
 
 

Planning & Development 
 
   
Email: planning.policy@ashford.gov.uk 
Direct line: (01233) 330229 
 
 
 
To Boughton Aluph & Eastwell Parish Council,   
By email  
 
 
 
 
Friday 27th November 2020 
 
Dear Boughton Aluph and Eastwell Parish Council, 
 

RE: Boughton Aluph and Eastwell Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 16. 

Formal representation from Ashford Borough Council. 
 
Please accept this letter as Ashford Borough Councils representation on the Regulation 16 
Boughton Aluph and Eastwell Neighbourhood Plan (BAE NP). We apologise for the delay 
in the response. This was formally requested and explained in our email communications 
of 23rd October 2020.  
 
The Local Authority is only required to consider whether the Neighbourhood Plan meets 
the basic conditions after the Examination. However, we have been providing advice to the 
Parish Council in the role of a critical friend up to this point, as an informal part of the plan 
making process.  
 
Although we note your previous comments about the cross relationship between the 
NPPF, Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plans and the test of ‘general conformity’ with the 
Local Plan strategic policies as a whole, it is also required that Neighbourhood Plan 
policies ‘do not undermine strategic policies’ for the local area.  
 
It is the view of the Council that there are two policies within the Regulation 16 Plan which 
do undermine strategic policies in the adopted Local Plan 2030, and therefore do not 
consider that the BAE NP is in ‘general conformity’ and will not meet basic conditions. 
These issues have been raised previously and are outlined again below for clarity.  
 
Policy BAE NP7 – Land at Eureka Place Local Centre  
 
This policy covers part of the Local Plan Policy S20 strategic allocation for Eureka Park 
(the area within the Parish boundary) and covers the existing Local Centre. However, it 
also includes an ‘allocation’ of an area of land within the S20 boundary for an extension to 
the existing Local Centre. The NP includes a map (Map 21) showing the proposed Local 
Centre expansion area. 
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ABC consider that safeguarding this area of land through Policy NP7 as a Local Centre is 
not in general conformity with strategic Policy S20 for Eureka Park of the Local Plan, or 
strategic policies SP2 and SP3 which deal with the spatial approach to housing and 
employment delivery - for a number of reasons.  
 
Firstly, Policy S20 in the Local Plan clearly sets out in paragraph 3.247, that the current 
policy is flexible in setting ‘indicative’ development amounts so detailed and inclusive 
masterplanning exercise to be undertaken to inform the planning application with regards 
to final capacity. ABC consider that this flexibility is reduced by safeguarding a part of the 
allocated site for a Local Centre use, as it will clearly reduce the overall options for the 
commercial and housing numbers.  
 
The delivery requirements and uses for the site allocation S20 have been set out in the 
Local Plan 2030 Policy SP2 and the housing trajectory as 375 units, Policy SP3 and 
Examination document ED07, which set out the 20ha requirement for predominantly B1a 
and B1b uses. Policy NP7 clearly identifies A and D uses rather than B uses or residential 
uses, in direct conflict with this adopted position which has been tested at Examination. No 
evidence has been provided by the Parish Council that the proposed allocation of a Local 
Centre will not restrict delivery of these strategic requirements. In addition, the supporting 
text at 3.248 of Policy S20 clearly states that Local Centre uses are not acceptable in this 
location. 
 
The supporting documentation  ‘EUREKA PLACE: SURVEY OF BUSINESS NEEDS’ 
which is a general questionnaire of local businesses within the current local centre does 
not provide firm evidence of current usage or business planning requirements for 
expansion from those specific businesses to support a site allocation for a local centre site 
policy in the BAE NP. 
 
It is also noted that the area identified on map 21 in NP7 is not the whole land parcel of the 
S20 allocation area as some of the land here is not within the NP designation/Parish 
boundary. This ‘cuts off’ some of the site S20 and would leave an irregular shape on the 
edge of S20 not identified as a specific use. As the roundabout access road which would 
likely serve the proposed Local Centre extension of NP7 is not within the NP area. 
 



