
 

 Friday 26th October 2018  

543/A3/JJA 
Planning Policy 
Ashford Borough Council 
Civic Centre 
Tannery Lane 
Ashford 
Kent 
TN23 1PL       

By Email Only  
 

Dear Sirs   
 
Re: Ashford Local Plan – Main Modifications - Public Consultation – September 2018   
 
I write with reference to the above. I act for Wates Developments Limited who have an interest in 
land at Appledore Road/ Woodchurch Road Tenterden (SHELAA ref TS3 and TS11).   
 
Having reviewed the Inspector’s post hearing advice notes (ID10 and ID11) the schedule of Main 
Modifications, the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (SAA) September 2018 (ABC/PS/21) and the 
Settlements Matrix (ABC/PS/23) these representations seek to comment upon MM3 (Policy SP2 - 
The Strategic Approach to Housing Delivery), MM61 (Policy HOU5 – Residential Windfall 
Development within the Countryside), MM86 (Policy ENV4 – Light Pollution and Dark Skies), MM92 
(Policy ENV13 – Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets), MM96 (Policy COM2 – 
Recreation, Sport, Play and Open), and MM100 (appendix 5 – the Housing Trajectory).   
 
Having regard to our comments on MM3 and MM100 and the SA, these representations also 
comment upon the need to identify additional land to provide for a sound Plan that is positively 
prepared, effective, and consistent with national government guidance; and can accommodate the 
Borough’s housing requirement. 

1 Main Modification 3 - Policy SP2 - The Strategic Approach to Housing Delivery and Main 
Modification 100 – the Housing Trajectory 

 
1.1 Our objections to MM3 and MM100 are multifaceted: 
 
1.2 We note the increase in the OAN from 16,120 to 16,872 proposed within MM3 and the 

associated implications this has on the overall Housing Profile (replacement table 1), and the 
Housing Trajectory (appendix 5 (MM100)). In this respect we note that table 1 indicates a 
buffer of 426 dwellings, just 2.5% of the overall requirement/ 3.25% of the residual 
requirement.1 

 
1.3 In our representations on the Reg 19 Plan and our response to the Inspectors issues we 

highlighted our concern about the delivery rates being promoted by ABC on the strategic 
sites, and the conversion rate of permissions to completions. We would reiterate the point 
that nationally, Lichfields research entitled ‘Stock and Flow Planning Permissions and 
Housing Output’ indicates that permission was granted for 261,644 new homes in 2015 in 
England, whilst net completions in 2015–16 amounted to 189,6502 (of which 163,940 were 
new build). Similarly in a presentation given by a DCLG Planning Director (Ruth Stanier) to 

                                        
1 The buffer was 1,006 units (6.24% of the overall requirement/ 7.77% of the residual requirement in the sub-
mitted Plan)  
2 A gap of 27.5% between consents and completions, illustrative that in any given year completions will lag 
behind permission for many reasons, including lapses, delays and non-implementation, amongst others  



 

the HBF Planning Conference in September 2015, DCLG presented research findings that 
suggest that 10-20% of permissions do not materialise into a start on site for a number of 
reasons. In addition it is estimated that c.15-20% of permissions are re-engineered with a re-
permission sought, which would have the effect of delaying completions, potentially for a 
significant period. ABC does not provide data or information through their monitoring that 
would allow consideration of how this affects the Borough; the conversion rate of permissions 
to completions is not evidenced and, furthermore, the Council’s Authority Monitoring Report 
(AMR) has not provided updated housing trajectories - which might be used to assess 
whether overall housing delivery has been coming forward as anticipated and expected - for 
many years. Notwithstanding, it is considered that the above national evidence would equally 
apply to Ashford Borough; there is no evidence that local circumstances are so different to 
the national picture that there is no need for contingency and headroom within the trajectory 
and supply. Indeed, the evidence underpinning the plan is that ABC believes such 
contingency is required. The Housing Topic Paper (SD08) sets out (paras 75-77) that ABC 
considers the additional supply “provides crucial flexibility” and states that such a buffer 
“provides much needed flexibility”. This crucial and much needed – in ABC’s own words – 
buffer no longer exists in the supply trajectory now proposed. 

