the event development comes forward, assist in understanding the needs of the 
communities when allocating funding and priority. Having a list of potential projects readily available will consequently allow 
the Steering Group to take opportunities and deliver benefits for local communities. 
 
For information, the County Council has promoted the following schemes when last consulted on the emerging Tunbridge 
Wells Local Plan: 
 

• Policy AL/CRS1: Brick Kiln Farm, Cranbrook Road. Public Footpaths WC94 and WC96 could provide a link to the 
Cranbrook Centre; 

• Policy AL/CRS2: Land S of Corn Hall, Crane Valley. Public Footpaths WC94, WC95 and WC96, and Restricted 
Byway WC118A, could be upgraded for cycle and equestrian use to enhance connectivity; 

• Policy AL/CRS 3: Turnden Farm, Hartley Road. Public Footpath WC115 could be upgraded for an off-road route to 
other developments identified; 

• Policy AL/CRS 4: Cranbrook School. Public Footpaths WC100, WC102, WC98, WC97, WC148 and connecting 
routes could be affected, offering a great opportunity to improve pedestrian connectivity across the town, possibly 
cycling too; 

• Policy AL/CRS 6: Land South of The Street, Sissinghurst. Public Footpath WC104 could be improved to connect into 
Sissinghurst local amenities of church, hall and pub; 

• Policy AL/CRS 7: Land at Corner of Frittenden Road and Common Road. Public Footpath WC75 could provide an 
active travel link to school from both Common Road and Sissinghurst Road. 

 
Sport and Recreation: With regard to the Community and Culture projects listed in the Plan, the County Council has a 
particular interest in the: 

• Community centre 

• Community outdoor space 

• Boxing Club 

• Rugby Club new facilities 

• Cranbrook Football Club new facilities 

• Sissinghurst Cricket Club new facilities 

•  
The County Council is keen to discuss the developments of sporting facilities to help with design and advice, as well as 
funding advice and appropriate support. 
 
It is noted that Sissinghurst are a prominent cricket club that has recently started girls’ cricket, and Kent Cricket are 
supporting them financially to install a net facility in 2023. Additional growth at the club is expected and their facilities both 
playing and social are in need of further upgrade. On consultation with key partners such as Kent Cricket, proposals around 
new community indoor and outdoor spaces at both Cranbrook and Sissinghurst could be an interesting opportunity, as it 
could be a prime spot for some of their activities. 
 
12. Glossary of Terms 
 
PRoW: The County Council would note the concept of active travel within the Plan and the contribution that walking and 
cycling can make to deliver active travel, whilst enhancing the lives of residents and visitors. The County Council would 
therefore recommend that the Plan's glossary is revised to include a definition of active travel rather than ‘Active Travel 
Networks’. This will ensure the various references are consistently interpreted, ensuring that designers of future 
developments and Tunbridge Wells Borough Council give it due weight in preparing and determining future planning 
applications. The County Council would therefore draw attention to the definition used in the KCC Active Travel Strategy. 

https://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-and-policies/transport-and-highways-policies/active-travel-strategy
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KCC would welcome continued engagement as the Neighbourhood Plan progresses. If you require any further information or 
clarification on any matters raised above, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 

14 Natural England  General Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development. 
 
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft neighbourhood 
development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider our interests would be 
affected by the proposals made. 
 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan 

Did not say Did not say  

15 NHS Kent and 
Medway 

All (including 
Policy CC8.2) 

On 1 July 2022 NHS Kent and Medway Clinical Commissioning Group was replaced by the NHS Kent and Medway 
Integrated Care Board. NHS Kent and Medway is the NHS organisation that plans and buys healthcare services to meet the 
needs of 1.9million people living in Kent and Medway. It is our responsibility to ensure health services and all future proposed 
developments are sustainable from a revenue affordability, capital investment and workforce perspective. We must also 
ensure that, wherever possible, we maximise the delivery of care closer to where people live. It is therefore vital that any 
proposals relating to the future provision of health services within Cranbrook must be formally agreed by NHS Kent and 
Medway. 
 
Policy CC8.2 –Provision of Health and Wellbeing Facilities - NHS Kent and Medway can confirm that support in principle 
(Stage 1 of governance process) has been provided to enable existing general practices to engage in the proposed medical 
centre project on the Wilkes Field site. A business case and plans will be developed and considered through NHS Kent and 
Medway governance at the appropriate time. 
 
NHS Kent and Medway will continue to work closely with local councils and public health teams to understand the impacts 
associated with housing developments, including the likely health needs and the future provision of health services. Through 
this process and as part of the wider healthcare infrastructure strategy, we will continue to identify infrastructure development 
requirements, including contributions through S106, that support the provision of additional healthcare services and 
healthcare facilities (including plans associated with maximising utilisation and potential development of existing facilities) for 
local populations. 
 

No Yes  

16 DMH Stallard LLP 
obo Rydon Homes 

Whole plan 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 We are writing on behalf of Rydon Homes Ltd. to provide comments in respect of the Regulation 16 version of the 
Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan. Rydon Homes have previously made comments in respect of the 
Regulation 14 version of the Plan which were submitted on their behalf by Sigma Planning Services in December 2020. 
 
2. COMMENTS ON OVERALL COMPLIANCE 
 
2.1 The main concerns about the Plan as it is currently proposed, are that it is excessively detailed, it unnecessarily repeats 
existing policies in the Local Plan and National Planning Policy Framework (not always accurately or consistently), it confuses 
Policy and guidance (which have a different status in the overall planning balance) and it relies to a too great extent on 
references to other documents which are of background relevance only and are not up-to-date or may become out-of-date 
during the currency of the Plan period. Such references should be transferred to the explanatory text and/or an 
appendix. The plan should provide a local dimension and interpretation of planning policy and not simply repeat, and in some 
cases distort, National and Local Plan Policy. In its present form it adds another layer of planning policy and complicates and 
confuses objectives rather than simply applying a local perspective. 

Did not say Did not say  
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2.2 This issue is heightened in the context of the Levelling Up Bill currently progressing through Parliament, which makes it 
clear that it is the Government’s objective to centralise development management policies in a ‘national development 
management policies’ document. It is our view that the Neighbourhood Plan contains far too much detail, which leads to it 
occasionally misinterpreting national policy and guidance. Consequently, the Neighbourhood Plan as currently drafted does 
not accord with the general direction of National guidance and should be much more concentrated on policies relating to the 
amount, type, and location of development in the local area, details of infrastructure or affordable housing requirements and 
requirements relating to design, which in all cases should be justified by the local context. Going forwards it is our view that 
large parts of the Neighbourhood Plan will need to be reviewed or will be superseded by, or become in further conflict with, 
‘national development management policies’, once introduced by the Government. 
 
2.3 In terms of its compliance with the Development Plan, the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan examination concluded earlier this 
year and a response from the Inspector carrying out this examination is expected shortly. This has implications for the 
Neighbourhood Plan because there are serious question marks about one of the sites which the Local Plan seek to allocate 
within the Neighbourhood Plan area as referenced at Paragraph 7.9 – 7.10. This allocation (Draft Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 
Policy CRS 3) was subject to a planning application (Tunbridge Wells Ref: 20/00815/FULL) for the erection of 165 dwellings 
which received significant objection from Natural England and the High Weald AONB Planning Unit, amongst others. Whilst 
approved by Tunbridge Wells District Council, this Application was called in by the Secretary of State and was subject to a 
Public Examination at the end of 2021, the Inspector’s Report and decision of the Secretary of State are still awaited. 
If the Secretary of State decides that the Appeal should be refused, this would have serious implications for the housing 
delivery strategy in Tunbridge Wells and may lead to the Local Planning Authority needing to find other housing allocations 
within the District, including within Cranbrook and Sissinghurst. It is understood that the Inspector is delaying publication of 
any findings in respect of the Local Plan until such a time as the ‘called-in’ Appeal has been determined by the Secretary of 
State. 
 
2.4 With regards to the above it is regrettable that the Neighbourhood Plan does not take the opportunity of allocating small 
and medium sizes sites which are suitable for housing in their area, consistent with the approach recommended by 
Paragraph 70 of the NPPF. 
 
2.5 Whilst issues around Policy CRS 3 are unresolved, it is our view that it is difficult to ascertain whether the Neighbourhood 
Plan will be in general conformity with the strategic policies for the area, which may lead to other policies in the Plan (or forfeit 
of policies) undermining proposals within the Development Plan. It is noted that there is no discussion within the Basic 
Conditions Statement on how these issues will be resolved. It is important that these issues are addressed because section 
38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy 
which is contained in the last document to become part of the development plan. 
 
2.6 For these and other reasons as set out below, we conclude that in many respects, the Neighbourhood Plan does not 
currently conform to the Basic Conditions as set out in Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. These include: 

• having regard to the national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State. 
• contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. 
• being in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area. 
 
2.7 In order to meet those Basic Conditions, it is suggested, generically, that the Policies in the Neighbourhood Plan should: 

• be shorter and more succinct, avoiding duplication and distortion of Local Plan Policies unless there is specific local 
justification. 
• concentrate solely on policies relating to the amount, type, and location of development in the local area, details of 
infrastructure or affordable housing requirements and requirements relating to design 
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• accord more closely with National and Development Plan policy 
• relocate references to Guidance Documents to the explanatory text and/or an Appendix and avoid giving them actual or 
perceived policy status. 
• ensure that the policies are positively prepared and contribute to the achievement rather than the frustration of sustainable 
development. 
 
3. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC POLICY ISSUES 
 
Policy LN3.1 – Special Sites for Nature Conservation 
 
3.1 It is not clear why this Policy is necessary because protections for nature conservation sites are already provided within 
local and national planning policies, guidance, and legislation. It purports to give equal important to all nature conservation 
sites rather than distinguishing a hierarchy of sites consistent with the NPPF. 
 
3.2 The requirement of a 25 m buffer strip set out by Criterion b) to all nature conservation sites goes beyond what is required 
by local and national policies and guidance and there has been no special justification set out for this. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that in many cases a buffer would be a sensible approach in other cases there may be very good reasons why 
it is not practicable. It is considered that this requirement is onerous and would frustrate development that would otherwise 
sustainable development and should be deleted. 
 
3.3 In terms of net gain to biodiversity, this is covered by National and Districtwide policies along with enacted and draft 
legislation and does not need to be repeated. Ensuring on-going management of biodiversity within development sites in 
perpetuity by means of planning conditions and obligations is impracticable. The Local Planning Authority does not have the 
resources to monitor and enforce such widespread obligations. The time period of perpetuity is unrealistic, normally 
management plans would be required to cover a period of 20-25 years, and this is for the very good reason that this is 
a period which can be appropriately managed and beyond which there can be no reasonable certainty about prevailing 
environmental conditions. The Neighbourhood Plan would therefore be out of step with normal planning good practice and the 
expectations of both National and Districtwide policy (including EN 9 of the draft Tunbridge Wells Local Plan), guidance, and 
practice. 
 
3.4 There is an issue of tying this policy to the aspirations of the High Weald AONB Management Plan. This document was 
prepared as guidance and to be a material consideration in relation to the determination of planning applications. 
Furthermore, the reference to aspirations is vague. The inclusion of a requirement to be in line with the High Weald AONB 
Management Plan aspirations gives that document the status of being a policy of the Statutory Development Plan, which it is 
not. The wording of this policy therefore creates an unjustified confusion in terms of the status and extent of documents 
forming part of the Statutory Development Plan. 
 
3.5 The policy introduces a requirement that biodiversity net gain is provided within the Parish. This is not consistent with the 
provisions within the Environment Act 2021 which allows net gain sites to be provided further afield (whilst acknowledging that 
there is a broader preference that net gain is provided within or as close to a development site as possible). 
 
3.6 For the above reasons it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic conditions a), d) and e). 
 
LN3.2 - Biodiversity & Ecological Connectivity: Protection & Enhancement 
 
3.7 This policy proports to apply to all development proposals and requires the identification and assessment of impacts on 
ecological connectivity in each case (including cumulative impacts). Such an assessment can only be carried out effectively 
by a qualified expert and it is unduly onerous and draconian to impose such a requirement on all development proposals 
irrespective of their nature and scale. It is considered that this goes beyond the more proportionate requirements set out 
within national and local planning policies and guidance. 



Page 23 of 54 
 
 

Comment 
Number 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Which part of 
Plan does 
response 
refer to? 

Response Do you 
wish to 
attend 
examination 
hearing? 

Would you like 
to be notified of 
the Council's 
decision 
regarding the 
outcome of the 
Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst 
Neighbourhood 
Plan? 

Supporting 
Documents 

 
3.8 Criterion b) is advisory and is not a policy directive of itself. The requirement in Criterion e) to provide bat and bird boxes 
in all development as a minimum may not be advised by an ecologist in all cases and is an onerous requirement which may 
not always be the most sustainable option for enhancement. 
 
3.9 The reference to management in perpetuity set out by Criterion g) conflicts with current planning guidance and good 
practice (including Policy EN 9 of the draft Tunbridge Wells Local Plan), is unrealistic and not enforceable in practice. 
 
3.10 With regards to Criterion h) it is considered that reference to ‘clear and significant’ net gains will lead to confusion with 
regards to what constitutes ‘significant’ against the defined requirements within the emerging Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 
Policy EN 9 and The Environment Act 2021 and associated secondary legislation. 
 
3.11 The objectives of this policy are generally subsumed in National and Districtwide planning policy and guidance on 
ecological protection and enhancement. There is no specific local issue that needs to be addressed and therefore the policy 
is an unnecessary addition to existing policy. It is considered that this policy fails meet basic conditions a), d) and e). 
 
Policy LN3.3 - Protection & Enhancement of Priority Habitats 
 
3.12 Areas designated for special protection are covered by relevant legislation and policies in the emerging New Tunbridge 
Wells Local Plan such as Policy EN 13 Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees and EN 9 Net Gains for Nature Biodiversity. 
The policy does not need to repeat this unless there is a specific local requirement. 
 
3.13 The extension of priority habitats to include traditional orchards is unjustified and excessive and there is no explanation 
as to why they are considered to be priority habitats or irreplaceable. This is not in accordance with national and local policy 
or guidance. 
 
3.14 For the above reasons it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic conditions a), d) and e). 
 
Policy LN3.4 - Protection of Species and Habitats of Principal Importance 
 
3.15 It is unduly onerous and unrealistic to expect all planning applications to be supported by reports from qualified 
Ecologists, irrespective of the scale, nature and type of proposal. Priority Species are already protected by legislation, 
National policy and Local Plan policies. There is therefore no need for any additional policy. There is no specific local 
reference for this policy. The reference to management in perpetuity is unduly onerous, impractical and incapable of effective 
enforcement and not in accordance with the Development Plan. 
 
3.16 For the above reasons it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic conditions a), d) and e) in that it would frustrate 
otherwise sustainable development. 
 
LN3.5 - Local Protection & Enhancement of the Crane Valley 
 
3.17 The Local Protection & Enhancement of the Crane Valley is supported, and it is entirely appropriate for a Neighbourhood 
Plan to identify the special characteristics of such an area and to seek to protect them. However, it is not reasonable to seek 
to prevent all types of major development without exception. It is considered that the policy should be re-phrased in order to 
identify the specific environmental qualities of the Crane Valley that need to be preserved and to set out criteria which limit the 
types of development that will be appropriate. 
 
3.18 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy would fail to meet basic test d) as it may frustrate sustainable 
development. 
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Policy LN3.6 - Protection of Geodiversity 
 
3.19 This policy is not justified and is unduly onerous restriction on development activity. It is a level of micromanagement that 
is excessive and not applied elsewhere. There is no local justification and no clear evidence base that requires all topsoil to 
be retained on the same site irrespective of whether this is practical, economic or desirable. 
 
3.20 It is considered that this Policy fails to have regard to National policies and advice and would unnecessarily frustrate 
sustainable development. Therefore, it fails to comply with the basic conditions d) and e). 
 
Policy LN3.8 - Green Gaps & Preventing Settlement Coalescence 
 
3.21 This Policy is supported but it is considered that the Green Gaps should be identified on a Map as opposed to being left 
to a text description. 
 
Policy LN3.9 - Protection of the High Weald AONB and its Setting 
 
3.22 The generic protection of the High Weald AONB is already adequately addressed in National and Local Plan policy. An 
additional layer of generic policy is unnecessary and not justified by any specific local circumstances. 
 
3.23 Criterion b) seeks to apply advice set out by the AONB High Weald Unit to areas outside of the AONB. The extension of 
the same level of protection to the setting of the AONB as that which applies within the AONB is unjustified and not in 
accordance with National Policy Guidance. Whilst the setting of the AONB may be a material consideration in planning 
decisions, there is no case for applying the same level of restriction as applies within the AONB itself. The proposed blanket 
approach to the consideration of design issues is also contrary to national policy and guidance. 
 
3.24 The reference to the High Weald AONB Management Plan within the Policy itself is inappropriate because this is a 
guidance and visioning document which has the status of a material consideration and should not be confused with the 
status of a policy that will form part of the Statutory Development Plan. There is no need to repeat objectives that are already 
set out in the High Weald AONB Management Plan which is already established as an important material consideration for 
the interpretation and application of development plan policies. There is no need or specific local justification for a further 
layer of policy reference within the Development Plan. 
 
3.25 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy would fail to meet basic test a) as it adds another layer of policy over and 
above what is set out within the NPPF. 
 
Policy LN3.10 - Protection & Enhancement of Sissinghurst Castle Garden 
 
3.26 The protection and enhancement of Sissinghurst Castle is supported but there is no explanation or justification as to why 
a further policy is required beyond the protection that the Heritage Asset already enjoys by virtue of national listing and Local 
Plan policies.  
 
3.27 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy would fail to meet basic test a) as it adds another layer of policy over and 
above what is set out within the NPPF. 
 
Policy HD4.1 - Protect, Conserve & Enhance the Conservation Areas 
 
3.28 This Policy does not provide any new local policy beyond that contained within the National and Local Plan Policy. It is 
therefore unnecessary. The reference to guidance documents, which may become out of date or be superseded, also 
elevates them incorrectly to the status of policy of the Statutory Development Plan rather than material considerations. 
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3.29 For the above reasons, it is considered that the Policy therefore fails to comply with d) and e) as it enhances the status 
of documents which are not Development Plan documents and may frustrate otherwise sustainable development. 
 
Policy HD4.2 - Protect, Conserve & Enhance the Historic Public Realm 
 
3.30 Policy DH1.6 Criteria a) and b) are unnecessary because the objective is adequately covered by National and Local Plan 
Policy. It is also confusing that the wording of the policy, in terms of the approach to any assessment of impact, differs and 
conflicts with these other policies and is therefore confusing for the user. 
 
3.31 With regard to Criterion c), whilst identifying a particular architectural interest of Cranbrook town centre, it is not clear 
whether any higher order of approach is required or why that is the case. The elevation of Cranbrook town centre to the 
position of requiring a particular policy reference and different approach from, say, Sissinghurst, is not explained or justified. 
 
3.32 For the above reasons, it is considered that the Policy therefore fails to comply with a) as it confuses policies contained 
within the NPPF and d) as it may unnecessarily frustrate development in Cranbrook Town Centre. 
 
Policy HD4.4 - Protection of Key Views 
 
3.33 The policy needs to be made more specific, text should be provided confirming why each view is important with 
reference to the specific characteristics of that view which need to be protected. References to a supporting document 
forming part of the evidence base are too remote and may not be easily accessible to the reader. References to the 
document can be made within the Explanatory Text but information for the reader as to whether a proposed development site 
lies within a specified important view should be readily available within the document itself. 
 
3.34 Criterion c) indicates that the list of views is not exhaustive, which makes it difficult for users to understand whether they 
are required to comply with this Policy or not. It is considered that the key views should be clearly defined and limited to those 
listed by the Policy. 
 
3.35 Therefore it is considered that this Policy is confusing for the user and as the list of viewpoints is not exhaustive may 
frustrate otherwise sustainable development contrary to basic condition d). Policy HD4.5 - Protection, Conservation & 
Enhancement of Heritage Assets outside Conservation Areas 
 
3.36 This policy is considered to be unnecessary because it adds nothing to existing protection provided by National and 
Local Plan Policies. 
 
3.37 It is also confusing because it raises the question of whether a heritage asset should be given greater value because it is 
within a Conservation Area, rather than anywhere else. The requirement to comply with High Weald AONB Management Plan 
raises the status of that document to a policy of the Statutory Development Plan rather than a material consideration and this 
is excessive. 
 
3.38 It is our view that this Policy fails to accord with national policies and guidance as it seeks to differentiate the important of 
heritage assets inside and outside of Conservation Areas. For this reason, it is considered that it fails to comply 
with basic condition a) and d). 
 
Policy HD4.6 – Protection, Conservation & Enhancement of Agricultural Heritage Assets 
 
3.39 There is no clear explanation or understanding as to why historic farmsteads are singled out as Heritage Assets that 
deserve particular and special protection beyond that given to Heritage Assets in general. If they are to be singled out, then a 
clear definition and understanding of what constitutes a “historic farmstead” or other built agricultural Heritage Asset should 
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be provided. There is potential for this policy to conflict with generic policies in National and Local Plan Policy which deal with 
the re-use of agricultural buildings in the countryside and the need to ensure future conservation. 
 
3.40 It is our view that this Policy fails to accord with national policies and guidance as it seeks to differentiate to elevate the 
importance of historic farmsteads to heritage assets. For this reason, it is considered that it fails to comply with 
basic condition a) and d). 
 
Policy HD4.8 - Retention & Restoration of The Providence Chapel 
 
3.41 The retention and restoration of the Providence Chapel is supported but the wording of the policy is more akin to a 
Proposal. It is not clear why this Policy is needed as it does not add anything further to the protections provided by 
National legislation and policy. 
 
Policy HD4.9a - Preference for Small Scale Sustainable Development Sites & Design Criteria 
 
3.42 This policy is vague and reference to small scale is undefined, it is unclear whether this relates to ‘minor development’, 
i.e., any development that falls outside the scope of ‘major development’ as defined in the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, or some other more subjective assessment. It fails to acknowledge that all developments should seek to make an 
effective use of land (Paragraph 124 of the NPPF) which may not always be compatible with a preference for small scale 
proposals. 
 
3.43 Criterion d) elevates a series of guidance to that of development control policy, most of which only has relevance to parts 
of the Parish which are located within the AONB. With the passage of time this guidance may become out of date or 
superseded with other guidance. It is considered that this Criterion should be deleted and any reference to design guidance 
made within the supporting text. 
 
3.44 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic tests a) and d) as it confused national planning policies 
and would frustrate otherwise sustainable development. 
 
Policy HD4.9b - Exceptions for Large Scale Developments & Community Involvement 
 
3.45 This Policy proports to make exceptions for developments of over 10 dwellings or more subject to certain Criteria, 
including that they meet the test of exceptional circumstances set out by the NPPF, as well as demonstrating any impacts on 
the AONB can be mitigated. 
 
3.46 In principle we would support a Policy which sets out circumstances where a development of over 10 dwellings would be 
supported. However, in this context there is no ‘exceptional circumstances’ test contained within the NPPF that would be 
relevant. It might be that the Policy refers to the test set out by Paragraph 177 of the NPPF which sets out the circumstances 
where permission may be granted for major development in the AONB. In this case the Policy does not seem to recognise 
that not all of the Parish is located within the AONB and therefore it would not be in accordance with national policy to 
apply such a test. 
 
3.47 In addition, the definition of ‘major development’ is slightly different in this context and is a subjective decision made by 
the local authority, as opposed to the definition of development set out by national legislation. Defining a development as 
major for the purposes of the AONB would depend on its context and in some cases developments of fewer than 10 dwellings 
may be seen as major, or developments of a much greater scale than 10 might be defined as minor. 
 
3.48 The Policy as drafted therefore appears to misinterpret national policy and needs to be clarified in order to meet the 
basic tests. 
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3.49 Criterion c) and f) incorrectly seeks to elevate design guidance which may become out of date or be superseded to the 
status of a policy of the Statutory Development Plan, rather than a material consideration in development control 
decisions. 
 
3.50 Whilst the desire to secure community engagement (Criterion d) in design of significant new developments is laudable 
there are already extensive consultation procedures attached to the planning application process. If additional consultation is 
being promoted, then this should be through direct encouragement rather than a policy of the Development Plan. 
 
3.51 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic tests a) and d) as it confused national planning policies 
and would frustrate otherwise sustainable development. 
 
Policy HD4.11- Making Efficient Use of Land Through Appropriate Densities 
 
3.52 There are existing National and Local Plan policies in relation to making efficient use of land. This is to be achieved 
consistent with the maintenance of local character. Densities consistent with local character should be optimised on all 
potential development sites and some sites will be more suitable for higher densities than others. Each site should be treated 
on its own merits. 
 
3.53 The proposed policy is also confusing in that Part C refers to Affordable Housing provision and the purpose of this 
inclusion is unclear. If it is to ensure that the standard, density and quality of design of affordable housing should be the same 
as that for market housing then this should be stated but in any event design policies do not differentiate between the two 
types of housing and design quality required by National and Local Plan Policy, together with other policies in the 
Neighbourhood Plan are adequate to ensure high quality development and making the optimum use of sites consistent with 
local character. 
 