 
 

 
 

It is the view of ABC that the allocation of local centre expansion site in NP7 is not in 
general conformity with S20 (and undermines it). We have suggested removal of the 
allocation from policy NP7 but suggest that the supporting text of the policy could be 
amended to include a reference to this ambition for additional local centre uses, identified 
by the local survey work undertaken and a wish for it to be addressed through the 
masterplanning stages. All evidence of need and potential locations for the local centre 
uses within the wider S20 site, not just the area identified on Map 21, can then be 
considered in more detail and in discussion with all relevant stakeholders.  

Policy BAE NP2 – Protection of Local Green Space  
 
This policy identifies Sandyacres Sports and Social Recreation ground as Local Green 
Space. The guidance for determining Local Green Space designation is set out in national 
policy.  
 
The identification of this land as protected Local Green Space is contrary to the Local Plan 
Strategic Policy COM2, which identifies Sandyacres as one of the ‘hubs’ for growth in 
provision for children’s play, strategic parks and sports facilities.  
ABC consider that the requirements set out in this policy are too onerous. For example, 
the term ‘appropriate facilities in association with outdoor sports’ cannot be used as there 
is no set detail of what sports uses may be required yet, some of which may be indoor 
uses (such as a sports hall) and it is not clear how would ‘appropriate’ be determined by 
planning officers in regards to the policy interpretation. In addition, the requirement that 
any proposals would ‘not be in conflict with the open green character’ may be difficult to 
achieve, if it is established that this hub is suitable for a new structure, such as a sports 
hall.  
 
In addition to this, the NP’s own published evidence base for Local Green Spaces 
‘BOUGHTON ALUPH & EASTWELL PARISHES LOCAL GREEN SPACES 
ASSESSMENT 2018’ specifically deals with this issue and states the following:  
 

8. Whilst Sandyacres Sports & Social Club on Sandyhurst Lane (pictured below) is considered 
important by the local community as open space important for its recreational and amenity 

The purple area is the S20 site. 
The blue line is the Parish 
boundary. The red line is the 
existing Local Centre edge. The 
Yellow line is the Local Centre 
extension allocation NP7. All 
land to the south of the blue line 
is outside the parameters of the 
NP. 



 
 

value as well as its contribution to the character of the area and far reaching Important Public 
Views, it is designated as a Sports and Recreation Hub in Ashford Borough Council’s Open Space 
Strategy and the Ashford Local Plan. As, albeit limited, development may be required in 
association with the sports pitches (such as larger improved changing rooms), a Local Green 
Space designation which prevented development would not be appropriate*. The 
Neighbourhood Plan designates this site as a Sports Hub which should be retained and 
enhanced for the provision of sports pitches for community use.  

 *our underlining  
 
It is therefore not clear how the background evidence to the BAE NP supports the 
inclusion of this area as LGS. 
 
It is ABCs recommendation that Sandyacres, if required to be designated as Local Green 
Space, is covered in a separate policy to the other locally designated Local Green Spaces 
(as the previous draft of the document under NP8 did). A specific policy for Sandyacres 
with the removal of the criteria ‘and would not be in conflict with retaining the open green 
character’ but which specifically covers all sports and recreation uses being acceptable, 
and cross referenced the hub identification, the future work needed to establish to exact 
uses and the other requirements of COM2.  
 
You will also note from previous communications on the draft BAE NP, that the Council do 
have other concerns with drafting of some of the policies, but do not consider these to 
affect the basic conditions test. For this reason, we will also be attaching to this 
representation all previous communications between ABC and the Parish Council relating 
with comments on the draft (Regulation 14 stages) of the plan for the Examiners 
information. This will include the letter of 8th August 2019 detailing all suggested 
amendments or clarifications, and subsequent emails during late 2019 and early 2020 
relating to these 2 specific strategic policy matters identified above. 
 
This representation, along with all other representations received during the 6 week public 
consultation period, will be sent to the Independent Examiner, once appointed. 
 
 
Kind Regards 
 
 

 
 
Daniel Carter 
Interim Spatial Planning Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Appendix 1 – ABC comments on Regulation 14 NP (2019) 
 
Planning & Development 
 
Ask For: Carly Pettit  
Email: carly.pettit@ashford.gov.uk 
Direct Line: (01233) 330328 
 
8th August 2019 
 
Dear Boughton Aluph & Eastwell Parish Council,   
 
ABC’s response to the proposed amendments to Reg 14 Neighbourhood Plan  
 
Thank you for responding to ABCs comments on the Regulation 14 consultation. I have 
assessed your proposed changes to the Neighbourhood Plan and policies, in the context 
of our official response to the Regulation 14 consultation in May. 
 