 
1.4 Having regard to the above we remain of the view that a 10% buffer i.e. circa 1,300 dwellings 

given completions to date, should be factored into the housing supply to provide sufficient 
flexibility to adapt to rapid change, as required by para 14 of the NPPF (20123). A contingency 
of just 2.5% is woefully inadequate, and in our opinion does not respect the aims and 
objectives of the NPPF. No evidence has been put forward to suggest that providing a more 
robust buffer (i.e. c.1,300 homes instead of the 426 proposed) would generate harms that 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or that specific policies in the NPPF indicate 
development should be restricted. Instead we have the perverse situation where the Plan as 
submitted provided for a much higher buffer than that now proposed in the Main Mods given 
the fact that the OAN has increased, some allocations have deleted as unsound, and the 
quantum of development on others has been reduced; which taken as a whole means the 
buffer has been reduced.  

 
1.5 This does not suggest a Plan that is positively prepared, justified or effective. It is not 

consistent with national policy and is thus unsound.  
 
1.6 This situation could easily be rectified by the allocation of additional sites – such as the land 

at Appledore Road/ Woodchurch Road Tenterden. Allocating additional sites now to provide 
for flexibility will also provide residents and developers alike with certainty as to what is/ is 
not acceptable within the area, and help protect ABC from potentially hostile applications 
which is not in the interests of the Borough Council, its residents or developers promoting 
sites in the local area.  

 
1.7 In the context of the above, whilst appreciating the fact that ABC is seeking to take advantage 

of the transitional provisions set out in Annex 1 of the NPPF 2018 whereby a Plan that is 
submitted for examination by a Council on or before 24 January 2019 will be examined 
against the policies in the NPPF 2012, we nonetheless believe it is sensible to consider the 
Plan in the context of its robustness post adoption, and thus the provisions of the NPPF 2018 
in this regard. In saying this we are mindful of the new definition of what is deliverable as set 
out in the glossary to the NPPF 2018 and the aims and objectives of paras 67 and 73 of the 
NPPF 2018. 

 

                                        
3 The same test applies at para 11 of the NPPF 2018  



 

1.8 MM3 / the main modifications do not include an assessment of the 5 year HLS situation. 
Having regard to MM3 and MM100 we have sought to do this, as set out below  

 

Requirement ABC mods – Sept 2018  

District Plan housing requirement 2011 – 2030  16,872 (888 dpa) 

Completions since 2011  3,754 

5 year OAN requirement 2011 – 2018  6,216 (888 x 7)  

Shortfall against OAN 2011 - 2018 2,462  (3,754 - 6,216) 

Requirement 2018 - 2023 6,200 
(888 x 5 (4,440) + 352 x 5 (1,760)  

(+20% buffer)  1,240 

TOTAL REQUIREMENT  7,440 

  

Supply   

Town centre sites – extant commitments   1,015 

Town centre sites – existing allocations/ re-allocated 79 

Urban sites – extant commitments   1,629 

Urban sites – proposed allocations 1,678 

Rural sites – extant commitments   395 

Rural sites – proposed allocations 942 

Chilmington Green  800 

Neighbourhood Plan allocations  216 

Major Windfalls – extant permissions  329 

Minor Windfalls – extant permissions 446 

Unidentified/ projected windfalls  150 

Total Housing Supply in year 1 - 5 7,679 

Five year supply  
Total supply / Total requirement  x 5 

5.16 

Deficit over the 5 year period + 2394 

 
1.9 It is clear from the above, that the 5 year HLS situation has become very marginal, and that 

any delays in the development of the extant consents, slippage in the proposed allocations, 
or slippage in windfalls could leave ABC without a 5 year HLS. This does not suggest a Plan 
that is positively prepared, justified or effective. In this regard we note that in his 
concluding comments to the Mid Sussex District Plan Examination on 26th July 2017, the 
Inspector identified the fact that MSDC had a 5.2 year housing land supply, which he 
suggested was not ‘hugely comfortable’, and that the Council should ‘consider how its five 
year position could be strengthened.5’  

 
1.10 It was clear from the examination of the ABLP that the 5 year Housing Land Supply situation 

was at best marginal, and nothing has been produced to support the main mods to 
demonstrate that it has improved. Indeed, it appears to have worsened. The fact no evidence 
has been produced to demonstrate a 5 year Housing Land Supply given the proposed main 
modifications is in our opinion a significant failing of this consultation and ABC should be 
required to release the evidence to address this point and re-consult on it before they return 
the Plan to the Inspectors for their final consideration/ ratification. 