Policy HD4.12 - Avoidance of Light Pollution 
 
3.54 This Policy is too onerous, unjustified, and inconsistent with established good planning practice. The reference to ‘dark 
sky friendly lighting’ is too vague and is not defined introducing uncertainty for Applicants. Many parts of the Plan area do not 
lie within the AONB. Therefore, it is not reasonable to expect applicants to incur the expense of employing qualified 
Ecologists and specialist lighting engineers in relation to a development unless there is a special ecological interest that 
needs to be protected. 
 
3.55 Part B of the policy fails to address the need to consider the balance of provision of lighting between personal safety and 
environmental impact and should include a requirement for such a balancing operation to be carried out. 
 
3.56 It is not reasonable, practical or enforceable to require management of lighting schemes in perpetuity. 
 
3.57 It is unclear why ‘(AONB)’ is used to define parts of this policy and this needs to be clarified. Does this mean that these 
parts of the Policy only apply to AONB areas? If so that needs to be set out more clearly. 
 
3.58 Consequently, it is considered that this Policy fails to meet basic tests a) and d) as it confused national planning policies 
and would frustrate otherwise sustainable development. 
 
Policy AM5.3- Public Transport & Access to Amenities 
 
3.59 Policy AM4.2 is generally supported but requires to be more focussed and clarified. Firstly, the policy should not apply to 
all cases of development. Clearly there will be situations where pedestrian priority is appropriate but in others vehicular 
priority is required and pedestrian safety needs to be secured. The policy should restrict itself to specific pedestrianisation 
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projects and generic situations where pedestrian priority over vehicles is practicable and desirable. The term “pedestrian 
priority” also needs closer definition. 
 
3.60 With regard to Part B of the policy, the requirement for development contributions is unlikely to satisfy the requirements 
of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 Paragraph 122 or Paragraphs 55 and 56 of the NPPF. 
 
3.61 Consequently, this Policy would fail to meet basic conditions a) and d). 
 
Policy AM5.5- Safer Road Conditions 
 
3.62 It is our view that this Policy is too vague in terms of its application to Development Control matters. An Applicant would 
be unable to glean precisely what is required of them in the context of their individual planning proposal. The policy does not 
indicate how it is to be implemented and the suggested improvements achieved. These are primarily matters for the Kent 
County Council acting as Highway Authority and the specific measures referred to in the policy will either duplicate, conflict 
with, or confuse with existing guidance set out in National Highways Guidance and that provided at County level. The policy 
needs to be more focussed and avoid repetition, conflict, or confusion with existing guidance. 
 
3.63 Consequently, this Policy would fail to meet basic conditions a) and d). 
 
Policy AM5.6 - Rural Lanes 
 
3.64 This policy is very vague, and no definition of a rural lane or identification of such lanes is provided. It is considered that 
any ‘rural lanes’ worthy of protection should be identified on a map along with justification. Otherwise it is considered that this 
Policy would frustrate otherwise frustrate sustainable development would fail to meet basic condition d). 
 
Policy AM5.7 - Car Parking Provision 
 
3.65 It is not clear in what way developments are to be required to contribute to a Parish-wide parking strategy. If this is a 
financial contribution then this would not, in most cases, comply with national legislation and guidance on conditions and 
planning obligations. The policy does not make clear what the Parish-wide parking strategy is or which documents can be 
referenced in order to identify it. Introducing charges for car parking is a matter for the owners of the car parks and is not an 
appropriate planning policy requirement. 
 
3.66 This Policy does not meet the basic condition a) and should be deleted. 
 
Policy HO7.1 - Affordable Homes in Sustainable Locations 
 
3.67 It is not clear whether Policy HO7.1 is proposed as an Exceptions Policy where affordable housing is permissible in any 
location provided it is sustainable, high quality and in keeping with town or landscape settings. If that is the case, then it would 
conflict with National and Local Plan Strategic Spatial Strategies which aim to focus new development in accordance with a 
specific settlement hierarchy and to protect the countryside. The policy needs to be clarified with the correct structure and 
wording if it is to be an Exceptions Policy which would also have to be justified if it does anything other than to repeat Policy 
H7 of the emerging Tunbridge Wells Local Plan. 
 
Policy IN9.1 - Provision of Enhanced Broadband & Mobile Data 
 
3.68 The requirements of Policy IN5.1 are unreasonable. Developers are only able to provide physical infrastructure within 
buildings to facilitate the installation and use of IT technology. They have no control over the delivery or speed of 
broadband access which is a matter for the relevant service provider and is not a planning policy consideration. 
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3.69 Criteria b and c relates to installation of service media which is essentially covered by Permitted Development Rights 
and therefore the proposed policy wording has no effect. 
 
3.70 This Policy does not meet the basic condition a) and should be deleted. 
 
Policy IN9.2 - Provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Points 
 
3.71 Developers do not have control of installation of charging points in Parish public car parking spaces and financial 
contributions to such a requirement would not comply with relevant legislative and policy on planning obligations and the 
imposition of planning conditions. Part B of the policy should therefore be deleted as it would not be in accordance with 
National policy and guidance. 
 
3.72 This Policy does not meet the basic condition a) and should be deleted. 
 
Policy IN9.5 - Allotment Gardens 
 
3.73 It is unreasonable to require all new development proposals on strategic sites to provide additional allotment space – 
particularly where there are private gardens included within the development. Open space uses should be provided in 
accordance with the local characteristics of the development itself and this would not necessarily include allotment gardens. 
The requirement for these to be managed by the Parish Council is inappropriate, excessive, and not lawfully enforceable. The 
specific design of the allotments is unduly intrusive and controlling of the form and character of allotments which can best be 
left to individual projects, allotment associations and managers. 
 
3.74 It is considered that this Policy would frustrate otherwise sustainable development and therefore would fail to meet basic 
condition d). 

17 South East Coast 
Ambulance Service 

Section 7, 
Housing 

Following the merger of Surrey, Sussex and Kent NHS Ambulance Services in 2006, SECAmb now operates Emergency 999 
and NHS 111 Clinical Assessment Service (CAS) across Surrey, Sussex, Kent and North East Hampshire. Having inherited 
an estate of largely physically, functionally and economically obsolete ambulance stations, SECAmb is implementing its more 
flexible and efficient “Make Ready” operational model – a network of hubs across the region with specialist teams to “make 
ready” (maintain, deep clean and stock) emergency vehicles and to which crews centrally report to collect a “made ready” 
vehicle on shift commencement. This ensures the more efficient turnaround of vehicles by specialist teams rather than 
leaving vehicle preparation to ambulance crews at multiple small traditional ambulance stations. The “Make Ready Centres” 
(MRCs)/hubs are then surrounded by “spokes” of small ambulance community response posts (ACRPs) across each Make 
Ready operating unit area. ACRPs provide community-based welfare facilities for crews that are active on shift – often co-
located with other blue light or public sector facilities. ACRPs are small flexible facilities which can be relocated and 
increased/decreased in number as patient demand varies over time. More information on Make Ready is available at this link: 
https://www.secamb.nhs.uk/what-we-do/aboutus/make-ready/ Our first Make Ready Centre was opened in Paddock Wood in 
2011. 
 
The proposals within the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan, together with other new housing 
development across the South East will put pressure on existing MRC capacity meaning that further strategically located 
MRCs may well be required going forward. In the medium term the existing Paddock Wood MRC (which serves Cranbrook 
and Sissinghurst), will need to be replaced with a larger facility – and even larger as a result of the 700 plus new homes 
proposed in the Neighbourhood Development Plan. 700 plus new residential units will generate increased demand on 
SECAmb with the likely need for additional strategically located ACRPs as well as greater MRC capacity. We believe that this 
emergency service infrastructure requirement should be reflected in the Neighbourhood Development Plan with a view to 
appropriate developer contributions in due course. 

No Yes  

18 National Highways General Thank you for your notification dated 12 September 2022, inviting National Highways to comment on the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan Regulation 16 Consultation, seeking a response no later than 14 November 2022. 
 

Did not say Did not say  

https://www.secamb.nhs.uk/what-we-do/aboutus/make-ready/
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We have been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions of the 
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). 
The SRN is a critical national asset and as such we work to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both 
in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity. 
 
We will be concerned with plans and/or proposals that have the potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the 
SRN. In the case of the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan, our focus will be on any potential impact to the A21 
in the vicinity of Flimwell. 
 
Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish is located within the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council area, consequently the 
Neighbourhood Plan must be consistent with the policies set out within the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan. The emerging Local 
Plan is also material to our considerations. 
 
The Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan has not allocated any additional sites for residential or 
business/employment development relative to the current or emerging local plans. Therefore, we do not have any specific 
comments to make. 
 
Given that this is a Regulation 16 consultation, we request that this representation is passed to the appointed independent 
examiner. 
 

19 The Coal Authority General Thank you for your notification below regarding the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Consultation. 
 
The Coal Authority is only a statutory consultee for coalfield Local Authorities. As you are aware, Tunbridge Wells Borough 
Council lies outside the coalfield, therefore there is no requirement for you to consult us and / or notify us of any emerging 
neighbourhood plans. 
 
This email can be used as evidence for the legal and procedural consultation requirements at examination, if necessary. 
 

No No  

20 National Trust Policy LN3.10 The National Trust are the owners and custodians of Sissinghurst Castle Garden and wider estate located to the northeast of 
Sissinghurst village. We welcome and support the references made to Sissinghurst Castle throughout the plan, and we 
particularly support the inclusion of a site-specific policy, Policy LN3.10 which seeks to support Sissinghurst Castle’s 
continued viable use as a visitor attraction and to conserve and enhance its heritage and setting. 
 
The narrative to the policy is supported and we would like to add an additional sentence as below to the supporting text. 
 
The National Trust would like to maintain and enhance the visitor offer at Sissinghurst Castle to ensure its sustainable future 
whilst sensitively caring for its historic significance and sense of place. Visitor enhancements may include additional retail and 
new visitor welcome space and other improvements to the visitor offer. 
 
Paragraph 6.12 refers to ‘approximately 200,000 people visiting Sissinghurst Castle every year’, the figure is currently more in 
the region of 180,000 annual visitors. 
 

Did not say Did not say  

19 Turley obo Taylor 
Wimpy 

Whole Plan See full response below on page 54 Yes Yes  

20 TWBC Whole Plan Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) response to Reg 16 edition of the Submission Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP)  
 
Thank you for the invitation to TWBC to provide comments on the above.   
 

Yes Yes  
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I am very keen that the detailed comments presented below are not read as criticisms: rather, they are suggestions as to how 
policies, which are (in the main) supported, could potentially be strengthened.   
 
It is also considered most appropriate that the wording and drafting most closely reflects that produced through the 
neighbourhood planning process, and therefore even if the TWBC approach may be to draft wording slightly differently, 
comment has only been made if it is felt it is of tangible benefit.  For that reason, the absence of comment on particular pages 
or policies should not be interpreted as not being supportive (or as being critical).   
 
General comments:  
Relationship between NDP and adopted/emerging Development Plan 
 
TWBC supports and takes an active role in advising and supporting the neighbourhood planning process by sharing evidence 
and information and ensuring that any emerging NDPs are both in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
Development Plan and consistent with national policy.  
 
At this time, as you are aware, the Development Plan comprises the TWBC Local Plan (2006), Core Strategy (2010), the Site 
Allocations Local Plan (2016) and Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 (2020).  The new Local Plan 2020-2038 was 
subject to Regulation 19 consultation which ran from 26 March to 4 June and was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate 1 
November 2021. An Examination in Public (EiP) took place between March and July 2022. TWBC is currently waiting for the 
Inspector’s conclusions.   
 
For those NDPs that are already made at the time of adoption of the TWBC Local Plan, the NPPF is clear that, where policies 
in the NDP are in conflict with the policies in the Local Plan, these will be superseded by the Local Plan policies. An 
assessment will be made of all policies in made NDPs ahead of the adoption of the Local Plan as to whether the policies 
within these would be superseded by the policies in the Local Plan.  
 
The Cranbrook and Sissinghurst NDP is considered to be a well-produced document, and it is obvious from a review of the 
evidence base that a huge amount of work has gone into the assessment of sites, views, character, environment etc.  TWBC 
Officers have been particularly impressed with the work and drafting of the policies and supporting text around the policies.   
 
Detailed comments, broken down by section of the plan: 
 
[See table on the page below this table] 
 
Concluding comments 
 
I trust the above is of assistance.  It may be pertinent to schedule a meeting in the new year to go through any queries raised 
by the above comments, including redrafting of any policy wording where appropriate, and to discuss the next steps for the 
NDP.   
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General 
comments on 
whole plan 

  

Front cover It may be beneficial having photos 
of the local area  

To give local context to those reading 
the Plan as well as giving a more 
localised feel. 
 

All policies It would be clearer to present 
policies within a box to separate 
policy criteria from any other text 
 

This will mark the differentiation 
between the policy itself and the 
supporting text. 
 

General comment 
on wording of DM 
policies  
 

The policy requirements in policies 
which apply to “all developments” 
are currently onerous and will be 
difficult to apply/enforce when 
TWBC makes planning decisions. 
 
Clarification on what types of 
development/scale of development 
the policy requirements are intended 
to relate to is required. 
 

To ensure the policies are effective and  
justified, and that the policy requirement 
is reasonable in relation to the type and 
scale of development.  

Accessibility of 
document 

Alternative text required on 
images/maps (including all LGS 
maps). Right click on image, select 
‘edit alt text’ and type a description. 
 
Merged table cells should be 
avoided – there is a need to review 
the LGS ‘Reason for designation’ 
tables. 
 

To comply with accessibility regulations.  

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

  

Para 1.2, p9 
 
Intro: Background 

Figures provided do not fully agree 
with those set out in TWBC SLP 
Policy STR/CRS1. The figures 
stated do not currently include the 
38 dwellings at Sissinghurst; figure 
should be 453 – 467 (as set out on 
page 119 of the NDP) 

To ensure the text aligns with the Local 
Plan Strategic Policy for Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst (STR/CRS1). 
 

Para 1.3, p9 
 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Area 
 

It may be useful to provide a map of 
the NDP area here. 

To provide context to readers. 

Para 1.6, p10 
 
Character areas 
 

There are several character areas 
within the Parish including wooded 
farmland and forested plateau 
 

For additional information.   

Para 1.8, p10 
 
Schools  
 

The text refers to three schools in 
the parish. There are three state 
primary schools (Cranbrook, 
Sissinghurst and Colliers Green) 
and one state secondary school 
(Cranbrook School). 

For accuracy. 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/952/contents/made
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Para 1.14, p11 Reference to National Planning 
Policy Framework: add in brackets 
(NPPF) 
 

To clarify use of ‘NPPF’ in the document 

Para 1.19, p12 
 
Independent 
Examination  
 

The examination is likely to be 
assessed as a desk top study (that 
will include site visit(s) by the 
independent examiner). A hearing 
will only be held if the examiner 
considers this is necessary. 
 
Amend text to reflect extended 
consultation period for the Reg 16 
consultation. 
 
Add to end of para/amend text to set 
out that once ‘made’ the NDP will be 
used to inform planning decisions 
made within the Parish. 
 

For accuracy and clarity. 

Chapter 2 Vision 
& Objectives 

  

Page 16, 
Buildings for the 
Future Objective – 
bullet 4 

It is slightly too prescriptive to be 
reasonable. Perhaps reference the 
AONB characterisations of 
settlement patterns, so not just 
farmsteads but hamlets as well. 
 

To allow flexibility in the policy. 

Chapter 3 
Landscape and 
the Environment 

  

Page 18, Overall 
policy aims 

“To protect and enhance the historic 
landscape character, natural beauty, 
and 
rich ecological biodiversity of 
Cranbrook and Sissinghurst parish 
both within 
the High Weald AONB and its 
setting.” – are these areas outside 
of the setting? 

Clarity. 

Page 20 
 
Policy LN3.1 
Special Sites for 
Nature 
Conservation, para 
3.5, p20 
 

Note that the saved policies of the 
2006 TWBC Local Plan will be 
superseded by policies of the 
emerging Local Plan. New emerging 
policy numbers are EN 10 
Protection of designated sites and 
Habitats.  
 
Part a) – it may be better to 
reference Natural England as 
opposed to High Weald maps. 
 
Part b) -What is the justification for 
25m? 
 
Part c) - Planning conditions and 
obligations will secure the 

For accuracy, effectiveness and clarity. 
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protection and appropriate 
management of nature conservation 
sites in 
perpetuity, - The underlined bit is 
unreasonable as many such sites 
are owned privately and 
independently of developers and 
LPA’s conditions cannot then 
enforce such an action on third party 
land. 
 

Page 22  
 
Policy LN3.2  
 

“d) Functional green infrastructure 
(including naturalistic ponds and 
planting of native 
species known to be beneficial for 
local biodiversity) around and 
through new 
developments which enable 
permeability for wildlife will be 
required.” - Such policies should be 
“will be required where possible” as 
not all development can do this e.g. 
change of use. 
 
“e) As a minimum, all new 
developments will include integrated 
bat and bird boxes 
connected to suitable habitats with 
sensitive lighting design.” -  
Again “where possible” as not all 
development can do this e.g. a new 
access. 
 
“h) Development proposals resulting 
in negative impacts on biodiversity 
and geodiversity will not be 
supported unless clear and 
significant biodiversity gains 
can be demonstrated as 
compensation. Biodiversity net gain 
should be determined by applying, 
DEFRA’s Biodiversity Metric 2.0 
calculator, or whatever 
supersedes it in the future, such as 
the Biodiversity Metric 3.0 
calculator.” - This should separate 
biodiversity and geodiversity and it 
goes beyond NPPF and Councils 
policy.  
 

To make the policy criteria less onerous 
and allow greater flexibility within the 
wording. 

Page 25, Policy 
LN3.3  
 
 
 
 
 
 

“b) Development proposals resulting 
in the loss of irreplaceable priority 
habitats such 
as ancient woodland, traditional 
orchards, grassland of interest and 
veteran trees 

There is a lack of flexibility and 
justification 
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Para 3.19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.21 

will be refused.” This goes beyond 
NPPF – there should be provision 
for exceptional circumstances. 
 
Para 3.19 – not just refused but 
needs to add in exceptional 
circumstances.  A mandatory 50m 
buffer is not justified and goes 
against NE standing advice and 
Council policy 
 
Para 3.21 – Again, justification for 
buffer and lack of flexibility 
 

 
 
 
 

Page 28, Policy 
LN3.5 Local 
Protection & 
Enhancement of 
the Crane Valley, 
policy box 
 
 
 
Supporting text 
para 3.33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By setting out to restrict “proposals 
for major development in parts of 
the Crane Valley beyond the 
footprint of existing historic 
farmsteads or previously developed 
land”, this policy is in direct conflict 
with the adopted Site Allocations 
Local Plan (SALP) and the 
submitted Local Plan (SLP), 
currently at Examination.   
 
As well as having extant planning 
permission for major development in 
this area, both the SALP and the 
SLP contain development 
allocations that, either individually or 
collectively are accepted as major 
development*. 
 
[* While ‘major development’ is not 
defined in the NDP, it is assumed to 
be by reference to paragraph 177 of 
the NPPF. However, it may 
alternatively be defined as per Town 
and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) 
Order 2015.] 
 
“Protection and enhancement of the 
Crane Valley” as an area of natural 
flood management and for the 
establishment of nature recovery 
networks” is laudable, but should be 
limited to the identified high flood 
risk zones, or be consistent with the 
proposed Local Green Space 
allocation at LGS9.  
 
However the policy goes beyond 
this in referring to setting which is 
“as described on High Weald AONB 
Map “Crane Valley and Its 
Setting”.  It is not clear how this 
setting has been defined or indeed 

The policy does not take account of 
existing and consented development 
and does not conform with the strategic 
policy for Cranbrook and Sissinghurst in 
the submitted Local Plan, its allocations, 
or indeed those in the adopted Site 
Allocations DPD.  
 
It is recommended that the policy be 
revised to relate to the promotion of 
natural flood management of the Crane 
Brook and to support nature recovery 
measures as part of developments in 
the Crane Valley and that the buffer 
zones be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
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Para 3.38 

what is meant by setting. What the 
“setting” plan shows is described in 
paragraph 3.38 as: 
• 25m – Riparian Buffer Zone to 
protect the riverbank from erosion 
and prevent sedimentation and 
pollution of the watercourse from 
contaminants. 
• 100m – Buffer of pasture, 
woodland, and wetland meadow to 
act as natural flood defence 
management measure to slow and 
capture surface 
water run-off and provide substantial 
increase in wildlife habitat. Land to 
be managed to support 
invertebrates, amphibians, birds, 
and small mammals. 
• 500m – Buffer to safeguard future 
nesting and/or foraging habitat for 
large birds such as the Crane. 
 
There is no evidence provided to 
justify each of these zones in terms 
of actual distance or location and 
extent.  
 
Similarly, it has been accepted 
through planning processes that the 
approved and allocated 
developments, albeit they fall within 
the area identified as “the Crane 
Valley and its Setting” on Figure 03, 
would not adversely impact on flood 
risk, contrary to the 
policy  presumption and the 
supporting paragraph 3.33.  
 
Supporting text: “....in the town 
centre due to as increased surface 
run-off into the stream is channelled 
into a culvert under the main 
settlement of Cranbrook....” – 
amend text in bold as sentence 
doesn’t read well. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For clarity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 31, Policy 
LN3.6 Protection 
of Geodiversity 
 

“Development proposals will only be 
supported if a management plan for 
the retention 
of topsoil removed during 
development and its future dispersal 
on the same site is 
produced and approved at 
application stage, providing it can be 
demonstrated that 

As written the policy is too onerous for 
some developments. 
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this will not cause harm to the 
existing ecology on site.” - Such 
details can be secured by condition. 
 

Page 34 , 
Policy LN3.8 
Green Gaps & 
Preventing 
Settlement 
Coalescence 
 

Would this policy be clearer to 
understand and implement with an 
accompanying map to show the 
gaps listed in the supporting text? 
 
The inclusion of farmsteads in part b 
is a concern as the historical 
development of the area is founded 
on a dispersed pattern of historic 
farmsteads and so almost all 
development will have some effect 
on the setting of farmsteads and 
may lead to coalescence especially 
with hamlets, which farmsteads, 
often as a group, coalesce to form a 
hamlet. 
 

For clarification. 
 
 
 
 
For consideration. 

Starting on page 
41, Policy LN3.11 
Local Green 
Space 

General comments about 
designations: Would be of 
assistance to set out how these 
designations meet the NPPF tests 
of being ‘demonstrably special’ 
 
Provide the supporting text for the 
different LGS designations with para 
numbers. 
 

For clarity and ease of use. 

Policy LN3.11 
Local Green 
Spaces, pp 43 to 
66. 
 

The Council has the following 
comments on the following 
designations: 
 
- LGS1: It is noted that a small 

proportion of the southern part 
of the site is private garden land 
and should therefore be 
removed from the designation 
(TWBC will also be proposing 
this as a modification to its 
emerging Local Plan 
designation). In addition, the 
northern boundary does not 
appear to follow the logical 
boundaries of the site and 
should therefore be corrected. 
 

- LGS2: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (noting 
that an additional site is 
proposed in the emerging Local 
Plan immediately to the north 
which is also used as allotment 
land). 
 

For compliance with emerging LP policy.  
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- LGS3: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS4: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special. 
 

- LGS5: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS6: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS7: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (although 
C&S proposed site includes 
additional parcel of land (the 
bowling green)). 
 

- LGS8: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS9: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (albeit a 
very small parcel is added in the 
NDP proposed designation at 
the southern-most point). 
 

- LGS10: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS11: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special. 
 

- LGS12: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies; noted that TWBC 
assessed site included the pond 
only. 
 

- LGS13: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS14: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS15: As per Reg.14 
comments, whilst the triangular 
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area to the south of the extent of 
Site LGS15 is understood to be 
well used, the northerly extent 
running to the Angley Road is 
not, and this element would be 
questioned.  TWBC would 
welcome discussions on this 
point.   
 

- LGS16: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS17: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS18: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS19: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS20: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS21: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; site has 
restricted public access and is 
used privately which reduces 
the local community’s 
recreational benefit for the area 
(which was identified as the 
most valued characteristic of the 
area). 
 

- LGS22: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS23: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS24: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special; 
noted that only the pond (rather 
than any surrounding land) was 
considered in the TWBC Local 
Plan. 

 
It is noted that TWBC also proposes 
sites 75 (Quaker Burial Ground) and 



Page 40 of 54 
 
 

CSNDP Reg 16  
Page no./Policy 

TWBC Officer Comments Reason for recommendation 

77 (Sissinghurst Primary School 
Nature Reserve). All TWBC 
proposed sites in the emerging 
Local Plan can be found on the 
Local Green Space Interactive Map. 
 

Page 73 
 
Policy HD4.2 
Protect, Conserve 
& Enhance the 
Historic Public 
Realm, part C 

Reads: “c) Proposals that enhance 
the architectural interest of 
Cranbrook town centre, providing 
they demonstrate a sensitive and 
appropriate scheme of exceptional 
quality which respects local 
materials, site, and context, will be 
supported.” 
 
Consider deleting ‘of exceptional 
quality’ as this is felt to add very little 
to the policy requirement or consider 
setting out how this is to be 
judged/determined. 
 

For robustness. 