Although we note your comments about the cross relationship between the NPPF, Local 
Plan and Neighbourhood Plans and the test of ‘general conformity only’ with the Local 
Plan strategic policies, it is also required that Neighbourhood Plan policies do not 
undermine strategic policies for the local area. We do therefore still have some concerns 
that the Neighbourhood Plan is not meeting that part of the test, even with these proposed 
revisions.  
 
Please find in the attached to this letter a table containing the Council’s comments in 
relation to the draft Plan (Reg 14) that you received in May, with a further column added to 
address the proposed changes submitted to us for comment in July.   
 
The Local Authority is only required to consider whether the draft plan meets the basic 
conditions after the examination and therefore we provide this advice to you in the role of a 
critical friend at this point, as an informal part of the process. You do not have to accept 
the advice we have provided.  
 
Locality are the governments appointed advice group for neighbourhood plan groups and 
one of the services they provide is a plan health check review prior to examination. This is 
an independent assessment of whether the draft plan meets basic conditions. If you wish 
to look into this there is more information available here: 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/TS-descriptors-150119-1554.pdf 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish need any clarification on the points I have 
raised or wish to discuss matters further in a meeting. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Mrs Carly Pettit 
Policy Planner  
 
 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/TS-descriptors-150119-1554.pdf


 
 

Policy Previous Comments and 
Advice on Reg 14 consultation 
(May 2019) 

Advice on proposed changes to 
Reg 14 (July 2019)  

Policy BAE 
NP1 
b) 

 
In terms of the reference to 
Buildings of Note, the majority of 
the buildings are existing listed 
buildings and therefore do not 
require any additional protection. 
Others are modern buildings, 
which are not identified for 
heritage reasons, and therefore it 
is confusing as to why these are 
referred to within a policy criteria 
which relates to heritage assets. 
A blanket protection of these 
buildings as set out in the policy 
does not appear to be justified. 
 
Clarify the justification and 
purpose of the proposed 
Buildings of Note. 
 
 

 
The proposed revision to criteria b) is 
noted. However many of the 
‘buildings of note’ that are included 
within the policy are Listed buildings. 
They are therefore covered by the 
‘heritage asset’ aspect of the 
sentence and are not needed to be 
separately mentioned as a ‘building 
of note’.  
 
As advised previously, the buildings 
of note should just contain important 
unlisted buildings, for which there is 
evidential support to justify their 
specific protection. Listed Buildings 
are protected under legislation.  

Policy BAE 
NP1 c) 

This appears to be a blanket 
protection against the loss of 
landscape features such as trees, 
hedges and ponds. In some 
cases the landscape features 
may not be worthy of protection, 
or replacement may be 
acceptable.  
 
 

Our previous advice stands on this 
point.  
 
It is advised that you should consider 
re-wording the criteria to protecting 
those features which are particularly 
important to the character of the 
area, as shown in the evidence base. 
A blanket protection of all landscape 
features is not NPPF compliant. 
 
It is also worth noting that Local Plan 
policy ENV5 already protects locally 
identified important rural features. 
 
 

Policy BAE 
NP1 d) 

This criteria duplicates Local Plan 
policy ENV3a, and a 
neighbourhood plan should not 
repeat national or local plan 
policies. 
 

Our previous advice stands on this 
point  
 
Consider removal of criteria from the 
policy or provide more locally specific 
requirements if this can be 
evidenced. 
 

Policy BA 
NP2 

Seven Local Green Spaces are 
proposed for designation. It is 
considered that all of those 

It is noted that as part of the change 
to NP8, that it is proposed that 
Sandyacres Sports and social hub 



 
 

proposed meet the criteria for 
such a designation. 
 
 

will now be included as a Local 
Green Space and protected under 
NP2. We advise that designation of 
this area as LGS would conflict with 
the Local Plan designation of the 
sports hub and would unduly restrict 
the proposed expansion of facilities 
due to the wording of policy NP2, 
which is not in accordance with 
NPPF paragraph 97, Local Plan 
policy COM2 or NP9 of this plan, and 
therefore would not meet basic 
conditions. We advise that 
Sandyacres is not included as LGS.  
 