 
1.11 The marginality of the 5 year housing land supply is in our opinion a justifiable reason to look 

to allocate some additional edge of settlement Greenfield sites (up to circa 250 dwellings 

                                        
4 This compares with a 5 year HLS of 5.67 / +1015 in the updated HTP of June 2018 (p15) 
5 See para 1 - MSDC22 which has been produced to support the proposed mods to the Mid Sussex LP  



 

each). These type of sites have shorter lead in times and could, if allocated, help address the 
5 year housing land supply situation. In addition said allocations will also help provide a 
contingency for any potential under delivery/ flexibility that would allow the Borough Council 
to react to any change in circumstances. The ALP’s failure to try and address this issue 
suggests to us a Plan that has not been positively prepared, justified or effective. Again 
we would reiterate the suitability, deliverability, and availability of the land at Appledore Road/ 
Woodchurch Road Tenterden, and the merits of allocating said land for up to 250 dwellings 
to assist in bolstering the 5 year HLS. 

 
1.12 Whilst we acknowledge that policy HOU5 is a means to provide for sustainable urban 

extensions, it is no substitute for a formal site allocation, which brings with it certainty for both 
local residents and developers, and in addition allows infrastructure providers to Plan 
positively for an area’s needs. 

 
1.13 In addition, allocating further land in Tenterden would not prejudice the spatial strategy as 

Tenterden is the second largest town in the borough and has the capacity to accommodate 
more than is proposed there given its role as a principal rural service centre serving the south 
western part of the Borough. The Settlements Matrix makes it clear that Tenterden is a Town 
where all services are available, and that it has ‘A mixed settlement pattern with opportunity 
for infill and edge of settlement growth’ and that due to the settlements size ‘this would be 
sustainable.’ Adopting such an approach would still retain the lion’s share of the proposed 
allocations in and around Ashford.  

 
1.14  As has been highlighted before the land at Appledore Road/ Woodchurch Road provides an 

opportunity to provide up to 250 dwellings, 40% (100) of which would be affordable, a 
replacement for the existing football pitch as well as 4 additional football pitches, changing 
rooms, pavilion and parking, all of which would be delivered with the first phase of the 
development; and a new 8.57 hectare Country Park connected by greenways with the rest 
of town, along with substantial wetlands, woodlands, hedgerows, meadows and community 
orchards creating an accessible recreation and nature conservation resource for the town. 
Overall 17.67 hectares (over 70% of the site) would be set aside for public open space/ 
playing pitches6, which in the context of the local residents call for this site be designated as 
Local Green Space (LGS), is likely to benefit a much wider audience of existing and new 
communities7. In this regard the connected open space network would in particular help link 
the community to the existing PRoW (to which there are currently no links from the town) and 
to the proposed Country Park. The Wates proposal would also be carefully designed to 
capture the valued views of the Church from higher parts of the site. The formalised public 
access and open space provision achieved by this proposal would benefit a much larger 
community than a few informal users who are at present restricted to the PRoW. Importantly 
the Wates proposal would also bring with it a mechanism for long term landscape 
management. This would allow the landscape structure, and biodiversity to be enhanced, 
and recreational opportunities, both formal and informal, to be optimised. This would secure 
the future of large proportion of this attractive but declining site, for the enjoyment, health and 
wellbeing of the whole community, as well as delivering environmental benefits, secured for 
the long term. An illustrative masterplan is enclosed with these reps, and proposed wording 
for a site specific policy set out at the end of these reps.  

 

                                        
6 The overall site areas is 24.53ha. The development parcels amount to 5.63ha. The residual 18.91ha com-
prises country park (8.57ha) playing fields (3.33ha) central green space, green margins, community orchard 
and children’s play area (5.77ha) and primary road network (1.2ha). There is incidental infrastructure land of 
0.05ha  
7 Please see reps of 31st August 2017 sections 7.8 – 7.13 as to why the land does not in our opinion qualify 
as a LGS 



 

1.15 Finally we note that in changing the wording of paragraph 3.26 and Policy SP2, MM3 does 
not look to amend the housing target to make it clear it is a minimum target. To demonstrate 
a Plan that is positively prepared, effective, and consistent with national government 
guidance paragraph 3.26 and Policy SP2 should refer to minimum targets. 