Page 76 
 
Policy HD4.4 
Protection of Key 
Views 
 
 

The policy is a little confusing as it is 
called Key Views but describes two 
types of views giving a list of 
buildings and places (c) but also 
identifies particular views on plan 
with corresponding list (d) which are 
Views to be Protected neither of 
which are called Key views.  It is 
also not clear which parts of the 
policy apply to which views. Criteria 
a) assuming that it applies to Views 
to be Protected is in conflict with the 
spatial strategy as views listed on 
page 28 include consented 
developments, allocations in the 
current Local Plan and in the SLP. 
Those views are: 
25.View from Mount Ephraim 
looking northwest  
26.View from Mount Ephraim 
looking west, south, and southeast  
30.View from the ridge on Hartley 
Road looking east, northeast, and 
southeast 
 
The requirement in criteria a) is in 
any event too onerous in that it 
states views “should be protected 
and not harmed” which would mean 
that effectively large areas of land 
around Cranbrook are sterilised 
from development. It would be more 
reasonable and effective if the 
wording was “where practical” rather 
than “should”. 
 

For clarity and effectiveness. 

https://tunbridgewells.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8f476c34007646ee8e92dc6a8eb29755
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Page 76 paragraph (b): The first 
sentence is fine, but to be 
consistent, the second sentence 
should read ‘Proposals that would 
result in harm to that part of the 
setting of a heritage asset that 
contributes to its significance 
should be resisted.  Any 
proposals that may cause harm 
to significance through change in 
setting should be robustly justified 
on the basis of public benefit that 
could not otherwise be delivered. 
 
Paragraph (c): ‘Planning 
applications should demonstrate the 
impact on vies of relevant buildings 
and features valued by the 
community including, but not limited 
to, the list below, and detail how 
they will retain visual prominence 
where that is integral to their 
appreciation. 
 

Page 85, Policy 
HD4.9 
 
Policy HD4.9a 
Preference For 
Small Scale 
Sustainable 
Development Sites 
& Design Criteria 
 

Reads: “b) Priority will be given 
to redevelopment of previously 
developed sites over greenfield 
sites” - how does the NDP plan to 
judge/enforce this? 

For effectiveness. 

Page 86 
 
Policy HD4.9b 
Exceptions For 
Large Scale 
Developments & 
Community 
Involvement 
 
Parts a), c) and d) 

Part a: “.....10 or more houses may 
be considered .....” 
 
Consider it would be better to word 
as ‘supported’ instead of 
“considered” 
 
Parts c) and d) suggest these are 
best moved to supporting text rather 
than being part of the policy box. 

For clarity. 

Chapter 4 
Heritage & 
Design 

  

Page 67 – 69 Add reference to the Council’s 
Historic Environment Review (in the 
New Local Plan evidence base and 
referred to as an SPD in the draft 
heritage policies). 

This section is very good and goes into 
the detail that we can’t Borough-wide.  It 
would be helpful to refer to the HER to 
bolster this in terms of the common 
heritage asset typologies in the Parish. 

Page 69 ‘To retain the local historic 
settlement pattern’ – suggest 
change to ‘respect’ 

It is considered that ‘retain’ is not fully 
possible or policy compliant. 

Page 71 Reference to Kent Historic England 
Index needs to be more robust. 

Is it easily accessible enough to make 
this a requirement?  Without evidence 
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as to its robustness it could be 
challenged. 
 

Page 73 
 
Policy HD4.2 
Protect, Conserve 
& Enhance the 
Historic Public 
Realm, part C 

Reads: “c) Proposals that enhance 
the architectural interest of 
Cranbrook town centre, providing 
they demonstrate a sensitive and 
appropriate scheme of exceptional 
quality which respects local 
materials, site, and context, will be 
supported.” 
 
Consider deleting ‘of exceptional 
quality’ as this is felt to add very little 
to the policy requirement or consider 
setting out how this is to be 
judged/determined. 

For robustness. 

Policy HD4.2 Suggest referencing Historic 
England’s Streets for All guidance. 

To give further weight and national 
context to the policy. 
 

Page 81 Policy 4.6 
item (c) 

Suggest using some terminology 
from the farmstead guidance. For 
instance, the aim is to not alter 
those local farmstead layout 
typologies and related field systems 
which have not been altered to date, 
rather than using the word curtilage 
as that has different meanings in 
law. 

 

To ensure the correct terminology is 
used.  

Page 81 Policy 4.6 
item (e) 

Is this suggesting that conversion of 
unconverted barns and sheds is 
discouraged?  Sometimes this is the 
only method for securing their 
optimum viable use, in terms of 
buildings coming out of economical 
as farmsteads cease usage or 
change farming practice. 
 

For clarification.  

Page 81 4.26  Again it would be useful to reference 
the Historic Environment Review. 
 

The HER picks out the vulnerability of 
these types of assets. 

Policy HD4.8 It would be a good idea to broaden 
this to a ‘Heritage at Risk’ policy 
with Providence as the main 
subject. 
 

This gives a hook for other potential 
heritage at risk and support for their 
reuse/repair etc in any proposals.   

Policy HD4.10 a This might be too restrictive. And 
contemporary materials that reflect 
the colour palette, etc? Also, it has 
been very, very difficult to resist 
modern materials which attempt to 
replicate vernacular materials.  

 

Currently too restrictive – requires 
flexibility.  
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Page 90 
 
Policy HD4.10 The 
Design of New 
Buildings Within or 
Within the Setting 
of Conservation 
Areas 
 
Part b) 

Reads: “b) Development that 
would rise above the roofline of 
existing buildings or contrast 
negatively in terms of form and 
choice of materials with the existing 
roofscape will not be permitted.” 

Amend to read ‘will not be 
supported’ 

 

For clarity, given that TWBC is the 
determining authority for any planning 
applications. 

Policy HD4.10 b The first part of that sentence may 
be unachievable (rising above the 
roofline) and is too broad.  There 
may be instances where this would 
still be appropriate in the context.  
Suggest expanding the end of the 
sentence to read ‘contrast 
negatively in form and materials…’ 
 

To be more specific and achievable. 

Page 90 4.44 Other NDPs have included their 
local lists within the text or as 
appendices. 

This would help the Borough to easily 
identify these in decision making 
process rather than waiting for the 
Borough’s own list to be produced. 
 

Chapter 5 Access 
and Movement 

  

Page 97 
 
Policy AM5.1 The 
Pedestrian 
Environment 
 
Supporting text 
para 5.6 
 

This lists locations of concerns re 
pedestrian crossing points – has 
KCC Highways commented on 
these locations? 

For robustness. 

Page 100 
 
Policy AM5.2 
Pedestrian Priority 
& Public Rights of 
Way 
 
Part a) 
 

The A229 – beneficial to identify the 
road name in the document (this 
policy and in any reference to the 
A229 plan wide). 

For clarity. 

Page 101 
 
Policy AM5.2 
Pedestrian Priority 
& Public Rights of 
Way 
 
Supporting text, 
para 5.9 

First sentence: 5.9 “All applications 
should refer to the Kent County 
Council Rights of Way Improvement 
Plan (ROWIP).” 
 
Set out what the NDP expects from 
this – so ‘to inform development 
proposals’ for example. 

For clarity. 

Policy AM5.2, 
paragraph a), p100 
Policy AM5.3, 

Is it referring to all applications or 
just developers? 

Clarification required. 
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Paragraph a), 
p102 

‘All’ new developments are 
expected to invest… 

Suggest rewording, as ‘all’ may be 
unreasonable.  
 

Policy AM5.3, 
paragraph b), p102 

Are there specific circumstances to 
which the contributions will be 
sought? 
 

For clarity. 

Policy AM5.5 
Paragraph b), 
p105 

The policy wording “will not be 
supported” seems a little bit 
unreasonable, could there be 
exceptions? 
 

For greater flexibility. 

Policy AM5.6, 
p106 

How will the applications 
demonstrate that they seek to 
protect and enhance the rural 
lanes? 
 

Further clarification. 

Page 107 
 
Policy AM5.7 Car 
Parking Provision 
 
Part a) 

Reference to the parish-wide 
parking strategy – NDP to set out 
what is expected from developers 
(e.g. financial contributions towards 
production of the strategy/findings 
arising from this?) and clarify which 
developments will be required to do 
so. 
 

For clarity. 

Chapter 6 
Business and 
Employment 

  

Policy BE6.3, p113 “and which can demonstrate that 
they are designed in ways sensitive 
to their town and/or landscape 
settings” - is this necessary?  
 

Other policies in the plan cover this 
element. 

Chapter 7 
Housing 

  

Page 119, paras 
7.9 and 7.10 

These both refer to the Turnden site 
and associated Public Inquiry. It is 
suggested that these paragraphs 
are updated now that the Public 
Inquiry has taken place and the 
decision is awaited. 
 

For clarity. 

Policy HO7.1, 
paragraph c), p121 

What does actively promote mean, 
and can entry-level housing be 
defined? 
 

For clarity.  

Page 121 
 
Policy H07.1 
Affordable Homes 
in Sustainable 
Locations 
 
Supporting text, 
para 7.8 

This refers to 1 and 2 bed units and 
units of 4 bed+ units, for clarity it is 
suggested that a line be added 
about any need or otherwise for 3 
bed units. 

For clarity. 

Page 122 
 

This text is a repeat of text in para 
7.13 so can be deleted. 

Not needed. 
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Policy H07.1 
Affordable Homes 
in Sustainable 
Locations 
 
Supporting text, 
para 7.14 

Policy HO7.2, 
p123 

Paragraph a) This should refer to 
M4(2) and M4(3) building regulation 
standards. Viability will also be a 
consideration. See Policy H6 in the 
SLP for example wording.  
 
The title ‘Lifetime Homes’ is 
outdated by the latest Building 
regulations. We also note that the 
link provided in the ‘Housing 
Appendix’ to Habinteg does not 
work. 
 

Further detail required. 

Policy HO7.3, 
p124 

The first and last bullet points may 
not be necessary as they are 
covered by other policies in the 
plan. 
 

For simplification. 

Accessible & 
Lifetime Homes, 
p126 

This should refer to M4(2) and 
M4(3) building regulation standards. 
Viability will also be a consideration. 
See Policy EN6 in the SLP for 
example wording.  
 

Further detail required. 

Chapter 8 
Community & 
Culture  

  

Policy CC8.3, 
paragraph b) and 
c), p131 

All of paragraph b) may be better 
placed in the supporting text. 
 
Paragraph c) “should be sensitive to 
its built and landscape” is 
unnecessary as the plan is taken as 
a whole. 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Policy CC8.4, 
p132 

“The space should be sensitive to its 
built and landscape setting” – Again, 
it is not necessary to include within 
the policy as the plan is taken as a 
whole 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Policy CC8.5, 
p133 

Paragraph b) may be better placed 
in the supporting text.  
 
Again, paragraph c) “should be 
sensitive to its built and landscape 
setting” is unnecessary to include as 
the plan is taken as a whole. 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Page 133, 
 

Requires developer contributions – 
text needed to set out what 

For robustness and clarity. 

https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Building_regulations
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Building_regulations
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Policy CC8.5 New 
Village Hall for 
Sissinghurst 
 
Part d) 

developments should make this 
contribution. 
 
It is noted that a replacement hall is 
to be delivered as part of Local Plan 
Policy AL/CRS6. Planning 
application 21/03914 is pending 
decision. 
 

Chapter 9 
Infrastructure 

  

Policy IN9.1, p139 Paragraph a) – we question if the 
policy is enforceable – 
developments won’t have any power 
over mobile companies to increase 
their coverage. We recommend 
changing the policy to supporting 
applications which achieve better 
mobile data coverage.  
 

To ensure the policy is deliverable.  

Page 139, 
 
Policy IN9.1 
Provision of 
Enhanced 
Broadband & 
Mobile Data 
 
Part a) 

Reference to “adequate mobile 
data”. 
 
This would be better worded as 
‘suitable mobile data’ 

To ensure policy requirement is worded 
in a more positive way. 

Page 140 
 
Policy IN9.2 
Provision of 
Electric Vehicle 
Charging Points 
 
Parts a), b) and c) 

Part a) – specify the types of 
development covered by this policy 
requirement. Consider removing the 
word applications at the end of the 
wording as its unnecessary.   
 
 
Part b) – what is the NDP expecting 
developers to do/provide? It would 
be worth stating what type of 
charger, and also, the fact that 
double chargers are best practise in 
public places. Perhaps the wording 
‘appropriate charging points’ could 
be used in the policy with more 
detail in the supporting text? 
 

For clarity and robustness. 

Policy IN9.3, p141 In the context of new development, 
could the policy be combined with 
reference to the importance of 
energy efficient design? i.e. 
following the fabric first approach? 
Energy efficient design is one of the 
objectives of the NDP. 
 
“local biomass facilities” – does this 
biomass facilities that source fuel 
locally? Could be made clearer for 
clarification.  

To further strengthen the policy.  
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The supporting text could have 
something added in about the 
importance of tenure blind 
development here. PV is the most 
popular choice for developers and a 
very visible way of distinguishing 
between market housing and 
affordable. 
 

Policy IN9.4 
supporting text, 
p142 

Paragraph 9.12 – we recommend 
mentioning climate change and the 
need to adapt to worsening 
problems in the future that we are 
already committed to.  
 

To strengthen the policy.  
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02 November 2022 

Delivered by email 

Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Plan 

Planning Policy 

Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 

Town Hall 

Royal Tunbridge Wells 

Kent TN1 1RS 

 

 

Ref: TAYS3041 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

CRANBROOK & SISSINGHURST NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: CONSULTATION RESPONSE (TAYLOR WIMPEY) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this consultation. We write on behalf of Taylor Wimpey 

Strategic, who control lands at Frythe Way, Cranbrook (see Document A). Our client has promoted this site as 

a suitable site for residential allocation (circa 70 homes) through the emerging Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 

(SHELAA Site Ref: 25). It was categorised as one of the ‘reasonable alternative sites’ at Table 53 of the 

Sustainability Appraisal that accompanied the emerging Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan (TWBLP)1, and 

scored higher in its assessment than many of the sites considered for allocation around Cranbrook in the 

emerging Local Plan2.   

At the independent examination into the TWBLP over the summer, there was significant debate over the 

spatial development strategy proposed by the Council in their emerging Local Plan. In particular, whether the 

Council’s reliance on two large strategic sites to deliver nearly 70% of the boroughs proposed housing 

allocations was justified. This included concerns from many participants over whether one of these sites, a 

new free standing garden village, would be delivered within the plan period at the rates proposed. Several 

participants, including our client, are therefore calling for additional sites to be allocated through the 

modifications stages of the Local Plan, and distributed in accordance with the Local Plan settlement hierarchy.  

Until the Independent Inspector’s Report for the TWBC Local Plan is published, there are significant 

uncertainties therefore over the ‘strategic policies’ the Neighbourhood Plan should be in general conformity 

with3. Cranbrook is ranked second only after Southborough in the TWBC’s ‘Settlement Role and Function 

Study (TWBC, Feb 2021).  Therefore, should the Local Plan Inspector recommend additional sites are found to 

address housing land supply shortfalls, there is every possibility Cranbrook could be asked to make a further 

contribution. 

 
1 Tunbridge Wells Local Plan - Sustainability Appraisal (TWBC,2021). 
2 Table 54 and Appendix J (Site 25) of Tunbridge Wells Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal (TWBC,2021). 
3 Basic Condition e. PPG Paragraph 065 Reference ID: 41-065-20140306 
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Consequently, until the Inspector’s Report on the TWBLP is published, the weight to be placed on the 

strategic policies in the currently submitted Local Plan is arguably limited. General conformity should be had 

to the strategic policies in the Development Plan. Until the review TWBLP is adopted, the current adopted 

Development Plan strategic policies remain relevant for Neighbourhood Plan preparation.  

This highlights the potential for conflicts between the strategic policies concerning the quantum and 

distribution of allocations to the Parish as referred to in the Local Plan, and the policies seeking to manage 

such growth at the local level through the Neighbourhood Plan. This is highlighted at paragraph 7.11 of the 

draft Neighbourhood Plan, with respect to the potential for conflict between proposed Neighbourhood Plan 

Policy LN3.5 and Draft Local Plan Policy AL/CRS3.  

Progressing the Neighbourhood Plan to examination and referendum ahead of the release of the Inspectors 

Report into the TWBLP therefore has inherent risks, particularly if the Inspector finds the Local Plan unsound, 

and significant changes are required to its strategic policies to render it sound. This could well result in the 

need for an early review of the Neighbourhood Plan to bring it into general conformity with the strategic 

policies subsequently adopted. We note the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have sought to limit that risk 

by seeking to conform to both the current adopted Development Plan strategic policies and the emerging 

ones. However, as indicated above, conflicts already exist and are acknowledged at paragraph 7.11 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. For these reasons, and to reduce the potential for abortive time and cost being 

incurred, we would urge the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to wait for the outcome of the TWBLP 

Inspectors Report before progressing to examination and referendum. 

In the interim, our client has examined the draft Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting evidence base and 

makes the following comments to assist the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in finalising its Plan for 

examination: 

Neighbourhood Development Plan (Submission Version – July 2022) 

Paragraph/Policy Comment 

LN3.1 (b) It is unclear how the 25m buffer extent has been deduced, with 

no evidence or guidance referenced in support. The extent and 

need for buffers can and does vary according to the designation 

and attributes of such sites and will need to be agreed with the 

relevant statutory consultees and the LPA. We would therefore 

recommend this criterion be deleted, as this mitigation is 

addressed in our view under criterion a.  

LN3.1 (c) This policy is more prescriptive than draft Local Plan Policy EN9 

with respect to the requirement for BNG to delivered within the 

parish. No evidence is presented on why this must be in the 

parish, or the likely implication of this on the growth required and 

relied upon at this settlement over the relevant Development 

Plan period. Unlike draft Local Plan Policy EN9, this lacks flexibility 

to be effective. Policy EN9 seeks to acknowledge provisions of the 

Environment Act 2021, anticipated to become mandatory from 

November 2023, and affords flexibility in the interim to address 

such requirements in a proportionate and evidenced manner. We 

would recommend Policy LN3.1 (c) be amended to better reflect 

Local Plan Policy EN9 or indeed deleted to avoid duplication if by 
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doing so it merely replicates this policy. Also, if retained we 

suggest the reference to ‘supporting text of LN7.2’ should be 

replaced by ‘supporting text of LN3.2’, to correct what we assume 

to be a typographical error. Similarly, section 11 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan we assume should be amended to correct 

reference to LN7 policies, which presumably should be LN3 

policies.  

LN3.2 (c and h) These criteria are imprecise with respect to gains required to 

satisfy such policies. Reference in criterion h) for example to 

‘significant biodiversity gains’ could well be construed as above 

and beyond the 10% assessed as appropriate and deliverable 

through draft policy EN9 of the emerging TWBLP, or likely to be 

mandatory next year through provisions in the Environment Act 

2021.  We are not aware of any evidence having been 

commissioned to support higher requirements in the 

Neighbourhood Plan, including the impact this would have on the 

delivery of development planned for at strategic policy level in 

the TWBLP. This includes whole plan viability or other 

assessments to deduce and justify requests beyond current 

National Policy and Development Plan Policy, ‘biodiversity net 

gain’ requirements.   

In addition, the word ‘geodiversity’ is inserted in the policy, with 

biodiversity gains requested in compensation. We assume this is 

deduced from draft TWBLP Policies STR8 and EN1, which are 

clearer in relation to the features of particular interest, with ‘net 

gain’ sought where possible.  

Accordingly, we would suggest the following amendment to 

criterion c): 

(over and above the requirements to avoid, mitigate and 

compensate for impacts on habitats and species) 

Also, the following amendment to criterion h): 

‘Development proposals resulting in negative impacts on 

biodiversity and or sites of geodiversity geological interest will not 

be supported unless clear and significant biodiversity gains can be 

demonstrated as compensation for any potential harm. 

Biodiversity net gain should be determined by applying, DEFRA’s 

Biodiversity Metric 2.0 calculator, or whatever supersedes it in the 

future, such as the Biodiversity Metric 3.0 calculator. 

LN3.3 (b) The wording lacks flexibility to address particular site-specific 

circumstances and wider Local Plan policy objectives, that may 

weigh in favour of loss, particularly where compensatory 

measures are proposed and deemed acceptable. To accord with 
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Policy EN12 and EN13 of the draft Local Plan, this wording should 

be amended to: 

‘Development proposals resulting in the loss of irreplaceable 

priority habitats such as ancient woodland, traditional orchards, 

grassland of interest and veteran trees will be refused’not 

normally be permitted, unless for exceptional reasons, as defined 

in NPPF, and in such circumstances appropriate compensatory 

measures are provided. 

Arguably there is duplication of policy here between Local Plan 

and Neighbourhood Plan, so this could be deleted entirely given 

the upper tier policy proposed. 

Paragraph 3.19 No evidence is presented to justify a requirement for a uniform 

buffer in excess of that advocated in current government 

guidance (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-

veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences). We would suggest 

reference to 50m be deleted and amended to require the 

provision of appropriate buffers that account for site specific 

assessments in line with current government guidance.  

LN3.5 & Paragraph 3.38 It is unclear how the stated buffer zones have been deduced and 

evidenced, given there are noted conflicts (as cited at paragraph 

7.11 of the Neighbourhood Plan) between this policy and 

strategic policies in the Local Plan that seek to allocate land in 

this area (Draft TWBLP Policy AL/CRS3). The 500m buffer 

proposed for example seems disproportionate to the intended 

purpose of this policy, and covers most of the urban area of 

Cranbrook.  

Given the Neighbourhood Plan group and Parish Council have 

signalled their willingness to undertake further discussions with 

TWBC if needed to find an alternative strategy for smaller more 

appropriate sites than AL/CRS3 in this area (Paragraph 7.12 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan), it would seem prudent to ensure such 

policy buffers are evidenced and attain the correct balance 

sought between social, economic, and environmental needs of 

the area.  

We would recommend these are revisited and the buffers sought 

evidenced and made specific to the features of interest, with any 

discrepancies between this and the emerging Local Plan resolved 

in discussions with Statutory Consultees Natural England and the 

Environment Agency.   

LN3.9 (f) This criterion appears insufficiently flexible, and replicates 

elements of other Neighbourhood Plan policies relating to 

biodiversity and ancient woodlands for example, and there is 

conflict between this and strategic policy EN19 of the draft 
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TWBLP, which guides the scale, extent, exceptional need, and 

compensatory aspects of development proposals in the AoNB. If 

retained, we suggest revisions as follows: 

‘Proposals should seek to be sensitive to the topography and 

landscape features in the parish, and wherever possible support 

the distinctiveness of individual settlements in the parish and their 

key characteristics’.   conserve and enhance the ecology of fields, 

trees including veteran trees and hedgerows; retains historic 

fields; and where possible, directs development away from fields 

that have been in use since the medieval period or earlier, 

especially where these form coherent field systems with other 

medieval features. 

AM5.5 (b) No evidence is presented to justify such a restrictive policy 

criterion. Our client commissioned transport consultants i-

transport to assess the transport implications of their site at 

Frythe Way well over two years ago, which included liaison with 

county highways. This confirmed that the relatively modest 

proposals tabled by our client, circa 70 homes, are unlikely to 

have any adverse impact to highway safety. In addition, the site 

benefits from being a short walk from the centre of Cranbrook, 

reducing the need for many car-based journeys.   

Given the Neighbourhood Plan group and Parish Council have 

signalled their willingness to undertake further discussions with 

TWBC as needed to find an alternative strategy for smaller more 

appropriate sites than AL/CRS3 in the area (Paragraph 7.12 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan); and parishioners support for sites and 

policies that promote greater active travel in the parish 

(Paragraph 5.16 of Neighbourhood Plan), it would seem prudent 

to ensure all sustainable options for suitable and appropriate 

sites remain open for consideration.  

Our client’s site and proposals (see Document A) were 

categorised as one of the ‘reasonable alternative sites’ at Table 

53 of the Sustainability Appraisal that accompanied the emerging 

Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan (TWBLP)4, and scored higher 

in its assessment than many of the sites considered for allocation 

around Cranbrook in the emerging Local Plan5.   

For avoidance of doubt, our client has also commissioned further 

updates to their transport assessment work in October 2022 

(Document B). This is a comprehensive assessment and report, 

with several recommendations we would be happy to discuss 

further with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Parish 

Council. Consultant engineers i-transport continue to conclude 

there are no highway safety grounds to omit this sites 
 

4 Tunbridge Wells Local Plan - Sustainability Appraisal (TWBC,2021). 
5 Table 54 and Appendix J (Site 25) of Tunbridge Wells Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal (TWBC,2021). 
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consideration, or that would just ify the need for criterion b) of 

Neighbourhood Plan Policy AMS.5. 

Considering this evidence and the aforementioned context, we 
respectfully recommend this criterion is deleted. 

HO7.1 {b) Whilst we have no objections to the importance of prior itising 
those with a local connection first, this should afford the 

flexibility to cascade to surrounding parishes in the borough and 

wider area should this be required. This wou ld ensure 

consistency with Draft TWBLP Policy H3, which we contend is a 

more appropriate and effective approach. 

IN9.1 (a) Whilst it would be reasonable to require new development to 

accommodate the necessary infrastructure on site to enable 

service providers to make their necessary broadband connections 

(without the need for subsequent retrofitting), these services and 

the assured speed of them are beyond the control of the 

planning applicants themselves. 