Eastwell 
Farmlands 
Valued 
Landscape. 
Pg 33. 

The draft Plan identifies the 
character area of Eastwell 
Farmlands as a valued 
landscape. 
 
The Plan makes reference to the 
Council’s Landscape Character 
SPD and the StudioEngleback 
study as evidence to support this. 
However it is not clear from the 
evidence why this character area 
in particular warrants 
identification and protection as a 
valued landscape.  
 

The further justification for the 
inclusion of this area as a valued 
landscape in the supporting text is 
noted.  The NP Inspector will assess 
the evidence base to support its 
inclusion as a valued landscape to 
be protected in Policy NP3.  

Important 
Public 
Views Pg 
36 

The principle of identifying 
important public views is 
supported, and they are a useful 
tool for defining local 
distinctiveness. However the use 
of the policy needs to be clearly 
justified and limited to views of 
special importance that make a 
real contribution to local 
distinctiveness. The identification 
of the views has been evidenced 
by the Important Public Views 
Assessment 2018, which 
identifies criteria for defining an 
important public view, but it does 
not explain how each of the views 
identified meet with the criteria. 

Your comments in reply on this issue 
has been noted. Our previous advice 
stands and the NP Inspector will 
assess the evidence base to support 
the identification of the selected 
views as part of Policy NP3. 

Policy BAE 
NP3   

The supporting text and policy 
state that ‘specific further 
development within the 
countryside is not planned during 

The amendments to NP3 and 
supporting text are noted, including 
the cross referencing to the Local 
Plan 2030 and specifically HOU5. 



 
 

the Plan period’. Whilst it is true 
that there are no other local plan 
site allocations, this could be 
misleading as Policy HOU5 
supports the principle of 
residential development on the 
edge of Ashford, subject to 
certain criteria. This criteria (a) in 
the policy is a statement, rather 
than policy requirement, and it is 
not considered necessary for this 
to be included in the policy. 
 
The scope of the policy is not 
clear and there are 
inconsistencies with Policy HOU5 
of the Ashford Local Plan: 
 
The policy attempts to cover all 
countryside locations within the 
neighbourhood area, whether that 
be on the edge of Ashford, edge 
of Boughton Lees, or other areas 
of the countryside in the 
neighbourhood area. These 
locations have different policy 
provisions in HOU5 of the 
Ashford Local Plan, but policy 
NP3 provides one set of criteria 
for all locations.   
 
Criteria b) which states ‘outside of 
the built-up confines of Boughton 
Lees…’ is not clear whether the 
intention is for this to cover parts 
of the neighbourhood area on the 
edge of Ashford. If this is the case 
the policy has the effect of adding 
further criteria to those which are 
included in Policy HOU5, and the 
criteria are significantly more 
restrictive than the provision of 
HOU5 and also ENV3a.  
 
 
In relation to potential 
development proposed on the 
edge of Boughton Lees and 
elsewhere in the countryside the 
provisions of the second part of 
Policy HOU5 would apply. Is it the 

However, we would advise that the 
supporting text is made more explicit 
to state that the edge of the Ashford 
Urban Area is covered by Policy 
HOU5 and not the NP3 policy which 
covers Boughton lees and its 
periphery/surrounding countryside 
only.  
 
If this is not the case then the 
supporting text still requires further 
clarification as development 
proposals on the edge of Ashford, for 
example Goat Lees, would not be 
covered by the titles of either of 
these windfall housing policies in the 
NP – unless you are proposing that 
this area adjoining the urban edge is 
defined as countryside’? 
 
The removal of the first 2 criterion 
(a&b) which were statements, rather 
than requirements, is supported.  
 
As previously advised, the NP policy 
can provide additional ‘local’ criteria 
to Local Plan strategic policies, as 
long as they are justified.  
 
Criteria a) is largely repeating Policy 
ENV3b, but adds additional 
requirements that all development 
must ‘conserve and enhance’ the 
scenic beauty and setting of the 
AONB. This requirement is more 
onerous than the ‘conserve and 
where appropriate enhance’ 
requirement of ENV3b and therefore 
requires justification.  
 