 
2 Main Modification 61 - Policy HOU5 – Residential Windfall Development within the 

Countryside) 
 
2.1 Our comments on objections to MM61 are twofold 
 
2.2 Whilst noting the liaison between the Inspector’s and ABC on the issue of policy HOU5 in 

ID10, ED29 and ID11, we are not sure that the final two sentence’s that has been added to 
paragraph 5.59 reflects the advice in para 27 of ID10. Furthermore whilst it is possible to 
liaise with KCC / the local CCG to ascertain the availability of school places/ a GP surgery’s 
capacity to accommodate additional patients, it is not always possible to ascertain what if any 
affect additional pupils / patients may have on a school/ GP practices catchment area. Whilst 
developers are able through S106/ CiL to contribute towards enhanced school place 
provision/ GP facilities, they are not able to influence school/ GP practice catchment areas – 
that is a matter for the appropriate authorities and we would question whether it is reasonable 
/ justifiable to place this obligation on any future application progressing pursuant to policy 
HOU5.  

 
2.3 In addition to the above we would question whether the proposed change to the end of policy 

HOU5 (a) ‘in liaison with service providers’ makes sense. Whilst this is not a matter of 
soundness it is something that we believe needs clarifying as the Plan moves forward. At 
present it is not clear what one is meant to be addressing in liaison with service providers 
and what range of local services needs to be assessed.  

 
3 Main Modification 86: Policy ENV4 – Light Pollution and Dark Skies 
 
3.1 Whilst supporting the principles behind this policy it is not clear from the plan where one finds 

the “Environmental Zones” referenced in MM86. Some areas will, we feel, fall outside the 
areas defined in zones E0 – E4, especially those areas that lie on the edge of built up areas 
which are not HOU3 areas and not within the AONB for example. Likewise there is no map 
contained within the LP that defines the ‘designated dark sky zone’, and nothing that defines 
what ‘decorative lighting’ is. It would help if ABC expanded upon these points within the 
glossary to the local Plan.  

 
4 Main Modification 92: Policy ENV13 – Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets 
 
4.1 Whilst we appreciate the fact that MM92 is seeking to reflect the relevant NPPF paragraphs 

relating to substantial and to less than substantial harm (NPPF paras 195 and 196), we 
believe that in seeking to summarise the NPPF, some of the intention of the NPPF has been 
lost. i.e.  

 
In the case of the proposed policy paragraph 2, the second part of paragraph 195 of the 
NPPF has been omitted. This states:  

“or all of the following apply:  
a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through 
appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and  
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public 
ownership is demonstrably not possible; and  
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.” 
 



 

By including non-designated heritage assets within their paragraph 3, the protection of non-
designated assets is given more weight than is set out in the NPPF. The NPPF has a 
separate paragraph for non-designated heritage assets which reads: 

“The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications 
that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 
significance of the heritage asset” (para 197) 
 

4.2 We also note that there is no element of the proposed policy which relates to mitigation where 
partial or full loss of a heritage asset is deemed acceptable (paragraph 199 of the NPPF).  

 
4.4 Having regard to the above we would suggest policy ENV13 is amended thus:  

 
Proposals which protect, conserve preserve and or enhance the heritage assets of the 
Borough, sustaining and enhancing their significance and the contribution they make to local 
character and distinctiveness, will be supported. Proposals that make sensitive use of 
heritage assets through regeneration, particularly where these bring redundant or under-used 
buildings and areas into appropriate and viable use consistent with their conservation, will be 
encouraged. 
 
Development will not be permitted where it will cause loss or substantial harm to the 
significance of heritage assets or their settings unless it can be demonstrated that substantial 
public benefits will be delivered that outweigh the harm or loss, or where other relevant factors 
relating to the nature of the heritage asset, its viability, non-availability of grant funding and 
broader benefits relating to bringing the site back into use apply. 
 
Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of 
a designated heritage asset, or where a non-designated heritage asset is likely to be 
impacted, harm will be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing 
the optimum viable use of the heritage asset. For non-designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement relating to the scale of loss and significance of the asset will be applied. 
 
All applications which will with potential to affect a heritage asset or its setting should be 
supported by a description of the asset's historic, architectural or archaeological significance 
with an appropriate level of detail relating to the asset and the likely impact of the proposals 
on its significance.  

 
5 Main Modification 96: Policy COM2 – Recreation, Sport, Play and Open Spaces  
 
5.1 Again whilst we support the principles behind this policy and the proposed modifications, we 

would suggest that to be effective terms such as ‘Strategic Parks’ are properly defined within 
the text/ glossary so it is clear to all what is meant by them/ required of developers.  

 
6 The Sustainability Appraisal   

 
6.1 ABC must comply with Directive 2001/42/EC (the SEA Directive) and the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations) as required 
by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 while preparing the Local Plan. 