Similarly, the provision of mobile data coverage in the area are 

elements beyond the applicant's control. This criterion is 

therefore unreasonable and potentially unimplementable and 

should be omitted or revised to better align with Draft Policy EN1 

of the TWBLP. 

We trust the enclosed comments are useful. Our client wou ld welcome the opportunity to meet 

representatives of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Parish Counci l discuss these matters further 

prior to the Neighbourhood Plan being formally submitted for independent examination. We would also wish 

to reserve the right to appear at this examination to elaborate on these matters further. 

Enc: 
- Document A {Vision Document - Turley, 2021) 

- Document B (Transport Appraisa l BT/ITB13706-005 TN - i-transport, Oct 2022) 
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Disclaimer 

This drawing/document Is for Illustrative purposes 
only and should not be used for any construction or 
estimation purposes. Do not scale drawings. No llablllty or 
responsibility Is accepted arising from reliance upon the 
Information contained In this drawing/document. 

Copyright 

All drawings are Crown Copyright 2019. All rights reserved. 
License number 100020449. 



CONTENTS 
The Vision 

About Taylor Wimpey 
,.., 

" 
The Site 7 

Selecting a Sustainable Site 9 
Site Context 13 
Technical Considerations 17 

Considerations Summary 19 

The Proposals 21 
Design Principles 23 
Framework Masterplan 27 

Next Steps 29 



1 

THE VISION 

Frythe Way, 
Cran brook 

Frythe Way, Cranbrook, is a well-connected neighbourhood located in an enclosed landscape 

setting to the immediate south of Cranbrook Town Centre. Located in the High Weald Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty, the Site has excellent connections to the High Weald Landscape Trail 

for countryside walks, as well as Royal Tunbridge Wells for shopping and spa days. 

Nearby train stations include Staplehurst and Tunbridge Wells, offering connections to Ashford 

International and London, Charing Cross. 

The Site is a ten minute walk to Cranbrook High Street where historical buildings, independent 

retail and cafes and pubs provide a vibrant town centre setting. Cranbrook Academy School, an 

Ofsted Outstanding school, is only 15 minutes' walk from the Site. 

--
---1 
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Our vision for Frythe Way, Cranbrook is informed by appreciating the landscape and biodiversity 
character of the surrounding area and understanding its relationship to wider recreational offers. 
Using these themes and drawing on the best qualities of the Site, we have created a distinct yet 

appropriate approach to development. 

Community Benefits: 

• New homes comprising of market and affordable family homes; 

• Publicly accessible open space; 

• Provision of a new natural play space located close to the existing homes of Cranbrook; 

• Trim trail for all ages to enjoy outdoor activities; 

• Edible landscapes for the benefit of the wider community; 

• Sustainable Urban Drainage; and 

• Landscape and biodiversity enhancements. 

s 
TENTERDEN ____ B_,,, 
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"Taylor 
Wimpey is one 
of the leading 
national 
house builders 
operating 
across 
England, 
Scotland and 
Wales, and is 
responsible 
for building 
approximately 
15,000 homes 
annually." 

About Taylor Win1pey 

Taylor Wimpey is a dedicated home building 

company. The company was formed in 

2007 through a merger between George 

Wimpey and Taylor Woodrow, our combined 

history dates back to 1880. With over 125 

years' experience; we have an unparalleled 

record in our industry and a strong track 

record in delivering high quality sustainable 

developments in London and the South East. 

We draw on our experience as a provider of 

We are proud of our history and the legacy 

that we leave in the homes and communities 

that we deliver. We continually look at how we 

can improve to ensure that we create great, 

sustainable places for people to live, work and 

enjoy. With unrivalled experience of building 

homes and communities Taylor Wimpey is at 

the forefront of the industry in build quality, 

design, health and safety, customer service 

and satisfaction. 

quality homes while setting new standards of We have a proven track record of delivering 

customer care in the industry. Our 24 regional homes for communities and an excellent 

businesses in the UK give our operations reputation as a result of this. As a National 

significant scale and national geographic Housebuilder we have a reliable and stable 

coverage. In doing so, Taylor Wimpey business model that allows us to make 

combines the strengths of a national developer genuine investments that have long term 

with the focus of small local business units. positive benefits for communities. As a 

This creates a unique framework of local and FTSE 1 00 business we operate in all market 

national knowledge, supported by the financial conditions and invest in all sites we promote, 

strength and highest standards of corporate which means that there is a committed 

governance of a major PLC. purchaser at the end of the promotion journey. 

We have expertise in land acquisition, home 

and community design, urban regeneration 

and the development of supporting 

infrastructure. To enable the successful delivery 

of all our sites, we offer a comprehensive 

approach to development. We will: 

• Promote sites through the planning 

process; 

• Prepare and submit planning applications 

for the site; and 

• Develop the sites thereafter. 



"We recognise the 
importance of creating a 
well-designed place and 
in doing so we ensure a 
long-term legacy" 
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Fig. 1. Site Photos (from left to 

right) Restricted Byway sign 

on Freight Lane, looking into 

the Site from the west and 

surface of Freight Lane. 

The Site 

Location 
The Site is located within the small town of 

Cranbrook, in the Weald of Kent in south 

east England. The town lies roughly half-way 

between Maidstone and Hastings, about 

38 miles south east of central London and 

approximately 9.5km south east of Royal 

Tunbridge Wells. The Site itself is situated on 

the south eastern edge of the town. 

LONDON 

Croydon 

Site Description 
The Site is approximately 2.79 hectares in size 

and is comprised of two small fields, and is 

located to the west of Frythe Way and south 

and east of Freight Lane. The Site boundaries 

all feature mature hedgerows with hedgerow 

trees, with a ditch running alongside the 

eastern and southern boundaries. 

The topography of the Site gently rises from 

the north-east corner, which is below 90m 

Above Ordnance Datum ('AOD') to 95m AOD 

in the south west corner. 

High Weald AONB 

Fig. 2. Regional context 
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BUILDING 
LIFE 

Building for 
life is a tool 
to assess and 
compare 
the quality 
of proposed 
neighbourhoods. 

Selecting a Sustainable Site 

Local Facilities 
Access to local facilities is fundamental to the concept of locating sustainable development. New 

development needs the full range of social, retail, educational, health, transport, and recreational 

facilities to allow people, especially those with limited mobility, to go about their daily lives without 

over reliance on a private car. 

Building for Life is a tool to assess and compare the quality of proposed neighbourhoods. It is led 

by the Design Council CABE, Home Builders Federation and Design for Homes. 

Whilst Building for Life is usually awarded to completed schemes, the site selection criteria has 

been applied to this site to demonstrate the sustainability of Frythe Way as a location for a future 

neighbourhood extension. Building for Life asks: 

1. Does the development provide (or is it close to) community facilities, such as shops, schools, 

workplaces, parks, play areas, pubs or cafes? 

2. Are there enough facilities and services in the local area to support the development? If not, 

what is needed? 

The facilities audit on the following pages 

demonstrates the Site is a sustainable site 

location and fully meets the Building for Life 

criteria through a combination of existing and 

proposed local facilities. 

The Site is well located in proximity to local 

amenities and transport links meeting the 

needs of the wider community and making 

Cranbrook a good location to accommodate 

sustainable housing growth. 

The analysis demonstrates there is a very good 

range of everyday facilities located within a 

reasonable walking distance from the centre 

of the Site. Cranbrook Town Centre is located 

within 700m of the Site. There is a wider 

range of social, retail, educational, health and 

recreational facilities. 

There are a number of facilities which are 

in close proximity of the Site (up to 700m), 

these include: 

• Cranbrook Town Centre retail 

• Cranbrook Academy School 

• Co-op Food 

• Cranbrook Post Office 

• A number of Dental Practices 

• Lloyds Pharmacy 

Other facilities in the town include: 

• Cranbrook Church of England Primary 

School 

• The High Weald Academy 

• Crane Valley Local Nature Reserve 

• Cranbrook Museum 

• Cranbrook Library 

• The Weald Sports Centre 

• Cranbrook Rugby Club 

• Angley Park 

• Orchard End Surgery 

• The Old School Surgery 



Fig. 4. A selection of the key local facilities close to the Site clockwise from top 
left; post office, independent retail, pharmacy, public house, Cranbrook 

Academy School and a local church. 



Connectivity Analysis 

□ Site Boundary 

i-Transport LLP has been appointed by Taylor Wimpey 0 Bus Stop 

to provide transport and highways advice in relation , 
to the promotion of Land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook ,, Public Right of Way (PROW) 

(SHLAA Site Reference: 25). The Site adjoins the Cranbrook Town Centre 
existing residential area served from Frythe Way 
and is located approximately 700m to the south Open Space 
of Cranbrook Town Centre. Freight Lane forms the 
northern boundary of the Site. • Woodland 

Public Transport Provision e " Primary School 

The closest bus stops to the Site are located on ® Secondary School 

Cranbrook High Street approximately 750m north 
(i;, 

of the Site. The bus stop is located outside the Place of Worship 

Congregational Church, a short distance from where 
(r) the WC110 public right of way terminates. Pub 

Bus route no. 5 is the main bus service in Cranbrook, ~ Sports Centre 

which can be easily accessed from the proposed 
@ development site. Local Food Shop 

The closest railway station to the Site is located at @ Supermarket 

Staplehurst, approximately 10.2km to the north of the 

~ Site. The station is directly accessible by bus via the Butchers 

no. 5 service with a 20-minute journey time. 
@ GP Surgery 

Staplehurst railway station provides two services per 
hour towards London Charing Cross and two services (±) Pharmacy 

per hour to Ashford, with hourly services to Ramsgate 
Dentist 

and Dover. Therefore, coupled with the bus service 
which operates from early in the morning to late in ® Opticians 
the evening, this provides an opportunity for linked 
journeys to destinations further afield for access to a 

@) Library 
wider range of facilities and services. 

@) Post Office 

\,Yalking and Cycling 
@ Local Nature Reserve 

The Site offers attractive walking routes to the local 
facilities outlined on the previous pages and illustrated ® Playing Fields 
opposite. The primary desire lines for pedestrians 

@ and cyclists from the Site will be to the north towards Historic Park & Garden 

Cranbrook Town Centre via Frythe Walk/ Bramley 

0 Drive/ St Dunstans Walk and public footpath no. Allotments 

WC110. This route consists of quiet residential roads c=> Museum 
that are street lit and subject to low vehicle speeds. 
Continuous footways extend the full length of the route 
on both sides of the carriageway. Public footpath no. 

@ Veterinary 

WC110 provides an attractive link to the Town Centre. @ Cranbrook Union Windmill 

11 



' 
► ' / \, 

I 

I 

I , 

I 

I 

.. , ,, 
I ,' 

._.,. I ' J 
-...,---4 I 

', I I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

.,. 
/ 

/ 

.,.. 

.,,. 
/ 

\ 

' 

\ 

I 
/ 

I 

/ 

, 

/ ,,. 

' 

,,. , 

... 
' 

; 

' ' 

. 
I 

,, 

-· . . 

• --- J ., \ ' ---I - -

/ \ ' -
./ \ \ ' ____ ,. 

\ 
\ \ \ 
~ \ 

\ \ 

I -J 

' I 

.,~ / .. --~ 

/ -- - - -
\ 

/ 
/ 

.,,, 
\ ,,. ,,. 

,,. .,,, \ 
/' \ 

/' - -
/ 

"' / 
- .., 

/ 

' " 

F' ig. 5. Local fac·1·~ 11ues plan 

I 

I .r I 

I/ I 
I 

-

' ' I 

I 

12 



13 

Site Context 

Landscape 
CSA Environmental has been appointed by 
Taylor Wimpey to undertake a Landscape 
Overview of land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook, 
Kent (the 'Site'). 

Statutory and Non-Statutory 
Designations 

As shown on the adjacent plan (Fig. 6), the Site 
and settlement of Cranbrook are located within 
the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. The Site is not otherwise covered 
by any additional statutory or non-statutory 
designations for landscape character or quality. 
The northern part of the Site, is recognised as 
a Traditional Orchard Priority Habitat. However, 
this area has been left unmanaged for years 
and is publicly inaccessible. 

There are a limited number of designations 
lying within the wider area around the Site. 
Crane Valley Local Nature Reserve lies 
approximately 95m north of the Site. Robins 
Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest lies 
approximately 1.4km to the south west of the 
Site. 

Conservation Area and Listed 
Buildings 

Cranbrook Conservation Area lies 
approximately 590m north of the Site and the 
intervening tree cover to the north west of the 
Site and development to the north east prevent 
intervisibility. The nearest listed building lies 
just outside the site boundary, north east of 
the Site. There is no adverse impacts on the 
setting of listed buildings or the Conservation 
area envisaged. 



□ Site Boundary 

Q High Weald Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) 

~ Registered Parks & Gardens 

~ 
Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) 

~ Local Nature Reserve (LNR) 

[]]]I] Ancient Woodland 

~ Ancient Replanted Woodland 

■ 
~ 

0 

Scheduled Monuments 

Priority Habitat - Traditional Orchards 
(within 500m) 

Conservation Areas 

Grade I Listed Buildings within 2km 

Grade 11 • Listed Buildings within 2km 

Grade II Listed Buildings within 
1.5km 

Fig. 6. Landscape Magic Map 

extract & heritage plan 
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□ Site Boundary 

©:: Photo 
Locations 

Visibility 

An assessment of the visibility of the Site 

was undertaken and a series of photographs 

taken from public vantage points, rights of 

way and public highways. The Site was visited 

in June, when the vegetation was in leaf. 

Where appropriate, a commentary on likely 

winter views when vegetation is out of leaf is 

included. The viewpoints are illustrated on the 

Location Plan below. 

There are no views of the Site from the wider 

Cranbrook settlement area, as it is contained in 

longer distance views by virtue of the adjacent 

woodland and built form. The topography 

within the village rises to the north-east, 

however, intervisibility with the Site remains 

screened by intervening built form and dense 

tree cover. 

There are no opportunities for views into the 

A separate comparative assessment has been Site from the wider landscape due to the 

undertaken to determine site suitability within nature of the local topography and intervening 

the wider context of Cranbrook. built form and dense vegetation. 

The Site's field boundaries, the trees in the Views of the Site are possible from the housing 

near vicinity and the well wooded wider adjacent to it to the north east and east, 

landscape, provide a good level of screening of Freight Lane, the public footpath which runs 

the Site. Where views are possible, these are adjacent to the southern Site boundary and 

filtered views, often seen in the context of other the public footpath which joins the western 

development close to the Site boundaries. Site boundary from Mount Ephraim Farm. 

While vegetation on and around the Site are 

predominantly deciduous, winter views will 

typically be screened by virtue of the wider 

wooded landscape. 

Fig. 7. Aerial photograph - photo locations plan 



Fig. 8.        Photograph 06 - View from entrance to Area B, opposite junction to public footpath WC116, looking  

       north-east into the Site

Fig. 9.        Photograph 14 - View from public footpath WC114, looking north-west towards the Site 

Fig. 10. Photograph 17 - View from centre of Area B, looking north-west 

Conclusion 

A sensitive housing scheme, 
will enable the development 
to be integrated into the 
urban edge of Cranbrook, 
and provide a well-established 
framework in which to locate 
new housing. In addition, it 
will allow improved access 
to the surrounding public 
rights of way network and 
wider countryside to the 
west, by providing new 
recreational footpaths within 
the development.  

There is the opportunity 
to include new planting, 
including to the Site 
boundaries, which will 
reinforce the Site’s landscape 
framework and add to the 
wider character of the area.  

Accordingly, the Site is 
capable of accommodating 
development without resulting 
in significant harm to the 
landscape character of the 
surrounding countryside, or to 
the AONB.

Ecology 

Ecological surveys were undertaken at the 
Site in 2019 in order to ascertain whether 
the habitats present are used by protected 
or notable faunal species.  Whilst further 
ecological survey and assessment work is 
being undertaken to inform the emerging 
proposals, the work undertaken to date has 
not identified any overarching ecological 
constraints associated with development at the 
Site.

In summary, no ecological constraints have 
been identified to-date that would inhibit 
future development and all opportunities will 
be explored through detailed preparation of 
the masterplan to provide improved wildlife 
corridors through the Site.

16

f>roparlieson ffYhe 
w 



17 

Technical Considerations 

Access 

An Access Appraisal was produced in May 
2018. A Transport appraisal has also been 
produced, which concludes the Site is well 
related to existing facilities and services, 
with a wide range of key local destinations, 
including all of Cranbrook Town Centre within 
a comfortable walking and cycling distance of 
the Site. Future residents of the Site will have 
genuine and realistic opportunities to travel 
by sustainable modes of transport. These are 
accessible via an existing good quality network 
of footways and public rights of way in the 
adjacent built up area. 

Vehicular access to the development can be 
achieved by extending the south western end 
of Frythe Way into the Site. The proposed site 
access road will form a 5.0m wide carriageway 
with a 2.0m wide footway on both sides. This 
is in accordance with the minimum street 
width of 5m recommended by British Standard 
BS5906:2005, which allows a refuse vehicle to 

\ 
EXISTING PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 

TO No.67 TO BE RETAINED ~-

EXISTING FOOTPATH TO BE 
DIVERTED ONTO PROPOSED fOOTWAY 

43m FORWARO V,SIBIUTV ENVELOP! -

pass a parked car (ref: Manual for Streets (MfS) 

paragraph 6.8. 7). 

Adequate forward visibility of 43m, which is in 
accordance with the guidance set out in MfS 
for roads with vehicle speeds of 30mph, is 
achievable along the proposed extension of 
Frythe Way into the Site. There is a hardened 
1.5m - 2.0m wide verge on Frythe Way which 
accommodates parked vehicles to enable two
way working immediately to the north of the 
proposed site access. 

Taylor Wimpey is working in partnership with 
local housing association, Town & Country 
Housing, to deliver these proposals. A 
suitable access onto Frythe Way is therefore 
deliverable. 

In summary, the proposed site access 
arrangements therefore provide safe and 
suitable access for all people in full accordance 
with the guidance in MfS. 

a-ACCESS TO EXISTING PRIVATE DRIVEWAY TO BE 
' ~ \, EXTENDED TO TIE IN WIT!l PROPOSED SITE ACCESS 

, I ' ............. ' 
r ,,___ ---....:.,, 

~ EXISTING AREA OF CARRIAGEWAYTO 6E 
RETAINED OR FORM HIGHWAY VERGE 
(TO BE AGREED WITH WIT COUNTY COUNCIL) 

2.0m FOOTWAY 

"- 2.0m x TANGENTIAL Vl~l81UTY SPLAY 

PROVISION OF DROPPED KERB / 
/,-c;Y'. CROSSING ANO TACTILE PAVING 

"" ,7 / ~-v EXISTING PUBLIC RlGlil Of WAY V P W"'~""'""=""" 

D Site Boundary 

Fig. 11. Access option 



Drainage 
A high-level drainage plan has been prepared 
by WSP. 

Flood mapping confirms the Site to be in Flood 
Zone 1 (Low Risk). The Site is shown outside 
any flood risk corridor associated with surface 
water with the exception of one low risk spot in 
the centre of the Site. 

The Sites topography gently rises from the 
north east corner, which is below 90m Above 
Ordnance Datum (‘AOD’) to 95m AOD in the 
south west corner.  The plan indicates at the 
Sites lowest point where there is potential 
for an infiltration basin or Sustainable Urban 
Drainage feature.

Fig. 12. Initial drainage considerations 

18

NEAREST WATERCOURSE 

~ 

FLOOD MAPPING CONFIRMS THE SITE 
TO BE IN FLOOD ZONE 1 (LOW RISK). 

THE SITE IS SHOWN OUTSIDE FLOOD 
RISK CORRIDOR ASSOCIATED WITH 
SURFACE WATER TO THE EXCEPTION OF 
ONE LOW RISK SPOT. 

L
~~ SITE LOW POINT. POTENTIAL FOR 

INFILTRATION BASIN 

BGS MAPPING: TUNBRIDGE WELLS SAND 
FORMATION - SANDSTONE AND 
SILLSTONE, INTERBEDDED 

- POTENTIAL CONNECTIONS FOR SURFACE 
AND FOUL WATER FROM THE SITE TO 
SOUTHERN WATER DRAINAGE NETWORK 
(SUBJECT TO CONFIRMATION). 
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Considerations 
Sun1n1ary 

The Site is considered suitable and sustainable 
to accommodate new homes. While there 
are a few considerations, such as mature 
trees and hedgerows these can be used as 
opportunities adding value to the scheme. 

□ Site Boundary 

■ Built Context 

• Listed Building 

, , 
, 

Public rights of way (Footpath) 

--Public rights of way (By-way) 

■ Woodland 

~ Ancient Woodland 

'-........ Existing Poor Quality Vegetation 

~ ~ Local Nature Reserve 

0 Category A Trees 

• Category B Trees 

- Category C Trees 

lit' Main Entrance 
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Fig. 13. Opportunities an . . d constraints plan 
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Locating 
comprehensive 
development at 
Frythe \,Vay provides 
local benefits 
including the 
delivery of market 
and affordable homes 
and provision of new 
high quality open 
space. 

The following 
diagrams explore 
the overarching 
benefits of locating 
a new residential 
neighbourhood at 
FrytheWay. 

Design Principles 

The Site today 

The Site is approximately 
2.79 hectares in size, and is 
located to the west of Frythe 
Way and south and east of 
Freight Lane, in Cranbrook. 

Maintain and enhance 
existing natural features 

Retain and enhance natural 
features including mature 
boundary trees and hedgerows 
for the benefit of existing 
habitats and ecosystems. This 
will help to mitigate the visual 
impact of future development. 

Vegetation on the edges of 
the Site is predominantly 
deciduous, views will typically 
be screened by virtue of the 
wider wooded landscape. 

Create landscape and 
biodiversity corridors 

Creating linear habitats & 

green corridors will integrate 
key landscape assets within 
and on the edge of the Site, 
creating movement corridors 
for people and wildlife. 

Existing public rights of way 
& Byways that surround 
the Site will be integrated 
through additional pathways 
connecting to green spaces. 



Edible Landscapes

Areas of fruit trees and 
berry bushes will be planted 
throughout the Site to 
encourage healthy eating 
and learning about food 
production.

Access

Vehicular access is provided 
from Freight Lane via a looped 
main road within the Site. 
Pedestrians are prioritised on 
shared surfaces. A number 
of connecting paths feature 
along the boundary edges 
that link the Site to existing 
public rights of ways and the 
wider landscape. 

Access To open space & 
active lifestyles

The Site is well located with 
existing recreation grounds 
located to the immediate 
south east and north. 

The introduction of trim trails, 
green routes and natural play 
within the Site provides a 
variety of activity for all age 
groups.

24
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Pedest1ian access to 
Town Centre 

The Site is a 1 0 minute walk 
using pathways and public 
rights of way, to cafes, pubs 
and shops on Cranbrook High 
Street. 

Provide sustainable 
urban drainage 

The natural slope of the Site is 
from the south west corner to 
the north east. The proposals 
use the Sites topography 
to introduce swales and 
retention ponds within open 

space. 



Frythe Way, Cranbrook will 
incorporate open space that 

encourages active lifestyles 
and edible landscapes. 

Fig. 14. A selection of potential 

landscape proposals clockwise from 

top left; berry bushes, wildflowers, 

natural play, bird boxes and trim 

trails.
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Fran1ework Masterplan 

Our vision for Land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook □ Site Boundary 
is informed by appreciating the landscape 

and biodiversity character of the surrounding ' Public Right of Way , 
area and understanding its relationship to 

Public Right of Way (Restricted 
wider recreational offers. Using these themes , 

By-way) 
and drawing on the best qualities of the Site, 

we have created a distinct yet appropriate 0 Main Access Point 

approach to development. • Main Street 

Community Benefits: 0 Secondary Roads/ Shared Surface 

• New homes comprising of market and • Sustainable Urban Drainage 

affordable family homes; 
0 Natural Play 

• Publically accessible open space; 

0 Trim Trail 
• Provision of a new natural play space 

located close to the existing homes of 0 Edible Landscape 

Cran brook; 
0 Green Corridors for Wildlife 

• Trim trail for all ages to enjoy outdoor 

activities; • Retained Trees 

• Edible landscapes for the benefit of the 0 Proposed Trees 

wider community; 

CD Key Entrance Space 
• Sustainable Urban Drainage; and 

• Landscape and biodiversity • Public Open Space 

enhancements. G) Shared Surface Square for Traffic 
Calming 

CD Pedestrian Routes Linking to PRoW 

e Cycle & Pedestrian Route Linking 
to PRoW 
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Fig. 15. Framework masterplan 
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Next Steps 

Deliverability 

As set out within this document, our initial 
assessments have demonstrated that the 
Site is free from significant environmental and 
infrastructure constraints and development 
on this Site would not cause significant 
adverse impacts on the countryside or wider 
landscape. 

For the reasons set out above, it is considered 
that the proposal can comprehensively deliver 
much needed housing, whilst also helping 

to support Cranbrook's growth strategy by 
ensuring that there is a sufficient supply of new 
housing, which can be brought forward within 
a foreseeable time-frame. 

Community 
Engagement 

We believe that the Site should be designed 
with local stakeholders. We propose to 
tailor a programme of public engagement in 
collaboration with key stakeholders, including 
the Parish. 