The previous advice on criteria b) c) 
and d) that they are inconsistent with 
ENV3a and ENV3b still remains. 
 
Criterion e) is repeating Local Plan 
2030 Policy ENV5 a) and is not 
required. 
 
The addition of a new policy which 
sits after NP3 (NP3x - Residential 
development on the periphery of 



 
 

intention that NP3 criteria be in 
addition to those in the second 
part of the HOU5? Or in 
replacement of them? The 
proposed criteria in NP3 could be 
interpreted as being more flexible 
than those in HOU5. 
 
Criteria a) repeats local plan 
policy ENV3b, and therefore is 
not necessary. 
 
Eastwell Park Historic Park and 
Gardens is a designated heritage 
asset which is already protected 
by national and local policy, and 
this criteria is therefore not 
necessary. 
 
Criteria b) and d) identify 
‘landscape features’ that are 
referred to in criteria j) of policy 
ENV3a. NP3 seeks to 
retain/maintain these features, 
which is inconsistent with policy 
ENV3a which requires 
development to ‘pay particular 
regard to……..according to the 
landscape significance of the 
site’. 
 
 

Boughton Lees built up confines) is 
noted. However, this does not 
appear to add any additional criteria 
to be assessed so it is not clear as to 
its purpose. Two different terms have 
been used in the supporting text and 
policy -  ‘outside the confines’ or ‘on 
the periphery of’ Boughton Lees. 
These have different interpretations 
and should be made consistent. 
 
In practice, these 2 windfall housing 
policies would both apply to sites 
adjoining the confines of Boughton 
Lees (as countryside and outside the 
confines). It is advised that if these 
are both retained to redraft the 
wording of these policies, and make 
it clearer to which specific areas they 
would be applicable to.  
 
It is advised that all windfall housing 
policies, if retained, should follow a 
similar locational wording to HOU3a 
and HOU5 of the Local Plan (Within 
confines/ adjoining or close to 
confines / elsewhere in the 
countryside) in order that there is a 
clear understanding of their proposed 
intention. 
 
In addition, the new policy is 
reflective of the second part of 
HOU5, and it is advised that it is not 
required in any event.  
 
The policies should be redrafted to 
make this clearer, and ensure that 
the policies are broadly consistent 
with and do not repeat the policy 
provisions of HOU5, ENV3a and b, 
ENV5 and ENV14. 
 

Policy BAE 
NP4 

This policy seeks to provide 
additional criteria for the Ashford 
Local Plan site allocation S20. 
The principle of this is acceptable 
subject to clarity and justification. 
 
At present some of the policy 
criteria are repetitive of Policy 

The proposed changes to Policy and 
supporting text are noted.  
 
Our previous advice to only include 
criteria which are not repetitive of 
those in Policy S20 remains.  
 



 
 

S20, which makes the policy 
provision for the site unclear. For 
example criteria 1 and 2, are very 
similar to criteria a) and d) of S20.  

Policy S20 requires further survey 
work to be undertaken and 
production of an agreed masterplan. 
Some of the requirements in Policy 
NP4 may restrict the future design 
and layout of the site, prior to the 
detailed masterplanning work being 
undertaken. It is advisable that there 
is evidence to support these criteria 
so that they are justified in this 
context. 
 
 
 

Policy BAE 
NP5 
(including 
references 
at page 15) 

The proposed village envelope is 
broadly consistent with the 
definition set out in the Local Plan 
and therefore considered to meet 
the basic conditions. 
 
Policy HOU3a of the Ashford 
Local Plan 2030 already sets out 
policy requirements in relation to 
residential development within 
Boughton Lees, and a 
neighbourhood plan should not 
repeat national or local plan 
policies. It is not considered that 
Policy NP5 adds further detail to 
Policy HOU3a. There is reference 
to development complying with 
other NP policies, however the 
policies will stand in their own 
right to be considered without 
need for reference within NP5.  
 
Policy HOU3a refers to 
development being of a scale that 
can be satisfactorily integrated 
into the existing settlement. It is 
considered that the use of ‘small 
scale’ may be overly restrictive in 
the context of policy HOU3a. In 
addition no definition of ‘small 
scale’ is provided or justification 
for this restriction. 
 