 
6.2 ABC are required under Article 4 of the SEA Directive to ensure that their environmental 

assessment is carried out “during the preparation of the plan”. Therefore, any changes or 
modifications to the emerging Local Plan prior to its adoption must be considered as part of 
the environmental assessment. 



 

 
6.3 Regulation 12(2) SEA Regulations provide that the SA of the Local Plan must identify, 

describe and evaluate the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the 
particular development plan and reasonable alternatives taking into account the objectives 
and the geographical scope of the plan or programme.   

 
6.4 The addendum SA only assesses the increase in the overall housing requirement from 

16,120 to 16,872 (2011-2030). In doing so it notes:  
“3.1.6 Alternative 2.5 is likely to have marginally stronger negative effects than the previously 
preferred alternative (2.4), as when considered in isolation, additional land would be required 
to meet the increased housing requirement. This stronger negative effect could not be shown 
in the Table due to the original scoring system. Requirements for additional land for housing 
would be likely to have stronger negative effects upon a number of the SA objectives in 
relation to the environment. 
3.1.7 Whilst the previous assessments demonstrated that all scenarios would have a 
significant positive impact upon ensuring the delivery of a mix of good quality, sustainably 
constructed homes to meet identified needs, the provision of the higher level of housing is 
likely to have a more significant positive impact upon this objective that the other alternatives. 
3.1.8 However, as a result of other changes proposed to the Plan, in relation to the delivery 
of the shortfall and overall Plan buffer, it has not been necessary to identify any additional 
sites for housing, and it is proposed for seven sites to be deleted, and three to have reduced 
capacities. When considering this alternative taking into account the other changes 
made in the Plan, it would have no greater negative impact upon the SA objectives, 
and could be considered to have a lesser negative impact, with fewer housing sites 
being required.” My emphasis  

 
6.5 Whilst the assessment of the effects of the increase on the OAN could be said to be 

somewhat perverse, that fact is the SA does not assess the effects of the stepped trajectory 
promoted in the changes to policy SP5. In our opinion the effects of a stepped trajectory and 
other reasonable alternatives such as a flat line of 888dpa, or an alternative step should, 
notwithstanding ID10, have been assessed in the SA of the Main Mods, especially given the 
issues surrounding housing delivery.  

 
6.6 The purpose of allowing consultation on the SA is to ensure that the information is correct, it 

is not possible for people to respond in an informed way and to make judgements and 
informed comments on whether the analysis is correct if they do not have all of the information 
before them. 

 
6.7 There are distinct legal principles set out in the case of Save Historic Newmarket v. Forest 

Heath District Council (2011) that have a clear bearing on how ABC should undertake its SA. 
It is inadequate for ABC to rely on an old analysis in order to draw the conclusions they do at 
para 3.1.8 of the SA. Paragraphs 15 to 18 of the Save Historic Newmarket judgment make it 
very clear that a SA, to be relied upon by a LPA, must collate the relevant information in one 
document and it should not be necessary to embark on a paper-chase in order to understand 
the environmental effects of a proposal.  The case makes clear that although a final SA may 
rely on earlier material it must be clearly identified in the final report.  

 
6.8 On the question of the need to assess alternatives where the underlying circumstances have 

changed it is also worth referring to the Save Historic Newmarket case. In paragraph 39 of 
the case the judge states the following “In her statement (paragraph 88 and 89), Ms Smith 
asserts that the increase in the scale of residential development did not alter the principle as 
to the choice of the proposed location compared to reasonable alternatives. She and other 
officers did consider the implication of the changes but concluded that there were no realistic 
alternatives to the spatial strategy that had already been identified. Whilst that view may 
have been justified, it should have been dealt with and the reasons given in the SA 



 

why it had been taken [emphasis added].” Such reasoning in respect of adopting the 
stepped trajectory is clearly lacking in the current form of SA produced by ABC. 

 
6.9 Currently ABC have failed to undertake an appropriate, up to date and not subject to a paper 

chase, SA that considers the stepped trajectory against other reasonable alternatives.  This 
means that the SA is in breach of Regulation 12(2) of the SEA Regulations and therefore in 
breach of the legal requirement in section 20(5) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004.  This also renders the emerging LP as unsound because it is not founded on a robust 
and credible evidence base and it has not been established that the proposed stepped 
trajectory is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.   
 