We believe that the creation of a new 
neighbourhood presents the perfect 
opportunity to demonstrate a responsible 
and transparent approach to community 
involvement, by setting out a coherent and 
incremental strategy from the early consultation 
stages right through to the implementation 
stages and beyond; indeed, the very nature of 
the concept will make it necessary to do so. 

This process allows for the identification of 
issues and problems at an early stage, as well 
as providing the ability to capitalise on and 
respond to local initiatives, harness the energy 
and resourcefulness of local stakeholders and 
incorporate their ideas and ambitions. 
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Technical Note 
Project No: ITB13706 
Project Title: Land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook 
Title: Transport Appraisal 
Ref: BT/ITB13706-005A TN 
Date: 7 November 2022 
 

SECTION 1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Taylor Wimpey has appointed i-Transport LLP to provide transport and highways advice in relation to 

a proposed residential development on Land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook. The site is capable of 

accommodating circa 70 dwellings.  

1.1.2 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) are currently in the process of preparing a new Local Plan, 

which will form the basis for determining the suitability of development proposals across the borough 

to 2038. Following Examination of the Local Plan, it is expected that the Plan will be adopted by TWBC 

in January 2023. The site is identified in the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment (SHELAA) as Site Reference: 25. 

1.1.3 The transport and highways implications of the proposed development have been subject to 

discussions with the highway authority, Kent County Council (KCC) in Autumn 2020 to seek to agree 

there are no highways reason why the site should not be allocated. A copy of the comments received 

from KCC is provided in Appendix A. This confirms that no highways or transport related objections 

were raised, including regarding the proposed access arrangements. 

1.2 Background 

1.2.1 Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish Council submitted a draft Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 

Neighbourhood Development Plan to Tunbridge Wells Borough Council on 18 July 2022. The 

document set out a vision statement and set of objectives for all future development in the parish.  

1.2.2 These are supported by a set of planning policies and a series of projects to realise the vision and 

objectives. The plan has been informed by the strategic policies in the Tunbridge Wells Borough 

Council Local Plan. 
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1.2.3 The emerging policy states “Developments which propose using Frythe Way as the access route 

will not be supported.” No evidence has been produced to support this policy position to 

demonstrate that additional traffic on Frythe Way would have materially harmful consequences, either 

in terms of highway capacity or safety or in terms of residential amenity. 

1.3 Scope and Structure  

1.3.1 This Technical Note assesses the development proposal against the three key transport tests set out 

in paragraph 110 of the National Planning Policy Framework, i.e.: 

1 Will the opportunities for sustainable transport modes be appropriately taken up? 

2 Will safe and acceptable access be provided? 

3 Will the residual traffic impacts be acceptable? 

1.3.2 In addition, this Technical Note also demonstrates Frythe Way will provide safe access for vehicles, 

pedestrians and cycles and will be able to satisfactorily accommodate the modest traffic flow increases 

that would be generated by the proposed development and will not result in a detrimental impact on 

either highway safety or the living conditions of existing residents along Frythe Way. 

1.3.3 This note is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 outlines the emerging transport policies in the draft Emerging Cranbrook and 

Sissinghurst Neighbourhood Development Plan;  

• Section 3 briefly summarises the existing transport conditions in the vicinity of the site; 

• Section 4 set outs the opportunities to undertake journeys by non-car modes; 

• Section 5 describes the development proposal and access arrangements; 

• Section 6 sets out the potential measures the development can bring forward to assist in 

promoting sustainable transport; 

• Section 7 reviews the potential transport impacts on Frythe Way; 

• Section 8 provides an initial assessment of the likely traffic impact of the development 

proposals; 

• Section 9 provides the summary and conclusions. 
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SECTION 2 Emerging Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Neighbourhood 

Development Plan  

2.1.1 Of the emerging polices relevant to transport contained within the draft Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 

Neighbourhood Development Plan, a total of seven Access and Movement policies are proposed in 

relation to new developments. 

2.1.2 Policy AM5.1 The Pedestrian Environment states: 

“a) New developments will only be supported if they provide safe access for all parishioners to 

local facilities and public transport links. Safe and convenient access routes should avoid using 

existing main roads, be of an appropriate width, and use a suitable surface material for all 

users… 

[…] 

b) New safer pedestrian crossings points, or other viable alternatives, will be encouraged and 

supported.” 

[…] 

2.1.3 Policy AM5.2 Pedestrian Priority and Public Rights of Way states: 

“a) All applications should contribute towards creating or enhancing existing streets and 

thoroughfares with an emphasis on pedestrian safety and priority parish wide. 

b) Applications will be supported which seek to protect and enhance PROWs across the parish.” 

[…] 

2.1.4 Policy AM5.3 Public Transport and Access to Amenities states: 

“a) All new developments are expected to invest and liaise with stakeholders (including KCC 

highways, the local planning authority and the Parish Council) to improve public transport 

services within the parish, especially for the elderly and less mobile, workers, commuters and 

school children. 

b) Applications for development should ensure that businesses and residents should not be 

dependent on car ownership to access amenities and services. These should be accessible using 

sustainable access modes.” 

2.1.5 Policy AM5.4 Cycle Storage and Cycle Parking states: 

“a) New residential and commercial developments, or conversions, should provide secure cycle 

storage. 

b) Contributions to secure on-street cycle parking provision within the community spaces will 

be sought.” 

2.1.6 Policy AM5.5 Safer Road Conditions states: 
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“a) Applications for development should demonstrate provision for improving the network of 

roads, streets and lanes related to that development 

[…] 

b) Developments which propose using Frythe Way as the access route will not be supported.” 

2.1.7 The supporting text for this policy seeks to provide further clarification: 

“The Frythe Estate is a large cul-de-sac. Many of the roads on the estate including, crucially, 

the only access along Frythe Way, are already narrow and extremely congested. Any further 

development would, clearly, make the situation worse.” 

2.1.8 Policy AM5.6 Rural Lanes states: 

“Applications for development that impact any of the network of roads, streets and lanes 

across the whole parish should seek to protect and enhance the many historic rural lanes, which 

are characteristic of this area.” 

2.1.9 Policy AM5.7 Car Parking Provision states: 

a) Developments should contribute to a parish-wide parking strategy to promote sustainable 

travel, reducing the need for short car journeys within the parish and helping to release spaces 

for parking that can support economic development and tourism related activities. 

[…] 

SECTION 3 Location and Context 

3.1.1 The site adjoins the existing residential area served from Frythe Way and is located approximately 

500m to the south of Cranbrook town centre. Freight Lane forms the northern boundary of the site.  

3.1.2 The primary desire lines for pedestrians and cyclists from the site will be to the north towards 

Cranbrook Town Centre via Frythe Walk/Bramley Drive/St Dunstans Walk/Brookside and public 

footpath no. WC110. This route consists of quiet residential roads that are street lit and subject to low 

vehicle speeds. Continuous footways extend the full length of the route on both sides of the 

carriageway, typically 1.8m in width. Footpath WC110 runs parallel to the west of Brookside and is an 

unsurfaced route approximately 1.2m – 1.5m wide, tying into the existing footway provision to the 

north and south, and provides an alternative route towards the town centre. To the north of Brookside, 

public footpath no. WC110 forms a lit route that is generally 1.5m – 1.8m wide and provides an 

attractive off-road link across The Crane brook to the High Street via Crane Lane.  

3.1.3 Footpath no. WC147A also commences at the northern end of Brookside and provides a link to the 

north-east towards Tanyard car park and Stone Street (via footpath WC111) to form an alternative off-

road pedestrian route towards the town centre. 
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3.1.4 The majority of Frythe Way, including the section approximately 80m in length from the site boundary 

as far as the junction with Frythe Walk, is bounded by dropped kerbs and an area of concrete 

hardstanding that allows for dedicated off-road parking, adjacent to a footway, which has a total width 

of approximately 2.9m. The residual footway width when cars are parked is sufficient to accommodate 

a wheelchair or pushchair, or for two pedestrians to pass each other.  

3.1.5 The arrangement continues eastwards along Frythe Way as far as the junction with Brickenden Road, 

where a 1.7m – 1.8m wide continuous footway commences on the southern side of Frythe Way and 

provides a link to the footways located on both sides of The Hill/Bakers Cross. This route provides an 

alternative link to the town centre, as well as the facilities to the east of the site, such as the Orchard 

End Surgery, The Old Brewery Centre, and Cranbrook Union Windmill.  

3.1.6 Cranbrook High Street provides an attractive environment for pedestrians, with footways on both sides 

of the carriageway and a 20mph speed limit. Designated on-street parking on both sides of the 

carriageway further slows the flow of traffic due to a reduction in the width of the carriageway. While 

there are no designated cycle lanes on the High Street, the low vehicle speeds and restricted traffic 

flow make cycling an attractive transport alternative through the town centre.  

3.1.7 Cranbrook School is located east of the High Street along Waterloo Road. A continuous footway is 

provided on the northern side of the carriageway, varying between c1.0m and c1.5m. Speed cushions 

have been installed directly outside Cranbrook School to slow traffic speeds along the school frontage.   

3.1.8 The development will therefore provide a choice of safe and attractive pedestrian routes to Cranbrook 

Town Centre to the north along with healthcare services and Cranbrook School to the east and north-

east respectively.  

SECTION 4 Accessibility 

4.1.1 A detailed assessment of the sustainability of the site in transport terms has been undertaken and is 

provided in i-Transport report reference ITB13706-003 TN, which forms Appendix B of this note. It also 

includes a comparative assessment with other development sites being considered within Cranbrook 

which was undertaken as part of the Sustainability Appraisal in the Draft Local Plan. This document 

was originally submitted as part of the consultation response made on the site as part of the Tunbridge 

Wells Draft Local Plan (Regulation 18) and has since been updated to incorporate recent changes in 

the local area.  
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4.1.2 The analysis demonstrates that the site is located closer to the majority of the local facilities and 

services located within Cranbrook in comparison to the other SHELAA sites with a wide range of key 

local destinations, including all of Cranbrook Town Centre located within a comfortable walking and 

cycling distance of the site. Therefore, future residents of the site will have genuine and realistic 

opportunities to travel by sustainable modes of transport. These are accessible via an existing good 

quality network of footways and public rights of way in the adjacent built up area. 

4.1.3 The closest bus stops are located on Bakers Cross some 580m – 630m from the eastern boundary of 

the site. These stops are therefore located within the 85th percentile walking distance to bus stops on 

the basis of data contained within the National Travel Survey. The principal bus service operating from 

these stops is the no. 297 which provides a two-hourly service between Tenterden and Tunbridge 

Wells. This also provides a direct link to Tunbridge Well railway station. 

4.1.4 Additional bus stops are located on the High Street approximately 750m north of the site, a short 

distance from public footpath no. WC110. The principal bus service operating from these stops is the 

no. 5 which provides an hourly service between Maidstone and Sandhurst. Staplehurst Railway Station 

is also directly accessible via this bus service with a journey time of approximately 20-minutes therefore 

providing an opportunity for linked journeys to destinations such as London and Ashford. The site is 

one of the best located to provide access to the existing bus services in Cranbrook when considered 

against the other SHELAA sites. 

4.1.5 Against this background, as the site is located within 800m of a town centre of settlement classified as 

the second highest category in the hierarchy across the Borough it is therefore well located to ‘take 

up’ the opportunities for travel by sustainable modes.  

4.1.6 Furthermore, if an appropriate walking distance to a town centre is adopted in the scoring 

methodology adopted in the Sustainability Appraisal, consistent with the approach applied to other 

purposes, including community and education trips, then SHLAA Site 25 would score more positively.  

4.1.7 On this basis, the proposed development is in accordance with the current and emerging policy in 

transport sustainability terms and as such is a suitable site for development and is more sustainably 

located when compared with the proposed allocated sites in Cranbrook. The site is also in line with the 

key transport test set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft Policy EN2 

‘Sustainable Design and Construction’ in the emerging Local Plan. 
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SECTION 5 Proposed Development 

5.1.1 The technical studies are currently being undertaken to establish the number of dwellings that can be 

accommodated on the site and that will be applied for as part of any future planning application. The 

masterplan for the site is currently being prepared. For the purpose of this transport appraisal, it has 

been assumed the proposed development has a capacity of circa 70 dwellings. 

5.1.2 A copy of the emerging masterplan framework is provided in Appendix C. 

5.2 Site Access Arrangements 

Vehicular Access 

5.2.1 It is proposed to provide vehicular access to the development by extending the south-western end of 

Frythe Way into the site. Taylor Wimpey controls the residential block comprising properties no’s 44, 

46, 69, and 71. This block will be demolished in order to deliver the proposed access into the site. 

5.2.2 The proposed site access road will form a 5.0m wide carriageway with a 2.0m wide footway on both 

sides. This is in accordance with the minimum street width of 5m recommended by British Standard 

BS5906:2005, which allows a refuse vehicle to pass a parked car (ref: Manual for Streets (MfS) paragraph 

6.8.7). 

5.2.3 Adequate forward visibility of 43m, which is in accordance with the guidance set out in MfS for roads 

with vehicle speeds of 30mph, is achievable along the proposed extension of Frythe Way into the site.  

5.2.4 i-Transport drawing no ITB13706-GA-008 demonstrate the proposed access road is sufficient to enable 

a large refuse vehicle to pass a car on the proposed site access road. 

5.2.5 As a result of the proposed minor re-alignment of Frythe Way into the site, it is proposed to extend 

the existing private driveways serving properties 42 and 65 located at the end of the cul-de-sac to the 

edge of the revised carriageway. Each modified driveway achieves appropriate visibility splays and will 

be accessed via a dropped kerb crossover style access. Pedestrian access to property no. 67 will also 

be retained. The redundant area of turning head will be retained or form a highway verge. 

5.2.6 A dedicated parking bay with dimensions of 6.0m x 2.0m will be provided on the southern side of the 

proposed site access road to assist with accommodating any displaced parking that currently occurs 

at the end of the existing turning head as a result of the proposed site access. It is important to note 

that the demolition of existing properties no’s 44, 46, 69 and 71 is likely to reduce the demand for on-

street parking in the vicinity of the proposed access and any replacement dwelling in this location will 

be served by dedicated off-street parking in accordance with local parking standards. 
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Pedestrian/Cyclist Access 

5.2.7 A 2.0m wide footway will be provided on both sides of the proposed site access to provide pedestrian 

access into the site and will tie in with the footway provision on Frythe Way. 

5.2.8 The existing footpath, ref: WC149/1 located at the south-western end of the existing turning head will 

be diverted onto the proposed footway on the northern side of the site access road, with a dropped 

kerb crossing and tactile paving provided to enable pedestrians to cross the carriageway and continue 

along the footpath on the other side safely. 

5.2.9 There is the potential for an additional pedestrian/cycling access onto Freight Lane on the northern 

boundary of the site to maximise the permeability of the site and provide a more direct route towards 

Cranbrook town centre for some properties. 

5.3 Stage One Road Safety Audit 

5.3.1 A Stage One Road Safety Audit of the proposed access onto Frythe Way has been carried out and it 

raises no overriding safety issues with the scheme. A copy of the report, along with the designer’s 

response, is provided in Appendix D.   

5.3.2 In broad terms the safety audit identifies the following: 

• The proposed vehicle access via an extension of Frythe Way into the site is acceptable and 

there are no safety issues resulting from the proposed forward visibility or carriageway widths, 

subject to: 

▪ The provision of an off-street parking bay to accommodate any displaced parking in 

order to reduce the potential impact of parked cars on forward visibility for 

approaching vehicles; and 

▪ A large refuse vehicle being able to safely pass a car travelling in the opposite direction 

along the proposed site access. 

• Adequate tactile paving should be provided on both sides of the site access to allow 

pedestrians to use the existing the existing Public Right of Way ref: WC149/1 safely; and 

• The relocation of an existing street lighting column on the footway where the proposed access 

is located should be assessed at the detailed design stage. 

5.3.3 These comments have been taken on board and the layout presented in drawing no. ITB13706-GA-

001 therefore shows the ‘safety audit’ compliant site access arrangement. 
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SECTION 6 Promoting Sustainable Transport 

6.1 Off-Site Walking and Cycling Improvements 

6.1.1 The proposed development can assist in birnging forward off-site infrastructure improvements to the 

pedestrian routes between the site and Cranbrook town centre and other key local destinations 

(including to the existing Public Rights of Way within the existing highway limits), either as on site 

works, off site S278 improvements or through a financial contribution, all of which will also provide a 

benefit to existing residents in the area. 

6.1.2 The key potential improvements are summarised below: 

• Upgrade to Public Right of Way footpath WC/110 between Bramley Drive and northern end 

of Brookside within highway limits, as follows; 

▪ Provision of formal surfacing; 

▪ Drainage improvements; and 

▪ Sensitive lighting scheme; 

• Provision of kerb build-out and footway extension on Frythe Way at junction with Bramley 

Drive, coupled with dropped kerb crossing with tactile paving linking to footpath WC/110 

• Surface and drainage improvements to existing Public Right of Way Footpath WC/110/2 

between Brookside and High Street within highway limits; 

• Proposed Zebra crossing on flat-top hump on The Hill immediately to the west of junction 

with Tippens Close (to replace existing speed cushions). This directly responds to an issue 

raised in Policy AM5.1: The Pedestrian Environment of the Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish 

Council Neighbourhood Development Plan); 

• Enhanced lighting schemed along Public Right of Way Footpath WC/110/2 on Crane Lane 

section linking to High Street; 

• Surface and drainage improvements to existing Public Right of Way Footpath WC/147A 

between Brookside and Tanyard car park within highway limits; 

• Surface and drainage improvements to existing Public Right of Way ref WC/111/1 and 

WC111/2 between Tanyard car park and Stone Street within highway limits; 

• Dropped kerbs and tactile paving to be provided at several minor road junctions along the 

route, including: 
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▪ Frythe Way / Frythe Walk junction; 

▪ Bramley Drive / Brookside junction; 

▪ Frythe Way / Frythe Crescent junction; 

▪ Frythe Way / Turner Avenue junction; 

▪ Frythe Way / Brickenden Road junction; 

▪ Frythe Way / Frythe Close junction; 

▪ Bakers Cross / The Hill / Frythe Way junction; 

▪ The Hill / Tippens Close junction; 

▪ The Hill / Tanyard Car Park access; 

▪ High Street / Crane Lane junction. 

6.1.3 The potential improvement schemes are presented in drawing no’s ITB13706-GA-100 – 106 and 

drawing no’s ITB13706-GA-111 – 115, copies of which are provide in Appendix E. 

6.1.4 In addition to the improvements set out above, a wayfinding strategy will be implemented to advise 

existing and future residents in the local area the quickest route to the key destinations within 

Cranbrook. 

6.1.5 The proposed improvements are therefore in accordance with the objectives set out in the emerging 

Policies AM5.1 and AM5.2 in the Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council Neighbourhood 

Development Plan. 

6.2 Accessibility by Public Transport 

6.2.1 KCC’s consultation response dated 12 October 2020 requested a contribution of £1,000 per dwelling 

towards public transport improvements.  

6.2.2 On this basis, Taylor Wimpey is therefore willing on a without prejudice basis to agree in principle to a 

financial contribution of £70,000 (£1,000 x 70 dwellings) towards enhanced bus services in Cranbrook 

to be secured within a S106 Agreement as part of any future planning application on the site.  

6.2.3 The proposed financial contribution is therefore in accordance with the objectives set out in emerging 

Policy AM5.3 in the Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council Neighbourhood Development Plan. 
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6.3 Framework Travel Plan 

6.3.1 A robust Travel Plan for the site will also be implemented. The Travel Plan will be developed in 

accordance with KCC’s Guidance on Transport Assessments & Travel Plans (2008) or any future 

guidance that is adopted and will encourage and facilitate travel by walking, cycling and public 

transport use through a range of measures. In particular, this may include provision of travel vouchers 

to new residents, which can be used for purchasing public transport season tickets. 

SECTION 7 Transport Impacts on Frythe Way 

7.1 Existing Conditions 

7.1.1 Frythe Way is a 550m long residential cul-de-sac, which also provides access to several other culs-de-

sac as well as a series of loop roads within the estate.  In total it provides access to a circa 480 dwellings.   

7.1.2 At its north-eastern end, Frythe Way forms the minor arm of a simple priority junction with The Hill / 

Bakers Cross.  There are double-yellow lines on both sides of Frythe Way for the initial 30m back from 

the junction with The Hill / Bakers Cross, as well as on the mainline carriageway extending over a 

greater distance. There is an area of hardstanding located on the northern side of the carriageway 

beyond the double-yellow lines approximately 60m in length which is used to accommodate parked 

vehicles. 

7.1.3 For the first 225m, as far as the junctions with Brickenden Road and Turner Avenue, Frythe Way is 

approximately 6.1m – 6.3m wide. This width is sufficient to enable two HGVs to carefully pass each 

other (ref: MfS Figure 7.1). There is limited frontage development along this section (the few houses 

that are located along this section are situated approximately 5m above the height of the carriageway 

and/or are well screened by mature hedgerows) and consequently there will be no material impact on 

residential amenity (in terms of severance, noise, disturbance, air quality, vibration, or odour) on the 

busiest section of Frythe Way as a result of the increase in traffic movements associated with the 

proposed development. 

7.1.4 The majority of dwellings within the residential area are served via Brickenden Road and Turner Avenue 

and the section of Frythe Way further to west towards the development site is more lightly trafficked 

as it serves fewer dwellings directly. Along this section, the carriageway narrows to 4.8m - 5.0m in width 

and therefore generally accords with the minimum street width of 5m recommended by BS5906:2005, 

and allows a refuse vehicle to pass a parked car (ref: MfS paragraph 6.8.7). 
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7.1.5 An Automatic Traffic Counter (ATC) was installed for broadly a one-week period from 10 October 2022 

to 18 October 2022 on Frythe Way approximately 140m to the south of the junction with The Hill/ 

Bakers Cross. The ATCs are provided in full in Appendix F. 

7.1.6 These surveys have established typical traffic flows in the area to identify baseline traffic conditions. 

The existing t raffic flows have been analysed to establish the morning and evening peak hour periods. 

7.1.7 The 2022 base traffic flows on Frythe Way during the weekday morning and evening peak hour periods, 

as well as average daily and average weekday t raffic flows, are summarised in Table 7.1 below. 

Table 7.1: 2022 Existing Traffic Flows on Frythe Way 

I Northbound I Southbound Two-Way 

Weekday 0700-0800 122 83 205 

Weekday 0800-0900 109 85 194 

Weekday 0900-1000 81 78 159 

Weekday 1600-1700 113 141 254 

Weekday 1700-1800 97 124 221 

Weekday 1800-1900 65 75 140 

Average Weekday Traffic (24-Hour) 1,211 1,179 2,390 

Annual Average Daily Traffic (24-Hour 1,107 1,070 2,177 

Source: Traffic Surveys 

7.1.8 The weekday morning peak hour traffic flow on Frythe Way is some 205 two-way vehicle movements 

between 0700-0800 and 194 two-way t rips between 0800-0900. The weekday evening peak hour traffic 

flows on Frythe Way are some 254 two-way vehicle movements between 1600-1700 and 221 two-way 

t rips between 1700-1800. These flows are low in real terms with a maximum of four movements every 

minute during the weekday peak hour periods. 

7.1.9 Frythe Way has an average weekday two-way traffic flow (24-hour) of some 2,390 vehicles. 

7.2 Design Guidance 

7.2.1 There is no restriction on the number of dwellings that can be served by a cul-de-sac in current national 

design guidance. The current guidance is set out in the DfT's Manual for Streets (MfS) as follows: 

"the length of cul-de-sacs or the number of dwellings have been used by local authorities as 
criteria for limiting the size of a development by a single access route. Authorities have o~en 
argued that the larger the site, the more likely it is that a single access could be blocked for 
whatever reason. The fire services adopt a less-numbers driven approach and consider each 
application based on a risk assessment for the site, and response time requirements". (ref: MfS 
paragraph 6. 7.3)" 
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7.2.2 It is therefore perfectly acceptable in accordance with current design guidance to serve an additional 

70 dwellings from Frythe Way. 

7.3 The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way Junction 

7.3.1 Access from the proposed development to the wider highway network is via The Hill / Bakers Cross / 

Frythe Way priority junction. The Hill / Bakers Cross is subject to a 30mph speed limit in the vicinity of 

the junction with Frythe Way. Immediately to the north of the junction the speed limit reduces to 

20mph.  

7.3.2 ATCs were installed for broadly a one-week period from 10 October 2022 to 18 October 2022 on The 

Hill / Bakers Cross approximately 20m-25m to both the east and west of the junction with Frythe Way 

to record vehicle speeds in the vicinity of the junction. The results of this survey are provided in full in 

Appendix F. 

7.3.3 On the basis of the survey undertaken, the 85th percentile vehicle speeds on Bakers Cross are some 

30.7mph in the westbound direction to the east of the junction and some 26.6mph on The Hill in the 

eastbound direction to the west of the junction. 

7.3.4 Using the formula set out in the MfS, the observed 85th percentile vehicle speeds require visibility 

splays of 44m to the right and 36m to the left, i.e., a vehicle approaching along The Hill / Bakers Cross 

needs to see and be seen from a vehicle emerging from Frythe Way at a distance of 44m and 36m 

respectively. 