 
We note your comments but our 
previous advice stands on this policy. 
Policy HOU3a already includes the 
settlement and this policy is more 
restrictive.  
 
There is no definition of ‘small scale’ 
– for example a redevelopment or 
infilling of a 0.5ha plot could create a 
scheme of 2 or 15 houses. Is the 
definition based on site size or the 
proposals? 
 
Policy HOU3a refers to new 
residential development being of a 
scale that can be ‘satisfactorily 
integrated into the existing 
settlement’.  
 
This policy also uses the term 
‘extension’. If this is referencing 
extensions to properties rather than 
new properties created, this should 
be made explicit and cross 
referenced with Policy HOU8 of the 
Local Plan or removed.  
 
It is advised that supporting text and 
the proposed village envelope could 
remain, with reference being made to 
consideration against Policy HOU3a 
of the Local Plan for development 
proposed within the built confines of 
Boughton Lees. 
 



 
 

Policy BAE 
NP7 

The first part of the policy which 
relates to the existing Local 
Centre seeks to support its 
retention and enhancement. The 
principles of this appear to follow 
that of Policy EMP10 of the 
Ashford Local Plan, however 
there are some inconsistencies in 
the criteria. 
 
The second part of the policy 
seeks to identify part of the S20 
site allocation for a particular use 
– shopping and service provision. 
This is inconsistent with Policy 
S20, which allocates the site for 
residential and commercial. At 
para 3.248 of the Ashford Local 
Plan, the supporting text identifies 
what commercial uses would be 
allowed, and states ‘beyond the 
existing local centre, retail or 
leisure uses will not be 
acceptable’, and at para 3.258 it 
states ‘the proximity of the local 
centre means that the 
development is not expected to 
provide similar facilities…’. 
 

Consider the criteria against those 
within Policy EMP10 to ensure they 
are consistent.  
 
The second part of the policy which 
‘reserves’ land for Local Centre and 
services as part of S20, should be 
deleted, as it is not consistent with 
the adopted development plan. 
 
The comments relating to what are 
considered to be ‘commercial uses’ 
are noted. However, paragraph 
3.248 of the supporting text to S20 
clearly states that B1 uses should be 
primary use and retail uses are not 
acceptable on the site Therefore this 
policy is not in conformity with S20. 
 
In addition, no evidence has been 
provided to show that provision of a 
set area of land within the strategic 
allocation for additional A and D uses 
has been justified. 
 
If retained, the added line regarding 
‘adequate car parking’ has no 
evidence or supporting text. If 
‘adequate’ is the same requirements 
of TRA3, then this should be cross 
referenced or removed as it is 
already within policy S20. If 
‘adequate’ is referring to a different 
parking standard, then this needs to 
be evidenced and justified. 
 

Policy BAE 
NP8 

This policy identifies two areas of 
recreation and open space and 
seeks to protect and enhance 
them.  
 
Such spaces are already 
protected by Policy COM2 of the 
Ashford Local Plan and the policy 
is therefore not necessary. In 
addition, exceptional 
circumstances set out in NP8 are 
not consistent with those set out 
in COM2. COM2 provides 
additional circumstances where 
redevelopment of open space, 

We note the update and removal of 
Sandyacres sports club from the 
policy.  
 
However, the policy now only relates 
to Goat Lees Play space and Public 
Rights of Way. Both are protected by 
COM2 and/or national legislation.  
 
We advise again that you consider 
the need for this policy, and if 
retained, ensure it is in conformity 
with COM2 and legislation around 
PROW designations but the NP 
Inspector will address this matter. 



 
 

sports and recreational buildings 
could be acceptable. 

 

POLICY 
BAE NP10 

This policy identifies existing 
community buildings in the 
neighbourhood area and seeks to 
protect them.  
 
Community infrastructure 
(including such buildings) is 
protected by Policy COM1 of 
Ashford Local Plan, and the 
policy is therefore not necessary. 
In addition, the criteria for 
considering the loss are 
inconsistent with those set out in 
COM1. Policy COM1 requires 
both circumstance to apply, and 
NP10 requires only one to apply, 
with the use of the ‘or’.  