7 Summary and Conclusions  
 
7.1 We consider MM3, and in particular Policy SP2 and the supporting table 1 needs to make 

provision for an additional 1,300 dwellings over the OAN, i.e. a buffer of 10% taking into 
account completions to date, if it is to provide sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change 
and demonstrate a policy approach that is positively prepared and consistent with 
national government guidance; and that MM100 would need to be updated accordingly.  

 
7.2 We consider ABC’s latest 5 year housing land supply calculation should be made available 

for comment and consideration. 
 
7.3  We consider the SA as currently drafted fails to address whether the stepped trajectory is the 

most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives and to provide 
up to date information in one place in order to enable consultees to properly consider and 
comment on the analysis provided. 

 
7.4 As drafted we do not believe MM61 (the changes to para 5.59) to be justified, or the changes 

to policy HOU5 (a) to make sense. Likewise we are concerned about the extent to which 
MM92 compiles with the aims and objectives of the NPPF, and would suggest further clarity 
is required within MM86 and MM96 so that their intent is clear. 

 
7.5 Further sites, such as that under Wates control on land Appledore Road/ Woodchurch Road 

(TS3/TS11), need to be allocated now to address the marginal 5 year HLS/ the lack of any 
flexibility in the housing trajectory over the plan period, and the Plan and updated evidence 
base on housing land supply needs to be subject to a further round of consultation before the 
Plan can then be passed back to the Inspector’s for their final consideration.  

 
8 What changes are necessary to make the ABLP legally compliant/ sound?  
 
8.1 We suggest, having regard to the above that:- 

a) MM3 - Policy SP2 and accompanying Table 1 needs to identify a greater total housing 

supply (including further allocations) equaling a supply of c.18,172 over the plan period8 

including providing for additional edge of settlement Greenfield sites to those identified, 

including additional sites in Tenterden – such as the land Appledore Road/ Woodchurch 

Road (TS3/TS11);  

b) As a result of ‘a’ above MM100 – the housing trajectory need to be updated;  

c) MM61, MM86, MM92, and MM96 need to be revised having regard to our comments 

above; and 

d) The SA needs to be revisited in the light of our comments above.  

 

                                        
8 16,872 +1,300 



 

We would be happy to meet with officer to discuss any of the above further if this would be of 
assistance.   
 
Yours sincerely 

JUDITH ASHTON 
Judith Ashton Associates 
 
cc Rio Daniels - Wates Developments Limited  
 
Enclosures: - illustrative masterplan – drawing RD1686_F3_masterplanD2 
  



 

Proposed wording for new Policy - Land Appledore Road/ Woodchurch Road Tenterden  

Land to the north of Appledore Road/ south of Woodchurch Road is proposed for residential 
development. It is suitable for the provision of up to 250 dwellings with associated facilities, including 
a new sports pitches, changing room and parking area, a Country Park and new areas of both formal 
and informal play space. 
 
Development of this site shall be in accordance with a masterplan / development brief that has been 
submitted to and approved by the Borough Council. The masterplan / development brief shall identify 
the timing of the provision of a substantial landscape /open space buffer to the north of the built 
development area within this site and define the extent, location and phasing of community 
infrastructure to be delivered both on and off- site. 
 
Vehicular access to the site shall be from Appledore Road with additional pedestrian and cycle links 
provided both to Appledore Road and through the site to Woodchurch Road. 
 
Acceptable forms of development on this site shall also achieve the following: 
a)     The retention and enhancement of existing hedges, field boundary features and significant 

ponds on the site as far as is practically possible and the provision of biodiversity benefits 
where possible; 

b)     The retention of trees with high landscape, amenity or biodiversity value, in particular where 
these are covered by a TPO; 

c)     The enhancement of existing public rights of way both on and off-site and creation of additional 
rights of way to enhance connectivity between the site and surrounding area; 

d)     A layout that enables the retention of views towards St Mildred’s Church tower, and views 
towards the AONB from the eastern part of the site; 

e)     Provision of off-site highway improvements identified as being necessary through the 
masterplanning process;  

f)      The creation of public open space comprising both formal and informal play space, and 
allotments/ a community orchard within this site’s boundary, including, to the east of the 
existing ridgeline that runs north south through the site, a new Country Park to protect and 
enhance the landscape setting of the town; and 

g) The creation of replacement sports pitches as well as additional sports pitches, together with 
ancillary facilities such as changing rooms and an adequate car parking area to serve these 
replacement and additional sports pitches and thus enhance their usability. 

 

.  