7.3.5 i-Transport drawing no. ITB13706-GA-003 demonstrates that the achievable visibility at The Hill / 

Bakers Cross / Frythe Way junction exceeds the requirements for the observed vehicle speeds to both 

the left and right within the public highway.  

7.3.6 i-Transport drawing no. ITB13706-GA-007 demonstrates a vehicle can safely turn into Frythe Way in 

the unlikely event a vehicle us waiting to turn out of Frythe Way. 

7.4 On-Street Parking on Frythe Way 

7.4.1 As set out above, there is limited frontage development for the first 225m of Frythe Way west of the 

junction with The Hill / Bakers Cross. As a result, there is limited on-street parking for the majority of 

this section, excluding the dedicated area of hardstanding on the northern side of the carriageway 

commencing 30m back from the junction.  
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7.4.2 To the west of the junctions with Brickenden Road and Turner Avenue, the homes that have frontage 

onto Frythe Way have varying parking within their curtilage, ranging from up to two driveways spaces 

to no off-street parking. In addition, Frythe Way along this section is bounded by dropped kerbs and 

an area of concrete hardstanding which is some 1.Sm - 1.8m wide and allows for dedicated off-street 

parking, adjacent to a 1.2m wide footway. This assist in maintaining two-way working for the majority 

of its length. 

7.4.3 A parking beat survey was undertaken on 18 and 19 September 2020 to establish the existing on-street 

parking demand on Frythe Way during a typical weekday and weekend at expected times of peak 

residential demand (i.e. the beginning and the end of weekdays and weekends) as well as other times 

of the day. A summary of the observed parked vehicles is presented in Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2: Frythe Way Observed Parking Surveys - 18 and 19 September 2020 

On-Carriageway Off-Road* Total 

Friday 18 September 2020 

0600 14 38 52 

0830 11 33 44 

1100 10 30 40 

1730 12 30 42 

2030 15 35 so 

Saturday 19 September 2020 

0600 16 35 51 

0830 17 30 47 

1100 19 28 47 

1730 15 27 42 

2030 16 35 51 

Source: Parking Surveys 

Note: * Includes pavement parking and area of hardstanding on northern side of Frythe Way immediately to west 

of junction with The Hill/ Bakers Cross 

7.4.4 The surveys indicate the peak parking demand is on a weekday morning at 0600. The parking demand 

during a weekday morning and evening is similar. Some on-street parking is quite typical of streets 

throughout Cranbrook. Indeed, parking is a key function of many residential streets (Manual for Streets 

paragraph 8.1 .1) and it can assist in slowing vehicle speeds. 

7.4.5 The proposed development is very unlikely to increase on-street parking on Frythe Way along the 

proposed vehicle route into the site as dedicated resident and visitor parking will be provided within 

the site for the proposed dwellings in accordance with local parking standards. 
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7.4.6 Furthermore, whilst there is on-street parking activity along Frythe Way and on occasions vehicles 

travelling in opposite directions will be required to give-way to each other this acts as a form of 

informal traffic calming and contributes to minimising the speed of passing traffic. The proposed 

development will not materially increase the potential for two vehicles to give-way to each other. 

7.5 Vehicle Tracking 

7.5.1 On the basis parked cars are present in all of the observed locations identified during the peak period, 

i-Transport drawing no’s ITB13706-GA-004 and 005 demonstrates there is sufficient carriageway space 

for two cars to pass each other at least every 40m-50m, with good intervisibility between approaching 

vehicles travelling in opposite directions where vehicles are required to give-way. 

7.5.2 The vast majority of the flow increases associated with the proposed development will be light vehicles 

such as cars and hence the vehicle composition of traffic on Frythe Way will not be materially altered 

by the proposal. It is important to note there will be no increase in the number of refuse vehicle 

movements on Frythe Way as a result of the proposed development – the existing vehicle accessing 

the existing residential area will also serve the development when built out. The number of large 

vehicles requiring access to Frythe Way will remain very small and it will continue to be a very 

infrequent event. 

7.5.3 In accordance with MfS1 it is fully acceptable for a refuse vehicle to use the full width of the carriageway 

to manoeuvre given that Frythe Way have low traffic flows and speeds and as it will only require access 

a maximum of once per week. This is set out in MfS, as follows: 

“The design of local roads should accommodate service vehicles without allowing their 

requirements to dominate the layout. On streets with low traffic flows and speeds, it may be 

assumed that they will be able to use the full width of the carriageway to manoeuvre” (ref: MfS1 

paragraph 6.8.1) 

7.5.4 Notwithstanding this, i-Transport drawing no’s ITB13706-GA-006 and 007 demonstrates a large refuse 

vehicle can pass parked cars and can also pass a large car travelling along Frythe Way for the majority 

of its length, including on the proposed new site access.  

7.5.5 There will be occasional circumstances where a car will be required to give-way to a refuse vehicle 

(which only visits the area once per week and generally outside of the peak periods when traffic flows 

are greatest), as happens at the moment, and given the forecast increase in traffic volumes (as set out 

in Section 7 below) the potential for this to occur will not materially increase as a result of the proposed 

development and any vehicle that does has to wait will only have to wait for a short period of time, 

which is not uncommon in many residential areas.  

i-Transport 



 
 Land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook 

Transport Appraisal 

 

  
Date: 7 November 2022      Ref: BT/ITB13706-005A TN Page: 16 
 

7.6 Highway Safety 

7.6.1 Personal injury accident has been obtained from Kent County Council for the period between 1 

October 2012 and 31 December 2019. This exceeds the five-year period that is normally required. The 

study area includes the highway network along Frythe Way and the associated streets within the 

residential area, including the junction with The Hill / Bakers Cross. 

7.6.2 The data demonstrates there has been one recorded collision along Frythe Way in the last seven year 

period, where a vehicle travelling northbound opposite the junction with Frythe Close hit a parked car 

resulting in a slight injury. No collisions involving turning movements have been recorded at The Hill 

/ Bakers Cross / Frythe Way junction in the period assessed. 

7.6.3 The overall very low number of collisions does not suggest a specific highway safety problem at any 

particular location for highway users along Frythe Way and it is concluded that the roads and principal 

junction in the immediate vicinity of the site have a good highway safety record. 

7.7 Stage One Road Safety Audit  

7.7.1 A separate Stage One Road Safety Audit has also reviewed the road safety aspects of the use of Frythe 

Way to provide access to the proposed development. A copy of the report, along with the designer’s 

response, is provided in Appendix G.   

7.7.2 In broad terms the safety audit identifies the following: 

• The existing double-yellow lines on Frythe Way in the vicinity of the junction with The Hill / 

Bakers Cross should be refreshed to make it clearer to motorists the extent of the existing 

parking restrictions to minimise the length of the single-lane working on approach/exit to the 

junction; 

• Extending the existing parking restrictions on Frythe Way should be is explored through the 

Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) process to further minimise the potential for minor queuing at 

the junction with The Hill / Bakers Cross;  

• Further to the west, no additional problems have been identified along Frythe Way – junctions 

located along the route provide a good level of visibility – and the existing highway is 

considered to be capable of safely accommodating the forecast development generated 

traffic; and 

• Upgraded dropped kerb crossings and tactile paving should be provided on the pedestrian 

desire line between the site and Cranbrook town centre. 
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7.7.3 Against this background, the auditor raises no overriding safety issues with the use of Frythe Way to 

serve the proposed development. 

SECTION 8 Traffic Generation and Traffic Impact 

8.1 Development Proposal Traffic Generation 

8.1.1 To establish the potential vehicular trip generation of the proposed development, an assessment has 

been undertaken using residential trip rates derived from comparable survey data contained within 

the TRICS trip generation database. To provide a robust assessment of the trip generation potential of 

the development survey data for residential developments comprising a similar number of privately 

owned houses located in edge of town locations has been used. The TRICS output data is provided in 

Appendix H. 

8.1.2 This is a worst case assessment as it doesn't take into account the close proximity of the site to 

Cranbrook town centre and the greater opportunity for future residents to undertake journeys on foot 

than a typical edge of town location. It also does not take any account of the number of apartments 

or affordable houses that will form part of the development, both of which wil l exhibit lower trip rates. 

8.1.3 A summary of the proposed trip rates and resultant traffic generation during the weekday peak hour 

periods1 is set out in Table 8.1. These trip rates were agreed with KCC as part of the scoping discussion 

in Autumn 2020. 

Table 8.1: Development Proposal: Traffic Generation 

I Period Arrivals I Departures Total 

Trip Rate per 0800-0900 0.152 0.427 0.579 

Dwell ing 1700-1800 0.336 0.116 0.452 

Traffic Generation 0800-0900 11 30 41 

(70 Dwellings) 1700-1800 24 8 32 

Source: TRICS 

8.1.4 These trip rates compare well with the observed vehicular trip rate for the morning (0800-0900) and 

evening (1700-1800) peak hours which can be established by dividing the total inbound and outbound 

vehicle movements recorded along Frythe Way by the total number of dwellings served via this route 

(i.e. 480). Indeed, the proposed vehicular trip rate for the morning (0800-0900) is some 30%-40% 

greater than the observed trip rate and therefore provides a robust basis for the assessment. 

1 Although the weekday peak hour flows on Frythe Way are 0700-0800 and 1600-1700, the local highway network peak hours are 0800-
0900 and 1700-1800 and are the periods when the combination of existing flows and development generated flows will be at is greatest. 
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8.1.5 On the basis of these trip rates, the proposed development is likely to generate a maximum of 41 two

way vehicle movements during the weekday peak hour periods, equating to approximately one extra 

vehicle movement every 1 ½ minutes. Outside of the peak hours these increases will be less. 

Traffic Volumes on Fi:ythe Way 

8.1.6 Table 8.2 summarises forecast weekday peak periods and 24-hour traffic volumes along Frythe Way 

(at its northern end) using the flow profile from the ATC installed on Frythe Way. 

Table 8.2: Frythe Way - Weekday Traffic Flows 

I 
Existing Traffic Flows I Development Traffic Flows Future Traffic Flows 

Period (70 dwellings) 

I Two-Way I Two-Way Two-Way 

0700-0800 205 26 231 

0800-0900 194 41 235 

0900-1000 159 25 184 

1600-1700 254 32 286 

1700-1800 221 32 253 

1800-1900 140 26 166 

24-Hour 2,390 379 2,769 

Source: Traffic Survey/ Consultant's Estimates 

Note: * = TRICS data is only available for a 12-hour period between 0700-1900 and therefore the forecast 

development traffic generation has been multiplied by 1.15 (i.e. the observed ratio between 24-hour and 12-hour 

flows on Frythe Way) 

8.1.7 Even when allowing for the traffic generated by the proposed development, the busiest hourly two

way flows along Frythe Way wil l be less than 300 two-way vehicles/hour, equating to less than five 

vehicle movements every minute. The forecast flow for the majority of the weekday off-peak period is 

around 180 movements per hour - this equates to three vehicle movements every minute. 

8.1.8 It is clear the volumes of traffic flow on Frythe Way following development will remain low in traffic 

terms and well within the theoretical capacity of the road and will be comparable, or less than, those 

found elsewhere in many residential areas throughout Tunbridge Wells District and the rest of Kent. 
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8.2.1 In order to assign the development generated traffic to the local highway network, an initial assessment 

has been undertaken on the basis of Census data only. The 2011 Census Journey to Work data for the 

Tunbridge Wells midd le layer super output area (MSOA) ref: 013 (E02005174) has been used as it is 

directly comparable to the development in terms of location. This area encompasses all of Cranbrook, 

as well as Sissinghurt, and has been used derive the likely workplace destinations for future residents 

of the site and so to provide an initial estimate of travel patterns. 

8.2.2 To determine the routing of trips to these destinations, trips have been assigned to the road network 

based on the quickest route from the site to the destination location using the Google Maps 

'Directions' Facility. Within the Directions facility, a start time for journeys of 08:00 was utilised to 

reflect peak period traffic conditions. 

8.2.3 A summary of the likely distribution of development generated trips (by car driver only) is presented 

in Table 8.3 overleaf. 

Table 8.3: Distribution of Development Generated Trips (Car Driver Only) 

Destination % of Employment Trips Principal Route 

Cran brook 20.5% High Street 

Maidstone 15.8% Waterloo Road 

Hawkhurst / Beneden / 
10.6% 

High Street/ Bakers Cross 
Sandhurst (South) 

Tunbridge Wells 8.8% Waterloo Road 

Tunbridge Wells Borough 
8.6% Waterloo Road 

(Other) 

Tonbridge 6.5% Waterloo Road 

East Sussex 6.3% Bakers Cross (South) 

Ashford 6.1% Waterloo Road 

London 4.7% Waterloo Road 

Sevenoaks 2.5% Waterloo Road 

Other 9.6% Various 

Total 100.0% -
Source: Consultant's Estimates 

8.3 Off-Site Traffic Impact 

8.3.1 On the basis of the above analysis, the broad two-way potential traffic flow increases in the weekday 

morning and evening peak hour periods along the main highway corridors are presented in Table 8.4. 
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Table 8.4: Development Proposal - Likely Two-Way Traffic Flow Increases: Peak Hour Periods 

Link I Morning and Evening Peak Hour 

I Two-Way Traffic Increases I Vehicle Increase (approx.) 

The Hill (North) +35 1 per 1 ¾ minutes 

Waterloo Road +25 1 per 2 ½ minutes 

High Street +10 1 per 6 minutes 

Bakers Cross (South) +8 1 per 7 ½ minutes 

A268 / A229 Junction 
+5 1 per 12 minutes 

(Hawkhurst) 

Source: Consultant's Estimates 

8.3.2 Table 7.3 demonstrates the development of the site for 70 dwellings is likely to result in an additional 

vehicle movement approximately every two minutes in the weekday peak hour periods on The Hill 

(North) towards Cranbrook town centre. Flow increases outside of the peak periods will be lower. 

8.3.3 The predicted increase on Waterloo Road is also forecast to be approximately one additional vehicle 

every two minutes during the weekday peak hour periods (vehicles travell ing northbound towards the 

A229 and A262 will use Waterloo Road rather than the High Street). The forecast increase on the High 

Street is predicted to be one additional vehicle every 7 ½ minutes in the peak hour periods. 

8.3.4 The forecast increase at the A268 / A229 Junction in Hawkhurst, located approximately 5km to the 

south-west of the site, is predicted to be one additional vehicle every 12 minutes in the weekday peak 

hour periods. 

8.3.S Overall, these low levels of flows increase are unlikely to be noticeable and will not have a material or 

adverse impact on the operation or safety of the existing local highway network. 

8.3.6 The developer is will ing to make a proportionate and reasonable financial contribution towards the 

improvement schemes in the local area identified in the Tunbridge Wells Borough Development Plan 

Transport Strategy 2015 - 2026 in order to cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the 

development. 

8.4 The Hill/ Bakers Cross/ Frythe Way Junction Operation Assessment 

8.4.1 A more detailed assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the performance of the 

The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way priority junction has been undertaken using the TRL program 

Junctions 10. A classified turning count were undertaken at the junction on Wednesday 12 October 

2022: 
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8.4.2 An assessment of the impact of the proposed development at the junction has been undertaken for 

the assumed year of opening, i.e. 2027, when the development could be expected to first become 

available for occupation. 

8.4.3 As such, in the first instance the assessment needs to establish 2027 local highway network conditions 

(without the proposed development}, taking into account appropriate background traffic growth. 

8.4.4 In order to establish appropriate future baselines flows, factors to allow for background traffic growth 

from 2022 (the date traffic surveys were undertaken) to 2027 have been derived from the National 

Transport Model (NTM) with adjustments made for local factors derived from the TEMPRO database. 

It is appropriate to use data relating to Tunbridge Wells midd le layer super output area (MSOA) ref: 

013 (E02005174) for 'minor roads' using the NTM v7.2 dataset. The growth factors are summarised in 

Table 8.5. 

Table 8.5: Traffic Growth Factors 

.,_31-Ml&411M.....__4Mi,Miiii----Mi,il,1·14i-llll C 2022-2027 ~ 1.0327 ~ 1.0352 ~ 
Source: TEMPRO 

8.4.S The TRL program Junctions 10 has been used to assess the capacity of the junction. The results of the 

operational assessment for the 2022 observed flows and the 2027 with and without development 

scenarios is presented in Table 8.6. Full Junctions 10 outputs are included in Appendix I. 

Table 8.6: Operational Assessment for The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way Junction 

l Morning Peak Hour I Evening Peak Hour 
--------------"-------------

I RFC I Queue I Delay (s) I RFC 
I 

Queue I Delay (s) 

2022 Observed 

Bakers Cross (South) - - - - - -

Frythe Way 0.31 1 12 0.20 <1 10 

The Hill (North) 0.16 <1 6 0.29 1 7 

2027 Base 

Bakers Cross (South) - - - - - -

Frythe Way 0.33 1 13 0.21 <1 10 

The Hill (North) 0.17 <1 6 0.31 1 7 

2027 plus Development 

Bakers Cross (South) - - - - - -

Frythe Way 0.40 1 14 0.24 <1 11 

The Hill (North) 0.19 <1 6 0.36 1 8 

Source: Junctions 10 
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8.4.6 The results demonstrate that the existing The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way junction is currently 

operating well within capacity at present with minimal queuing and delay and the additional 

development generated traffic will have no material impact upon the operation of the junction in terms 

of queue lengths or delays and will continue with ample spare capacity. 

8.4.7 Against this background, there is no justification in highway capacity terms why additional 

development could not use Frythe Way as their access route. 

SECTION 9 Conclusion 

9.1.1 Taylor Wimpey propose a potential residential development comprising approximately 70 dwellings 

on Land at Frythe Way, located approximately 500m to the south of Cranbrook town centre. 

9.1.2 This transport appraisal sets out a detailed analysis of the likely transport impacts of the proposed 

development to demonstrate there are no highway reasons why the site should not be allocated in the 

emerging Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Local Plan. 

9.1.3 In light of the three key transport tests set out in paragraph 110 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework, the main conclusions of this transport appraisal are that: 

• The site is located closer to the majority of the local facilities and services located within 

Cranbrook in comparison to the other SHELAA sites with a wide range of key local destinations, 

including all of Cranbrook Town Centre located within a comfortable walking and cycling 

distance of the site. Therefore, future residents of the site will have genuine and realistic 

opportunities to travel by sustainable modes of transport; 

• The proposed development can assist in bringing forward a number of off-site infrastructure 

improvements to the pedestrian routes between the site and Cranbrook town centre and other 

key local destinations in accordance with the objectives set out in the emerging policies in the 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council Neighbourhood Development Plan. In addition, in 

order to maximise the take up of sustainable modes of transport, Taylor Wimpey is willing on 

a without prejudice basis to agree in principle to a financial contribution of £70,000 (£1,000 x 

70 dwellings) towards enhanced bus services in Cranbrook. A robust Travel Plan for the site 

will also be implemented. 

• The proposed site access arrangements provide safe and suitable access for all people in full 

accordance with the guidance in MfS. The proposed access has been subject to a Stage 1 Road 

Safety Audit which raises no safety issues with the scheme; 
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• The presence of on-street parking on Frythe Way between the junction with The Hill / Bakers 

Cross and the proposed site access does not adversely impact on its ability to accommodate 

the likely vehicle movements generated by the development in a safe and appropriate manner; 

• The Stage 1 Road Safety Audit raises no overriding safety issues with the use of Frythe Way to 

serve the proposed development subject to refreshing the existing double-yellow markings in 

the vicinity of The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way junction and exploring the potential of 

extending the parking restrictions through the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) process; 

• The additional traffic generated by the development will result in modest increases on the key 

highway corridors in the vicinity of the site and is unlikely to have a significant effect on the 

operation and safety of the local highway network; and 

• It has been demonstrated The Hill / Bakers Cross / Frythe Way junction will continue to operate 

well within capacity as a result of the additional development traffic with minimal queuing and 

delay. 

9.1.4 Against this background, it has been demonstrated the forecast additional traffic on Frythe Way would 

not have any materially harmful consequences, either in terms of highway capacity or safety or in terms 

of residential amenity, and therefore there are no highways reasons why the proposed development 

should not be allocated in the emerging Tunbridge Wells Local Plan or the Neighbourhood Plan for 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst. 
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From:

Sent: 12 October 2020 14:31
To:

Cc:

Subject: Frythe Way Cranbrook
Attachments: Business case for new bus services V2.pdf

Dear Ben and Tom 

 

Firstly, apologies that this pre-app response in not on headed KCC paper: the software is faulty today but I wanted 

to get this response to you urgently in line with your request. 

 

Further to our discussions on 8th October and your subsequent revision of the Scoping Note received on the same 

date, I would like to make the following comments regarding the proposed allocation of this site for future 

development, and/or subsequent formal planning application. 

 

Proposal 

The proposal is for up to 70 dwellings, accessed by demolition of the houses at the end of Frythe Way to enable the 

road to continue into the development site. 

 

Pedestrian and Cyclist links 

• PROW – We discussed improvements to WC110 and the possible diversion of WC149. Please contact the 

PROW team at your earliest convenience to discuss options:   It may be that 

the improvements required to allow residents of the proposed development to access the town centre and 

facilities by these paths will need to be funded by the applicant. 

• There is potential for a secondary access for peds/cycs onto Freight Lane.  This is a restricted byway with no 

motor vehicles allowed, and would provide a useful link for residents heading north through the PROW 

network into the town centre. 

• The site would link to the footway network on Frythe Way giving an alternative route into the town. 

 

Public transport 

• Good connections for peds to bus stops. 

• Should this application be successful, a business case for improvement to the public transport services 

serving Cranbrook has been drawn up by KCC, and endorsed by TBWC (document attached).  This approach 

has been employed at other sites in Hawkhurst and Cranbrook in order to encourage modal shift from 

private car use to public transport use, thereby lessening the impact of new developments on congested 

parts of the local highway network.  Developers are asked to make a contribution of £1,000 per dwelling, 

and applications should be supported by a residential travel plan.  The issues of Hawkhurst signalised 

junction was discussed, and the live appeal/Judicial Review currently ongoing to assess impact here. I will 

keep you updated on the result of these, and what the implications may be – if any - for your proposal.  

 

Proposed vehicular access 

• The proposed access road (a continuation of Frythe Way) will be 5m wide with a 2m wide footway on both 

sides.  Vehicles swept paths and visibility splays have been provided to show this to be an acceptable 

proposal. An RSA stage 1 has been provided which raises some minor concerns that can be addressed. Some 

adaptations will be required to service the existing dwellings at the end of Frythe Way following re-

alignment to provide access to the site.    

• A parking bay is proposed adjacent to the access.   

• The existing section of Frythe Way currently serves approximately 480 dwellings on multiple cul-de-sacs. 

Whilst this is higher than guidance recommends, I am unaware of any issues that have arisen from this 

arrangement.  Depending on the input of the Emergency Services (who will be consulted should a planning 

application be submitted) Frythe Way is considered to be a suitable approach road for this development.   
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• A parking beat survey supports the scoping note, and shows expected levels of on-street parking for a 

residential road of this character and width. It is accepted that parking can assist in slowing vehicle speeds 

on this road, and there appears to be an established pattern of drivers giving way at gaps between parked 

vehicles. Crash records show only one ‘slight’ crash on Frythe Way (April 2015 – outside the normal 5 year 

requirement). An RSA1 has been undertaken which raised some issues which can be addressed as part of 

the planning application. One issue of note is the opportunity to extend parking restrictions at the eastern 

end, which should be investigated.  Please note that prior to formal submission of a planning application a 

speed survey should be undertaken on The Hill at this junction to allow accurate visibility splay calculations 

to be made (in line with document CA185). The RSA1 should then be repeated. 

 

Impact of proposed trips on existing junctions 

• Trip generation and distribution assumptions in the Scoping Note are acceptable. 

• Based on these assumptions, the proposal development is likely to generate a maximum of 41 two-way 

movements during both the weekday peak hours. Of these, it is estimated that approximately 80% will 

travel northwest via The Hill to the town, and 20% will travel east on Bakers Cross. 

• Section 6.1.17-6.1.20 of the Scoping Note looks at the impact of the additional traffic on capacity of The 

Hill/Bakers Cross. This is based on assumptions re traffic flows owing to the current situation.  This section 

should be revised based on traffic surveys prior to submission of a planning application. The junction of The 

Hill/Waterloo Road is not referred to in the Scoping Note.  It may be that following a traffic survey of The 

Hill, a capacity assessment of this junction is required. 

 

Internal Layout 

• No indication of internal layout has been provided for assessment at this stage.  As the proposal progresses 

it is recommended that early contact is made with the KCC Agreements Team to discuss 

requirements/adoption etc. The KCC Drainage Team should also be consulted early on in the design process. 

• The applicant has indicated that all parking required by the residents of the proposed dwellings will be self-

contained within the site.  Parking should be in line with the Kent Design Guide: Interim Guidance Note 3 

(IGN3) residential parking standards for a ‘Suburban Edge/Village/Rural’ location. Cycle parking should be in 

line with the Kent and Medway Structure Plan: Supplementary Planning Guidance 4 (SPG4) standards. 

 

TA layout 

This is acceptable thank you, subject to the above comments. Please note 85th percentile speeds and subsequent 

visibility splays should be calculated with reference to document CA185. 

 

Summary 

This site has the potential to deliver up to 70 homes with good pedestrian access to local key facilities and limited 

impact on the local road network. 

 

Please note that this advice is given to assist but is without prejudice to the formal views of the highway authority at 

formal application stage. 

 

 

 

 

  
 

  
 

-
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Technical Note 
Project No: ITB13706 
Project Title: Frythe Way, Cranbrook (SHLAA Site Reference: 25) 
Title: Transport Sustainability Appraisal 
Ref: BT/IN/ITB13706-003C 
Date: 27 October 2022 
 

SECTION 1 Introduction  

1.1 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) are currently in the process of preparing a new Local Plan, 

which will form the basis for determining the suitability of development proposals across the borough 

to 2038. Following Examination of the Local Plan, it is expected that the Plan will be adopted by TWBC 

in January 2023. 

1.2 i-Transport LLP has been appointed by Taylor Wimpey to provide transport and highways advice in 

relation to the promotion of land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook (SHLAA Site Reference: 25). The site adjoins 

the existing residential area served from Frythe Way and is located approximately 700m to the south 

of Cranbrook town centre. Freight Lane forms the northern boundary of the site. The Strategic Housing 

and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) identifies site 25 as having a potential yield of 

85 dwellings, however, considers it unsuitable for development for the following reasons: 

“There is a landscape concern arising from an allocation of this site as well as concern about 

ability to provide an appropriate means of vehicular access to the site, which is likely to require 

access through adjacent site.” 

1.3 Consequently, the site has not been allocated in the Draft Local Plan.    

1.4 However, this is not in line the findings of an Access Appraisal which was prepared for the site (report 

reference: BT/ITB13706-002 TN) which demonstrates that safe and suitable access can be achieved. 

Nor is this in line with findings of independent landscape assessments undertaken by CSa 

Environmental on Taylor Wimpey’s behalf (to be submitted under separate cover).  
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1.5 In line with Appendix 6 of the Draft Local Plan, comments on a site omission should make reference to 

the Sustainability Appraisal and relevant SHELAA site assessment sheets. A review of these documents 

has been undertaken, which has highlighted that the score for the ‘travel’ sustainability objective for 

this site does not appear to reflect the sustainable transport opportunities from the site and also 

appears inconsistent when compared with other proposed allocations in Cranbrook.  

1.6 The ‘travel’ sustainability objective states: 

  “improve travel choice and reduce the need to travel by private vehicle”  

1.7 This is broadly in line with the key transport test set out in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) relating to sustainability, which states: 

“appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been – 

taken up, given the type of development and its location” (ref: NPPF paragraph 108) 

1.8 Consequently, this report provides a review of the comparative assessment of development sites 

undertaken as part of the Sustainability Appraisal and provides a more detailed assessment of the 

sustainability of the site in transport terms. The comparison sites considered within this report are set 

out below and shown illustratively in Figure 1:  

• SHELAA 430 / CRS4;  

• SHELAA 32 / CRS7; and 

• SHELAA 59, 70, 323, 343, 53 / CRS6.   
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SECTION 2 Draft Local Plan Sustainability Assessment 

2.1 Assessment Criteria 

2.1.1 A review of the assessment criteria for the 'travel' sustainabil ity objective (objective 17) has been 

reviewed. An extract of Appendix A from the Sustainability Appraisal is provided in Table 2.1 , which 

sets out the decision aiding questions and scoring criteria for the objective: 

Table 2.1: Extract of Sustainability Appraisal Appendix A 

Objective I Decision ~iding I 
Question 

Weighting Comments / Limitations 

support priority 
Project identified in the borough's transport and cycl ing 

transport 
strategies. 

projects7 

3-5 miles or limited public transport: -
prioritise easy 5-10 miles or very limited public transport: - -

access to train > 10 miles or no public transport ---
stations within Positive scores reflect accessibility by various modes of 
and outside the transport for stations within 3 miles. Where a train station 

borough? can be accessed conveniently and safely on foot a + + + 
score is applied. 

17. Improve improve rural bus 
travel choice services and LOW Bus users 
and reduce retain viabil ity of are generally 

Consideration of whether a bus service would be improved 

the need to urban bus low in borough 
or worsened by policy. 

travel by services? 
private vehicle 

Desirable travel distances* were considered. Where a site 
was within desirable walking distance, the following guide 
was implemented for residentia l dwellings: 

support <50 dwellings: + 
opportunities for >50, <150 dwellings: + + 
active travel >150 dwellings:+ + + 
including cycl ing Where a site was not wel l located or outside of desirable 
and walking?" walking distance, the following guide was implemented for 

residential dwellings: 
<1km - (<50 dwellings), - - (>50 dwellings) 
> 1 km - - ( <50 dwellings), - - - (> 50 dwellings) 

Source: Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Local Plan 
Note: * The appraisal uses CIHT guidance to define desirable walking distances as fol lows: town centre = 200m, 

commuting/school = 2000m, elsewhere = 1200m. 

2.1.2 The scoring methodology for each objective is based on an eight- point scale of impact, as shown in 

Table 2.2, and is used to determine how well a site contributes to each of the sustainability objectives. 
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Table 2.2: Sustainability Appraisal Scoring Scale 

Unknown 
or Mixed 

? 

Slightly 
Negative Neutral 

0 

Slightly 
Positive 

+ 

Source: Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Local Plan 

2.1.3 The travel objective scores for each of the sites considered in this report are summarised in Table 2.3 

below: 

Table 2.3: Summary of Travel Sustainability Scores 

Source: Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Local Plan 

2.1.4 It can be seen that all of the sites considered within this report are considered to have a slightly 

negative impact, with the exception of 'SHELAA 59, 70, 323, 343, 53 / CRS6' which is deemed to have 

a negative impact. The assessment for how the score has been derived for each site is not provided 

within the Sustainability Appraisal. However, it is not agreed that SHLAA Site 25 will have a 'slightly 

negative' impact. This is outlined in more detail in the following sections of this report. 
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SECTION 3 Sustainability Appraisal Criteria 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 This section of the report provides a review of the criteria used for the 'travel' sustainability objective 

in the Sustainability Appraisal and assesses whether these are appropriate. 

3.2 Walking and Cycling Catchments 

3.2.1 The sustainability appraisal uses the fol lowing decision aiding question to help score a site on the 

travel objective: 

"Does the plan support opportunities for active travel including cycling and walking?" 

3.2.2 Scores for this question are based on walking distances set out in the CIHT Guidelines for Providing 

for Journeys on Foot (2000). The suggested acceptable walking distances, for pedestrians without a 

mobility impairment for some common faci lities is set out below in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: CIHT Suggested Acceptable Walking Distance 

I Town Centre (m) I Commuting/ School (m) Elsewhere (m) 

Desirable 200 500 400 

Acceptable 400 1,000 800 

Preferred Maximum 800 2,000 1,200 

Source: Table 3.2: Suggested Acceptable Walking Distance, CIHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot 

(2000) 

3.2.3 It is noted in the assessment undertaken in the Sustainability Appraisal that the 'desirable' distance is 

used in the assessment for access to town centres (200m) whereas the 'preferred maximum' distances 

are used for commuting / school and trips elsewhere. As such, the assessment uses an inconsistent 

approach. If the 'preferred maximum' distance was used for the town centre (i.e. 800m}, which still 

represents a short 10m-minutes walking time in practice and would provide a consistent approach to 

the assessment, then SH LAA Site 25 would fall within this threshold and as such would score positively 

(++)fora development of between 50-150 dwellings. Indeed, as set out in Table 4.2, SHLAA Site 25 is 

located closer to the town centre, which contains the significant majority of services and faci lities within 

Cranbrook, than sites SHELAA 430 / CRS4 and SHELAA 32 / CRS7. 
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3.2.4 Nevertheless, it is important to note that the distances outlined above are not absolute maximum 

distances; they are arbitrary figures rather than based on evidence on how far people are prepared to 

walk. 

3.2.S This is corroborated by the National Travel Survey (NTS) 2019 which identifies the mode share journeys 

of different lengths (Image 6.1 ): 

Image 6.1: Mode Share of Trips by Main Mode for Different Trip Lengths: England 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Under 1 mile 1 to under 2 
miles 

2 to under 5 5 to under 10 miles 10 miles and over 

mi les 

■ Walk ■ Car/Van ■ Bus ■ Rail ■ Other 

Source: National Travel Survey: England 2019 

3.2.6 The vast majority (80%) of trips are undertaken on foot for journeys up to one mile, whilst walking 

accounts for some 31% of all trips between 1 and under 2 miles (circa 1.6km - 3.2km). Walking trips 

fall away beyond 2 miles, with journeys of between 2 and 4 miles equating to approximately 4% of all 

trips. 

3.2.7 The one-mile (1.6km) distance is reflected in the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation 

(CIHD guidance 'Planning for Walking' (2015) which states: 

"Across Britain, approximately 80% of journeys shorter than 1 mile are made wholly on foot -
something that has changed little in 30 years. The main reason for the decline in walking is 
the fall in the total number of journeys shorter than 1 mile, which has halved in thirty years. It 
is not that people are less likely to make short journeys on foot but rather that fewer of the 
journeys they make can be accomplished on foot. If destinations are within walking distance, 
people are more likely to walk if walking is safe and comfortable and the environment is 
attractive." 
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3.2.8 Therefore, facilities and services within one mile (1.6km) will provide the greatest opportunity for trips 

to be made by walking. 

3.2.9 The Sustainability Appraisal does not provide any scoring assessment for sites being located within 

cycling distances of local facilities and services and thus suggests that 2,000m is the maximum a site 

can be located from everyday facilities and services.  

3.2.10 The Department for Transport’s Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy (2017) states at paragraph 

1.16 that: 

“… there is significant potential for change in travel behaviour. Two out of every three personal 

trips are within five miles - an achievable distance to cycle for most people, with many shorter 

journeys also suitable for walking. For school children, the opportunities are even greater. 

Three quarters of children live within a 15-minute cycle ride of a secondary school, while more 

than 90% live within a 15-minute walk or bus journey from a primary school.” 

3.2.11 The DfT’s Gear Change A bold vision for cycling and walking states (page 11) that: 

In particular, there are many shorter journeys that could be shifted from cars, to walking, or 

cycling. We want to see a future where half of all journeys in towns and cities are cycled or 

walked. 58% of car journeys in 2018 were under 5 miles. And in urban areas, more than 40% 

of journeys were under 2 miles in 2017–1817. For many people, these journeys are perfectly 

suited to cycling and walking. 

3.2.12 The National Travel Survey 2018 (NTS0306) sets out that the average journey distance by bike is some 

5.4km, with the current average length of an employment trips some 5.7km (ref: Table NTS0306 of the 

National Travel Survey 2018). A cycling distance of up to around 5km (3 miles) therefore offers the 

greatest potential to replace cars trips and is therefore a “reasonable” cycling distance although a 

number of cycle journeys may be longer at 8km (5 miles).  Cycling also frequently forms part of a 

longer journey in combination with public transport. 

Summary 

3.2.13 On this basis, the following represent reasonable walking/cycling distances which should be 

considered within any sustainability appraisal: 

• Up to 800m – A comfortable walking distance; 

• Up to 2,000m – A reasonable walking distance i.e. the distance that “offers the greatest 

potential to replace short car trips”, and where most trips are undertaken on foot;  

• Up to 3,200m – A maximum regular walking distance i.e. the distance within which a significant 

proportion (circa one-third) of journeys will be on foot;  
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• Up to 5km – A reasonable cycling distance, i.e. the distance that offers the greatest potential 

to replace short car trips; and 

• 8km is a maximum cycling distance for most (non-leisure cycling) journeys. 

3.3 Access to Public Transport 

3.3.1 The sustainability appraisal also uses the following decision aiding question to help score a site on the 

travel objective:  

“Does the plan prioritise easy access to train stations within and outside the borough?”  

3.3.2 Scores for this question are based on the distance to/from a railway station, as set out in Table 2.1.  

3.3.3 The appraisal gives little consideration to access to bus services, as it is stated that there are typically 

low levels of bus use within the borough. However, this prevents sites which have good access to bus 

services and offer a genuine opportunity for future residents to travel by an alternative means of 

transport other than the private car from contributing towards the objective.  

3.3.4 Therefore, sites which have good access to frequent bus services should be considered within the 

sustainability appraisal. This is in line with draft Policy EN2 ‘Sustainable Design and Construction’, which 

states: 

“1. Prioritise development in locations with frequent and easily accessible public transport 

services that provide useful links to key facilities such as GP surgeries, train stations, shopping 

areas, and schools. Where necessary, enhanced public transport services should be provided 

through contributions”. 
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SECTION 4 Revised Sustainability Appraisal of Cranbrook Sites 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 Based on the information set out in Section 3 of this Note, a revised sustainability assessment has been 

undertaken for SHELAA Site 25. A comparison with other development sites in Cranbrook included in 

the Draft Local Plan has also been undertaken to demonstrate that the proposed site is comparable 

to, or more sustainable, in transport terms than these sites. 

4.2 Journey Purpose 

4.2.1 In considering accessibility and promoting sustainable travel it is important to consider the reason why 

future residents of the proposed development will make journeys. The Department for Transport's 

(DfT) National Travel Survey identifies the proportion of all trips by purpose as set out in Table 4.1 . 

Table 4.1: Proportion of Trips per Year by Journey Purpose 

Journey Purpose I Proportion of Trips 

Leisure 26% 

Shopping 19% 

Commuting/Business 18% 

Education/Escort Education 13% 

Personal Business 9% 

Other Escort 9% 

Other (Including Just Walk) 6% 

Source: Table NTS0409 ofTransport Statistics, Great Britain - 2019 Edit ion 

4.2.2 From Table 4.1 It is evident that travel demand is well spread between a number of journey purposes 

including leisure, shopping, commuting / business and education / escort education trips which 

account for around three quarters of all journeys. 
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4.3.1 Cranbrook is identified as a 'small rural town' within Tunbridge Wells Borough Council's Settlement 

Role and Function Study, February 2017, which forms part of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Core 

Strategy Study. This is second highest category in the settlement hierarchy across the Borough. The 

document states Cranbrook: 

" ... benefits from a range of convenience and comparison shopping facilities, secondary and 
primary schools, a sports centre and other good recreational facilities (ref. paragraph 3.5)" 

4.3.2 The local facilities and services located within Cranbrook and the d istances to/from these from SHELAA 

Site 25 and the other sites identified in the SHELAA is set out in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2: Local Facilities 

Destination 

Cranbrook School 

Education Cranbrook CoE 

(13% of Primary School* 

trips) The High Weald 

Academy* 

Cranbrook Town 

Centre 

Cranbrook Union 

Windmill 

Crane Valley Local 

Nature Reserve 

Cranbrook Museum 

Leisure Cranbrook Library 

(26% of The Weald Sports 

trips) Centre 

Cranbrook Rugby 

Club 

Angley Park 

White Horse Pub and 

Restaurant* 

George Hotel Bar and 

Restaurant* 

Retail / 
Co-op Food* 

Cranbrook Post 
Shopping 

Office* 
(19% of 

trips) 
Co-op Food (High 

Street)* 

Walking/ Cycling Distance (m) 

Proposed 
Development CRS4 / 

Site SHELAA #430 
(SHELAA #25) 

850 1,800 

1,100 1,900 

1,300 1,400 

700 1,500 

700 1,800 

850 1,500 

850 1,600 

900 1,700 

1,400 1,600 

1,800 2,000 

1,900 2,100 

800 1,500 

800 1,500 

650 1,400 

700 1,400 

700 1,400 

CRS 7 / 
SHELAA#32 

1,125 

1,475 

1,975 

1,125 

825 

1,375 

1,275 

1,275 

1,975 

2,075 

2,275 

1,125 

1,075 

1,375 

1,175 

1,175 

Dat e: 27 October 2022 Ref: BT/IN/ITB13706-003C 

CRS 6/ 
SHELAA#59, 
70, 323, 343, 

53 
2,800 

2,900 

2,400 

2,500 

2,900 

2,500 

2,700 

2,700 

2,600 

3,000 

3,100 

2,600 

2,600 

2,400 

2,500 

2,500 
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Destination 

Employment 

/ Business Cranbrook Town 

(18% of Centre 
trips) 

Bupa Dental Centre 

Lloyds Pharmacy 

Health / Crane Dental Surgery* 

Personal Tanyard and Golding 
Business Dental Group 
(9% of trips) Orchard End Surgery* 

The Old School 

Surgery* 

Bus Stops* 

Transport Staplehurst Railway 

Station* 

Source: Consultant's Estimates 

Proposed 
Development 

Site 
(SHELAA#25) 

700 

650 

700 

750 

800 

1,000 

1,000 

750 

10,200 

(6.3 miles) 

Note: Distances measured from the proposed site access 
Key: 

Within 1600m walking distance catchment 

Within 2000m walking distance catchment 

Within 3200m walking distance catchment 

Walking/ Cycling Distance (m) 

CRS4/ 
SHELAA#430 

1,500 

1,600 

1,500 

1,300 

1,300 

2,400 

1,800 

470 

10,400 

(6.4 miles) 

CRS 7 / 
SHELAA#32 

1,125 

1,025 

1,175 

1,275 

1,375 

875 

1,375 

625 

10,100 

(6.3 miles) 

CRS 6/ 
SHELAA#S9, 

70, 323. 343. 
53 

2,500 

2,700 

2,500 

2,400 

2,300 

3,400 

2,800 

400 

11,500 

(7 2 miles) 

4.3.3 Table 4.2 demonstrates that the proposed site (SHELAA 25) is located closer to the majority of the 

local faci lities and services located within Cranbrook in comparison to the other SHELAA sites and a 

wide range of journey purposes can be satisfied within a reasonable walking distance and well within 

a comfortable cycling distance from the centre of the site. This demonstrates that in accordance with 

the objective set out in TWBC's Sustainability Appraisal, site SHELAA 25 provides the best opportunity 

to improve travel choice and to reduce the need to travel by private vehicle in Cranbrook. 

4.3.4 It is also of note that the proposed site also offers attractive walking routes to the local facilities. The 

primary desire lines for pedestrians and cyclists from the site will be to the north towards Cranbrook 

Town Centre via Frythe Walk/Bramley Drive/St Dunstans Walk/Brookside and public footpath no. 

WC110. This route consists of quiet residential roads that are street lit and subject to low vehicle 

speeds. Continuous footways extend the full length of the route on both sides of the carriageway, 

typically 1.8m in width. Footpath WC110 runs parallel to the west of Brookside and is an unsurfaced 

route approximately 1.2m - 1.Sm wide, tying into the existing footway provision to the north and south, 

and provides an alternative route towards the town centre. To the north of Brookside, public footpath 
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no. WC110 forms a lit route that is generally 1.5m – 1.8m wide and provides an attractive off-road link 

across The Crane brook to the High Street via Crane Lane.  The town centre itself is subject to a 20mph 

speed limit.  

4.3.5 Future residents of the sites located to the south west of Cranbrook (SHELAA 430 / CRS4 and SHELAA 

sites 59, 70, 323, 343, 53/ CRS 6), would access the services and facilities via the existing pedestrian 

provision on the A229 which has an annual average daily flow of circa 10,000 vehicles1 and is subject 

to a 40mph speed limit. For much of the route there is only a footway along the southern side of the 

carriageway and street lighting is intermittent.   

4.3.6 Future residents of the site SHELAA 32 / CRS7, would access the services and facilities via Golford Road 

/ Bakers Cross / The Hill and Stone Street. Golford Road is subject to the national speed limit in the 

vicinity of the site, which reduces to 30mph on approach to the edge of Cranbrook. For much of the 

route there is only a footway along the southern side of the carriageway (on the opposite side to the 

site frontage) however street lighting is provided.   

4.3.7 As such site SHELAA 25 provides high quality, attractive pedestrian routes that will encourage future 

residents to travel to and from by sustainable modes more so than the other SHELAA sites in 

Cranbrook.  

4.4 Provision for Public Transport 

Bus 

4.4.1 The closest bus stops are located on Bakers Cross some 580m – 630m from the eastern boundary of 

the site. These stops are therefore located within the 85th percentile walking distance to bus stops on 

the basis of data contained within the National Travel Survey. The principal bus service operating from 

these stops is the no. 297 which provides a two-hourly service between Tenterden and Tunbridge 

Wells. This also provides a direct link to Tunbridge Well railway station. 

4.4.2 Additional bus stops are located on the High Street approximately 750m north of the site, a short 

distance from public footpath no. WC110. The principal bus service operating from these stops is the 

no. 5 which provides an hourly service between Maidstone and Sandhurst. Staplehurst railway station 

is also directly accessible via this bus service with a journey time of approximately 20-minutes therefore 

providing an opportunity for linked journeys to destinations such as London and Ashford. The site is 

 
1 Department for Transport Manual Count 2018 Site number: 46831 
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one of the best located to provide access to the existing bus services in Cranbrook when considered 

against the other SHELAA sites. 

4.4.3 Although part of the site is outside of the generally preferred maximum walking distance to a bus stop, 

regard should be had to the particular transport characteristics of the area. As set out in the NPPF, the 

potential to take up the opportunities for sustainable travel need to allow for the specific characteristics 

of the site – a ‘one size fits all’ approach is not advocated.  

4.4.4 Recent appeal decisions make it clear that a walking distance of 400m is not a ‘cut off’ beyond which 

people no longer use public transport. Paragraph 5.18 of the CIHT document ‘Planning for Public 

Transport in Developments’ also states: 

“… These standards [the recommended 400m walk distance from local bus stops] should be 

treated as guidance to be achieved where possible by services that operate at regular 

frequencies and along direct routes.   It is more important to provide services that [are] easy 

for passengers to understand and attractive to use than to achieve slavish adherence to some 

arbitrary criteria for walking distance.  Residential areas in particular need sensible routes that 

do not spoil the quality of the place.”  

4.4.5 This approach is endorsed by Stagecoach in their document ‘Bus Services & New Residential 

Developments: General Highways and Urban Design advice to applicants and Highways Authorities’, 

2017. Paragraph 2.1 states: 

“Stagecoach will always prefer an efficient bus routing strategy, serving the great majority of 

dwellings well, than one that serves all homes poorly with a low-frequency or indirect service. 

Thus we support policy approaches offering some degree of flexibility on walking distances to 

bus stops where this is appropriate.” 

4.4.6 Furthermore, while the distance to bus stops is slightly higher than the comparison sites, public 

transport users are likely to walk further to access a frequent service. Data contained within the 

National Travel Survey indicates the mean and 85th percentile walking distances to a bus stop are 

some 580m and 810m respectively, both of which are notably longer than the much quoted CIHT 

guidance. Attractive high-quality routes are also likely to increase the distance people are prepared to 

walk to bus stops, and as such the site provides appropriate access to bus services. 

4.4.7 A review of the existing bus services operating within Cranbrook and an analysis of whether they are 

accessible to the SHELAA sites is provided in Table 4.3 overleaf. 
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kTable 4.3: Summary and Comparison of Bus Services 

Service 

5 

297 

349 

267 

268 

Key: 

Route 
Description 

Maidstone -
Staplehurst -
Cranbrook -
Hawkhurst -
Sandhurst 

Tenterden -
Rolvenden -
Cranbrook -
Goudhurst -
Tunbridge 

Wells 
Hawkhurst -

Bodiam -
Hastin s 

Hawkhurst -
Cranbrook -
Goudhurst -

Paddock 
Wood -

Tunbridge 
Wells Boys' 
Grammar 

Hawkhurst -
Cranbrook -
Goudhurst -

Paddock 
Wood -

Tonbridge 
Schools 

Frequency (minutes) 

Mon to Fri 

Sat 
Peaks Daytime Evening 

60 60 60 60 

90 90 90 90 

School service - 1 inbound 
& 1 outbound per day 

School service - 1 inbound 
& 1 outbound per day 

Sun 

120 

120 

✓ Access to bus stops/ services within 810m of the centre of the site 

Proposed 

Site 

(SHEELA 
25) 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

" Access to bus stops/ services greater than 81 Om from the centre of the site 

Served by Bus 

CRS6/ 

CRS7 / 
SHELAA 

CRS4/ 
#59, 

SHELAA SHELAA 
70, 

#430 #32 
323, 

343,53 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ l< 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

4.4.8 Table 4.3 demonstrates that site SHELAA 25 is one of the best located sites to provide access to the 

existing bus services in Cranbrook when considered against the other SHELAA sites. 

4.4.9 Bus route no. 5 is the main bus service in Cranbrook, which can be easily access from the proposed 

development site as well as SHELAA 430/ CRS4 and SHELAA 59, 70, 323, 343, 53 / CRS6. This provides 

an hourly service throughout the day Monday to Saturday between Hawkhurst and Sandhurst to the 

south and Staplehurst and Maidstone to the north. The first available service towards Staplehurst 
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leaves the bus stop at 06:15 and the last return journey is at 23:22. The earliest service for Maidstone 

leaves the bus stop at 08:08 arriving at 08:31 and the last return journey is at 21:53. 

4.4.10 This analysis therefore demonstrates that site SHELAA 25 is well located to regular bus services that 

provide direct connections to key service centres such as Maidstone, as well as the surrounding rural 

towns and villages to accommodate a range of journey purposes, including travel to/from work, 

shopping and leisure trips. SHELAA 25 also provides high quality, attractive pedestrian routes to the 

closest bus stops to the site.  

Rail 

4.4.11 The closest railway station to the site is located at Staplehurst, approximately 10.2km to the north of 

the site. The station is directly accessible by bus via the no. 5 service with a 20-minute journey time. 

Tunbridge Well railway station is also directly accessibly by the no. 297 bus service. 

4.4.12 Staplehurst railway station provides two services per hour towards London Charing Cross and two 

services per hour to Ashford, with hourly services to Ramsgate and Dover. Therefore, coupled with the 

bus service which operates from early in the morning to late in the evening, this provides an 

opportunity for linked journeys to destinations further afield for access to a wider range of facilities 

and services. 
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SECTION 5 Revised Travel Sustainability Score 

5.1 Based on the information set out in the previous sections of this Technical Note, it has been 

demonstrated that site SHELAA 25 is sustainable in transport terms and provides good access to a 

wide range of everyday facilities and services that future residents would require, which can be 

accessed on foot or by bike.  

5.2 The site is well located to regular bus services that provide direct connections to larger service centres 

such as Maidstone, as well as the surrounding rural towns and villages for access to a wider range of 

facilities and services. Staplehurst railway station is also directly accessible by bus to provide an 

opportunity for linked journeys to destinations further afield such as London or Ashford. 

5.3 As a worst case, even if the ‘preferred maximum’ distance to town centre (i.e. 800m), as identified in 

the CIHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000) is adopted, which still represents a short 

10m-minutes walking time in practice, then SHLAA Site 25 would fall within this threshold and as such 

would score positively (++) for a development of between 50-150 dwellings under the scoring 

methodology adopted in the Sustainability Appraisal. This would also provide a consistent approach 

to the criteria applied to other purposes, including community and education trips.  

5.4 Consequently, the proposed development site is in line with the ‘travel’ sustainability objective set out 

in TWBC's Sustainability Appraisal and other local and national planning policies.  

5.5 Furthermore, it has also been demonstrated that site SHELAA 25 is better located in transport terms 

when considered against the other SHELAA sites. 
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SECTION 6 Summary and Conclusions 

6.1 Summary 

6.1.1 i-Transport LLP have been appointed by Taylor Wimpey to provide transport and highways advice in 

relation to the promotion of land at Frythe Way, Cranbrook (SHLAA Site Reference: 25).  The site has 

been omitted from Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Draft Local Plan.   

6.1.2 In line with Appendix 6 of the Draft Local Plan, comments on a site omission should make reference to 

the Sustainability Appraisal and relevant SHELAA site assessment sheets. Therefore this Technical Note 

provides a review of these documents, which highlights that the score for the ‘travel’ sustainability 

objective for this site does not reflect the full range of opportunities that future residents will have 

access to travel by sustainable modes and thus reduce the need to travel by private car. The score does 

not also appear to reflect the fact the site is more sustainably located when compared with the 

proposed allocated sites in Cranbrook.  

6.1.3 The comparison sites considered within this report are set out below:  

• SHELAA 430 / CRS4;  

• SHELAA 32 / CRS7; and 

• SHELAA 59, 70, 323, 343, 53 / CRS6.   

6.1.4 The Technical Note demonstrates that the site is located closer to the majority of the local facilities 

and services located within Cranbrook in comparison to the other SHELAA sites with a wide range of 

key local destinations, including all of Cranbrook Town Centre located within a comfortable walking 

and cycling distance of the site. Therefore, future residents of the site will have genuine and realistic 

opportunities to travel by sustainable modes of transport. These are accessible via an existing good 

quality network of footways and public rights of way in the adjacent built up area. 

6.1.5 The site is within reasonable walking distance of regular bus services operating along the High Street 

and Bakers Cross. Combined, these provide an hourly service between Maidstone and Sandhurst and 

a two-hourly service between Tenterden and Tunbridge. The closest bus stops to the site are located 

within the 85th percentile walking distance of the closest bus stops to the site on the basis of data 

contained within the National Travel Survey.   

6.1.6 Staplehurst Railway Station is accessible via a direct hourly bus service with a journey time of 

approximately 20-minutes therefore providing an opportunity for linked journeys to destinations such 

i-Transport 
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as London and Ashford. Tunbridge Wells railway station is also directly accessibly by bus. The site is 

one of the best located to provide access to the existing bus services in Cranbrook when considered 

against the other SHELAA sites. 

6.1.7 Against this background, as the site is located within 800m of a town centre of settlement classified as 

the second highest category in the hierarchy across the Borough it is therefore well located to 'take 

up' the opportunities for travel by sustainable modes. 

6.1.8 Furthermore, if an appropriate walking distance to a town centre is adopted in the scoring 

methodology adopted in the Sustainability Appraisal, consistent with the approach applied to other 

purposes, including community and education trips, then SH LAA Site 25 would score positively ( + +) 

for a development of between 50-1 SO dwellings. 

6.1.9 Consequently, it is suggested that the 'travel ' sustainability objective for the proposed site should be 

re-scored as shown below to reflect its positive sustainable travel opportunities: 

Table 6.1 : Travel Sustainability Score 

SHELAA 25 Revised Score 

-
6.2 Conclusion 

6.2.1 This Technical Note demonstrates that the proposed site (SHELAA 25) is in accordance with Tunbridge 

Wells Borough Council's 'travel' sustainability objective, which is to: 

"Improve travel choice and reduce the need to travel by private vehicle" 

6.2.2 The site is also in line with the key transport test set out in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) and draft Policy EN2 'Sustainable Design and Construction' in the emerging Local Plan. 

6.2.3 As such site SHELAA 25 is in accordance with the current and emerging policy in transport sustainability 

terms and as such is a suitable site for development and is more sustainably located when compared 

with the proposed allocated sites in Cranbrook. 

Date: 27 October 2022 Ref: BT/IN/ITB13706-003C Page: 18 



 
 

 

FIGURES 



\ 

\ 

Wenman's 
Cottage 

Huggin 's 
Hall Cottage 

Huggin's Hall \ 

oodFarm ~ 
cc? 

FIUREF: REV: 

ITB13706 

Cook's Wood 

Sprat sbourne Farm 

c::, 0 

Rock Wood 
Cottage 

a 

~ 

Cl 

HEALTHCARE 

~ BUPA DENTAL CARE 

~ LLOYDS PHARMACY 

~ CRANE DENTAL SURGERY 

r.;:;a TANYARD AND GOLDING DENTAL 
~ GROUP 

~ ORCHARD END SURGERY 

~ THE OLD SCHOOL SURGERY 

The Par - BUS SERVICE 5 (MON-SAT) 
••• BUS SERVICE 5 (SUNDAY) 
- SCHOOL BUS SERVICE 267 

SCHOOL BUS SERVICE 268 
- BUS SERVICE 297 (MON-SAT) 
- BUS SERVICE 349 (SUNDAY) 

KEY 
□ SITE BOUNDARY/ SHELAA REF 25 

□ SHELAA REF 59, 70, 323, 345, 53 / 
CRS6 

□ SHELAA REF 32 / CRS7 

□ SHELAA REF 430 / CRS4 

:°": CRANBROOK TOWN CENTRE 
•··• INCLUDES: 

- WHITE HORSE INN 
- EC WILKES & SONS BUTCHERS 
- CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH 
- THE GEORGE HOTEL 
- THE HAMMOND OPTICAL 
PRACTICE 

Q BUS STOP 

••• PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY LEISURE 
lwcuolPROW ID NUMBER: WCll0 r;;'"i1 .__ ___________ ..... L!J CRANBROOK UNION WINDMILL 

r;;z1 CRANE VALLEY LOCAL NATURE 
~ RESERVE 

Cou (!j cRANBRooK MUSEUM 

[rj CRANBROOK LIBRARY 

:u .. ~1.~~1 ,._r ""e'\=_;,CJ_;.,) ~ ~ ~E=j ,,---, [r} THE WEALD SPORTS CENTRE 

~ ANGLEY PARK 

EMPLOYMENT "' @ we 

0 

• • • • • •• 
'. Little 
• Sa lt.wood Farm .. .. 

• ..... 
• 

Swattenden •• • 

10 
~ 

Fir Tree Farm [!j cRANBROOK HIGH STREET 

r.;'11 THE OLD BREWERY BUSINESS 
~ CENTRE 

Hancock's Farm 

RETAIL 

@ co-OP FOOD 

@ cRANBROOK POST OFFICE 

@ co-OP FOOD 

EDUCATION 

■ CRAN BROOK SCHOOL 
r.:J1 CRANBROOK CoE PRIMARY 
~ SCHOOL 
■ THE HIGH WEALD ACADEMY 

i-Transport 
-<.~ 

~ Benchmark 
( Cottage 

The Square, Basing View, 
Basingstoke, RG21 4EB 

Om 250m SOOm 

TTTlE: 

Tel: 01256 637 940 

www.i-transport.co.uk 

FRYTHE WAY, CRANBROOK 
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 

FIGURE No: -------- FIGURE 1 
Indicative Scale Bar 

Reproduced from ordnance survey by the permission of the controller of her majestys 
stationery office. Crown copyricht. All richts reserved. Licence number 100022432 



 

 

APPENDIX C. EMERGING MASTERPLAN 
FRAMEWORK 

  



Copyria,,tofTurl"f 

Thisdra'«!Sis forilustrative pwposes~ andsho\Adnotbe used forWr-J 
COl'Sructionor estimal:ionp.J"poses. Tobe scaled for~rrif'lsawication 
pxposesont,,.Noiab~orresponsitiil:yisao:epcedwisingfromrelmce 
upontheinb rmai:ioncontained'Attlinthisch.....,g. 

Rnsr~bypermissionofOf<tlance&neyonbehalfoflheeontroler 
of Mer M:a,es,'t\l'sSta6onefvOffice. ocrown~arddatabase f911:{2019). 
>l~s rese,ved.OfalanceSU'Ve,Jticencetunber(100020449J 

□ Site Boundary 

, Public Right of Way 

, Public Right of Way (Restricted 
By-way) 

0 Main Access Point 

• Main Street 

0 Secondary Roads/ Shared Surface 

• Sustainable Urban Drainage 

• Natural Play 

0 Trim Trail 

• Edible Landscape 

0 Green Corridors for Wildlife 

• Retained Trees 

0 Proposed Trees 

• Key Entrance Space 

e Public Open Space 

G) Shared Surface Square for Traffic 
Calming 

0 Pedestrian Routes Linking to PRoW 

G) Cycle & Pedestrian Route Linking 
to PRoW 

CLIENT: 

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land 

PROJECT: 

Frythe Way, Cranbrook 

DRAWING: 

Framework Plan 

PROJECT NUMBER: 

TAYS3041 

DRAWING NUMBER: 

3000 

REVISION: 

E 

DATE: 

24.09.20 

CHECKED BY: 

LM 

STATUS: 

FINAL 

SCALE: 

1:1,250@A3 

Turley 



 

 

APPENDIX D. STAGE ONE ROAD SAFETY AUDIT – 
SITE ACCESS 

  



 
 

Road Safety Audit Report 
 
Incorporating 
Stage 1 Completion of Preliminary Design; and 
Design Organisation Response to items raised. 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
Proposed continuation of  
Frythe way 
Cranbrook 
 
 
Client: Client reference: 
i-Transport ITB13706 
     

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Report Status 3 

 

Job no 
RSA-20-077 

Issue no 
3 

Date 
October 2020 

Prepared by 
JJF 

Verified by 
FB 

Approved by 
JJF 

Filename and Path Fenley/Road Safety Audits/RSA-20/RSA-20-077-3 
 

ene 

-

I I 



 

Road Safety Audit Report: Proposed Continuation of Frythe Way, Cranbrook 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Fenley/Road Safety Audits/RSA-20/RSA-20-077-3 1 

1.0 PROJECT DETAILS 
  

Report Title: Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 

Date: September 2020 

Document reference and revision: RSA-20-077-3 

Prepared by: Fenley Road Safety Limited 

On behalf of the Overseeing Organisation: Kent County Council 

Design Organisation: i-Transport LLP  

Project Sponsor: Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land 
 

REV ISSUE PURPOSE AUTHOR CHECKED APPROVED DATE 

0 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit drafted 

for Audit Team discussions 
FB   

14th 
September 

2020 

1 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit finalised 

and issued to the Design 
Organisation 

JJF FB JJF 
28th  

September 
2020 

2 

 

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit Report 
format amended to incorporate a row 

for inclusion of a Design 
Organisation Response in order to 
maintain a concise record of items 

raised 
 

JJF 
28th 

September 
2020 

3 
Design Organisation Response 

incorporated 
Ben Thomas 

on behalf of i-Transport 

1st  
October 

2020 

 

Contents:  

1.0 Project Details 1 

2.0 Introduction 2 

3.0 Items Raised in any previous Road Safety Audits 3 

4.0 Items Raised in this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 4  

 A.1 Alignment 

 A.2 General 

 A.3 Junctions 

 A.4 Walking, Cycling and Horse Riding 

 A.5 Road Signs, Carriageway Markings and Lighting 

5.0 Audit Team Statement   8 

 
Appendices:  

Stage 1 A1 Documents and Drawings provided for this Road Safety Audit 

 A2 Item Location Plan  

 A3 Drawings associated with the Design Organisation Response 

  

feriley 



 

Road Safety Audit Report: Proposed Continuation of Frythe Way, Cranbrook 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Fenley/Road Safety Audits/RSA-20/RSA-20-077-3 2 

2.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 This report has been prepared by Fenley Road Safety Limited and results from a Stage 1 Road 

Safety Audit of the proposed continuation of Frythe Way in Cranbrook.  The works are to 

facilitate a residential development consisting of circa 70 dwellings on a parcel of land to the 

west.   
 

2.2 The Audit Brief identifies that the proposals do not include any Departures from Standard, 

whether related to strategic decisions or otherwise. 
 

2.3 The Road Safety Audit was undertaken during September 2020 in accordance with the Road 

Safety Audit Brief provided, on the 16 h September 2020 by the Design Organisation, i-

Transport, on behalf of the Project Sponsor, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land. The Road Safety 

Audit comprised of a site visit as well as an examination of the documents provided which are 

identified in Appendix A1.  The Audit Team were satisfied that that the Audit Brief was 

sufficient for the purpose of the Audit instructed. 
 

2.4 The Road Safety Audit has been undertaken by an Audit Team whose qualifications and 

experience accord with the requirements of GG119.  The Audit Team consists of the following 

members: 
 

 Audit Team Leader 
 Jamie Fenning BSc(Hons), MIHE, MCIHT, MSoRSA, Highways England RSA Certificate of Competency 
 Road Safety / Highway Engineer 

 Audit Team Member 
 Farouk Bhatti   MCIHT 
 Road Safety Auditor 
 

2.5 The site visit associated with this Road Safety Audit was undertaken by the Audit Team 

Leader and Audit Team Member, during the afternoon of Monday 7th September 2020 

between 5:30pm and 6:15pm.  The site visit involved walking and driving around the local 

highway network for a 45-minute period whilst observing local infrastructure and current 

traffic conditions.  The weather during the site visit was overcast, the road surface was dry 

and visibility was good.  A number of pedestrians and cyclists were observed during the site 

visit.  Vehicular traffic to include cars and light goods vehicles were also observed.   
 

2.6 The terms of reference of this Road Safety Audit are as described in GG119.  The scheme 

has been examined and this report compiled, only with regard to the safety implications for 

road users of the scheme as presented.  It has not been examined or verified for compliance 

with any other standards or criteria.  However, in order to clearly explain a safety problem or 

the recommendation to resolve a problem, the Audit Team may on occasion have referred to 

a design standard for information only.  All comments and recommendations are referenced 

to the design drawings supplied with the Audit Brief and the location of road safety concerns 
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raised have been illustrated beneath the items along with relevant photographs for clarity, 

where appropriate, as well as on the Location Plan attached at Appendix A2.  

 
 Design Organisation Response 

2.7 In accordance with national standards, this Road Safety Audit was finalised and issued to the 

Design Organisation as per the Road Safety Audit Report Template within Appendix D of 

GG119, which can be provided upon request from either the Audit Team or Design 

Organisation.  The format of the Audit Report was subsequently revised to incorporate these 

paragraphs under the sub-heading as well as sufficient space beneath the items and 

recommendation, within Section 4, for the inclusion of a Design Organisation Response.  This 

is generally contained within a separate Design Organisation Response Report but is included 

within this document in order to maintain a single record of all problems, recommendations 

and responses for the benefit of a concise Road Safety Audit trail to be held on file for Quality 

Assurance purposes.   
 

2.8 The Design Organisation Response has been prepared by: 
 

 
 

 

2.9 Any drawings or documents associated with the Design Organisation Response are listed at 

Appendix A3, if applicable. 
 

  

 

3.0 ITEMS RAISED IN ANY PREVIOUS ROAD SAFETY AUDITS  

3.1 Fenley Road Safety Limited have not been made aware of any previous road safety audits 

associated with the proposals.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Name: Ben Thomas  
Position / Organisation: Associate Partner, i-Transport LLP 
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4.0 ITEMS RAISED AT THIS STAGE 1 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT 

A.1 LOCAL ALIGNMENT 

No Road Safety Concerns regarding LOCAL ALIGNMENT have been raised at this 
stage 

A.2 GENERAL 
A.2.1 PROBLEM 
Location: Existing turning head / Proposed continuation 

Summary: Parking along the proposed continuation carriageway will limit forward visibility 

Ace Type: Vehicle head-on and rear impact type collisions 

Frythe Way is approximately 5.5 metres wide and forms a residential cul-de-sac that benefits from 

a turning head. The section of Frythe Way that is subject to the proposed works serves 22 

dwellings of which 7 currently benefit from off-road frontage parking. The majority of Frythe Way 

is bounded by dropped kerbs and an area of concrete hardstanding that allows for parking, 

adjacent to a footway which is approximately 1.2 metres wide. In addition to the parking alongside 

the carriageway, the Audit Team observed parking taking place within the turning head. The 

proposals subject to this Audit, include the demolition of numbers 69 and 71 Frythe Way and the 

continuation of the carriageway with a 2 metre footway either side, into the application site on a 

gradual bend that allows for a 43 metre forward visibility envelope to be achieved. The scheme 

drawings provided with the Audit Brief, identify that the existing turning head is "to be retained or 

form carriageway verge (to be agreed with Kent County Council)". The removal of part of the 

turning head to provide the carriageway continuation and part to provide grass verge, removes 

provision of carriageway currently utilised for on-street parking which is likely to result in parking 

taking place along the proposed access road. Whilst a 5 metre wide carriageway allows for a 

vehicle to pass a station car, on-street parking on the inside of the bend will limit the level of forward 

visibility that is achievable and could give rise to head on collisions as well as rear end impact 

collisions where a vehicle brakes suddenly. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that off-street parking is provided accommodate displaced parking. 

Location Plan: 
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DESIGN ORGANISATION RESPONSE provided by i-Transport on the 1st October 2020 
following formal issue of this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit on the 28th September 2020 

Existing houses no's 44, 46, 69, and 71 located at the end of the turning head will be demolished 

as part of the proposed development. This will reduce the demand for on-street car parking in the 

vicinity of the proposed access road. Any new dwellings located in this area will be provided with 

dedicated off-street parking in accordance with local standards. Notwithstanding this, a dedicated 

parallel parking bay is proposed on the southern side of the site access which will assist in 

accommodating any displaced parking as a result of the proposed access arrangements. 

A.2.2 PROBLEM 
Location: Proposed access road 
Summary: An HGV may not be able to pass a car along safely 
Ace Type: Sideswipes 

Frythe Way is approximately 5.5 metres wide and forms a residential cul-de-sac that benefits from 

a turning head and space off the main carriageway along a concrete hard strip between the 

carriageway and footway, for parking. The proposals are to continue Frythe Way as a 5 metre 

carriageway that benefits from a 2 metre footway either side in order to facilitate access to a 

development of 70 dwellings. A refuse and recycling collection vehicle (RCV) will be required to 

travel along the proposed access road to serve the development. Due to the gradual bend in the 

road, there may be insufficient space for an RCV to pass a car resulting in the need for a vehicle 

to reverse or mount the footway raising the risk of rear end impact, sideswipe and vehicle 

pedestrian collisions. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the proposed access road is adequate for the expected vehicles 

Location Plan: 
THTO BE 
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CROSSINGANDTACTILE P, 

E~ISTING PUBLIC I 

/ REF. FOOTPATH Y ~_r 
DESIGN ORGANISATION RESPONSE provided by i-Transport on the 1st October 2020 
following formal issue of this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit on the 28th September 2020 

i-Transport drawing no. ITB13706-GA-008 demonstrates that a large refuse vehicle can safely 

pass a car travelling in the opposite direction along the proposed site access. 
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A.2.3 PROBLEM 
Location: Existing turning Head 
Summary: Existing street lighting column will become an obstruction 
Ace Type: Pedestrian street furniture strike, vehicle pedestrian collision 

Frythe Way benefits from street lighting with columns situated at the back edge of the footway. 

The proposals subject to this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit include the continuation of the Frythe 

Way carriageway into a site that is proposed to accommodate a development of 70 dwellings. The 

proposed access road is to consist of a 5 metre carriageway with 2 metre footways either side. 

During the site visit associated with this audit, a street lighting column was observed at the end of 

the turning head, central to the approaching carriageway. Following implementation of the 

proposals, the street lighting column is likely to be situated central within the proposed footway to 

the east and will be an obstruction to pedestrians which could give rise to personal injury as te 

result of a striking the object or a pedestrian entering the carriageway suddenly and a vehicle 

pedestrian collision. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the street lighting column is relocated 

Location Plan: 
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DESIGN ORGANISATION RESPONSE provided by i-Transport on the 1st October 2020 
following formal issue of this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit on the 28th September 2020 

The relocation of existing street lighting columns is a matter for detailed highway design stage and 

S278 technical approval. 

A note has been added to amended drawings ITB13706-GA-001 Rev E to pick up this point for 

detailed highway design and subsequent Stage 2 Road Safety Audit. 

A.3 JUNCTIONS 

No Road Safety Concerns regarding JUNCTIONS have been raised at this stage 
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A.4 WALKING CYCLING AND HORSE RIDING 
A.4.1 PROBLEM 
Location: Existing footpath 
Summary: Pedestrians may enter the carriageway when it is not safe to do so 

Ace Ty . ..:.p_e_:_,_V_e_h_ic_le_,_pe_d_e_s_t_ria_n_ c_o_lli_s_io_n ____________________ _ 

A public footpath is situated off the southwestern corner of the existing Frythe Way turning head 

that extends through woodland to Freight Way. The proposals subject to this Stage 1 Road Safety 

Audit include the continuation of the existing Frythe Way carriageway into a parcel of land to the 

north of the woodland which replaces the provision of the existing turning head. The existing 

footpath is to be retained, albeit a section is to be provided along a footway with an uncontrolled 

crossing point provided to link w ith the existing footpath through the woods. To the south of the 

proposed access road, the footpath runs in-line with the proposed crossing point where tactile 

warning paving is to be provided for a depth of 800mm. A visually impaired pedestrian could have 

a stride in excess of 1200mm and step across the tactile warning paving into the proposed access 

road and potentially into the path of an oncoming vehicle. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that tactile warning paving is provided for a depth of 1200mm 

Location Plan: 

2.0m x T 

E~ISTING PVBLIC I 

REF. FOOTPATH Y _r 
DESIGN ORGANISATION RESPONSE provided by i-Transport on the 1st October 2020 
following formal issue of this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit on the 28th September 2020 

Comments agreed and the depth of the tactile paving has been increased to 1200mm are is shown 

on amended drawing ITB13706-GA-001 Rev E. 

A.5 ROAD SIGNS, CARRIAGEWAY MARKINGS AND LIGHTING 

No Road Safety Concerns regarding ROAD SIGNS, CARRIAGEWAY MARKINGS 
AND LIGHTING have been raised at this stage 

Fenley/Road Safety Audits/RSA-20/ RSA-20-077-3 7 



 

Road Safety Audit Report: Proposed Continuation of Frythe Way, Cranbrook 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Fenley/Road Safety Audits/RSA-20/RSA-20-077-3 8 

5.0 STAGE 1 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT TEAM STATEMENT 

 

5.1 We certify that this Road Safety Audit has been carried out in accordance with GG119. 

 
 

    

 

   
Organisation: Fenley Road Safety Limited  
Date:         28th September 2020  

 
 

    

 

   
Organisation: Fenley Road Safety Limited  
Date:         28 h September 2020  
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Appendix A1 

Documents and Drawings provided for this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 

Audit Stage Doc. No . I Rev T itle 
Email dated 16th Sept '20 Road Safety Audit Brief 

ITB13706-002 TN Access Aooraisal 

Stage 1 
Cranbrook 5 vear Personal lniurv Collision Reoort 

Dwg No. I Rev Title 

ITB13706-GA-001 I D Proposed Site Access Arranoement 
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Appendix A2 

Item Location Plan 
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A.4.1 

/ 
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Appendix A3 

Drawings associated with the Design Organisation Response  

 
Audit Stage Drawing No. Rev Title 

Stage 1 
ITB13706-GA-001 E Proposed Site Access Arrangement 
ITB13706-GA-008 -- Swept Path Analysis – Large Refuse Passing Estate Car 
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APPENDIX E. POTENTIAL PEDESTRIAN 
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