 
We note the redraft to ensure 
consistency with COM1 of the 
Ashford Local Plan 2030. 
 
We still advise that the intention of 
the Policy is duplicating COM1 and is 
not required but the NP Inspector will 
address this matter. 
 

 
 
 

Appendix 2 – Subsequent Email communications between 

ABC and Boughton Aluph and Eastwell Parish Council (Dec 

2019) 
 
 

21st November 2019 – From Boughton Aluph Parish Council - Sandyacres 
 

Dear Carly 

Thank you for meeting with us last week to discuss the Boughton Aluph and Eastwell 
Parishes Neighbourhood Plan.  

We promised to come back to you on one specific point concerning the Sandyacres Sports 
and Social Club Sports Hub,  please find response below. 

The Parish Council recognise that (following analysis in the Playing Pitch Strategy) the 
Sandyacres Sports and Social Club is identified in the adopted Local Plan as a Sports Hub 
and that Policy COM2 provides the strategic policy context for this site. This clearly states 
that in Ashford, the provision of children’s play, strategic parks and sports facilities will 
normally be targeted towards the sports and recreation hubs identified in the Local Plan. 
Apart from on site natural and semi-natural open space, this will include such open space 
requirements generated by the housing now allocated at Eureka Park. The policy goes on 
to state that proposals which undermine the ability of a hub to play a role in delivering this 
provision shall not be supported.  

It is unclear how the last paragraph of Policy COM2[1] relates to sports hubs which are the 
focus for new open space and facilities. In other words, the first criterion cannot apply as 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#_ftn1


 
 

an assessment has already been undertaken which clearly designates this site as a sports 
hub and shows that provision is not surplus to requirements and must not be undermined. 
The second criterion is unlikely to apply as the loss of open space would not be acceptable 
on this designated sports hub site if it undermined the sports hub.  

It is unlikely, though not impossible, that the third criterion would apply ie an alternative 
sport and recreational provision come forward. This could either be in the form of 
alternative types of open space (eg sports pitch replaced by children’s play area) or 
through the provision of new sports buildings to serve the site. In the case of the former 
there would be no net loss of open space, though this may result in more play equipment 
or other structures. In the latter case, it is common ground that the provision of open space 
at this site would never be entirely lost, but that the need for more extensive sports 
buildings could arise.   

The Parish Council consider that the Local Green Space policy requires amendment to 
facilitate the introduction of facilities such as play equipment, other structures or additional 
ancillary buildings. 

The NPPF states: 

101. Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent 
with those for Green Belts. 

Nevertheless, Locality guidance states that this does not mean that policies should simply 
repeat green belt policies and sets out policy themes which a Neighbourhood Plan could 
include for Local Green Spaces. It is now proposed to follow these in an adjustment to 
BAE NP2: 

Policy BAE NP2 – Protection of Local Green Space 

Proposals for development on land designated Local Green Space, as defined on Maps 6 
to 12, will not be permitted except in very special circumstances where it can clearly be 
demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate unless the proposal is for 
the provision of appropriate facilities in connection with outdoor sports and recreation and 
would not be in conflict with retaining the open green character and community value of 
the designated space. 

Amended Policy BAE NP2 allows for new facilities such as new equipment or structures 
including sports pavilions, changing rooms etc and should thus be compliant with the 
NPPF and Local Plan Policy COM2. 

 
 

 

[1] Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land should not redeveloped 
or used for other purposes, unless: 

- An assessment has been undertaken which clearly shows the provision is surplus to 
requirements, or 

- Any loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and 
quality in a suitable location, or 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#_ftnref1


 
 

- The development is for an alternative sport and recreational provision, the needs for 
which clearly outweigh the loss. 

 
The Parish Council hope that you will now be able to agree that the two policies are 
compatible, but if there are any other adjustments to wording that you can suggest we will 
take them into account in preparing the Reg 15 Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
With kind regards,  
Rachel 
 
 

6th December 2019 – Email from ABC – Sandyacres  
 
Dear Rachel and Neighbour Plan Group,  
 
Thank you for your email following up from our discussions on the Sandyacres and Local 
Green Space Designation issue. Sorry for the delayed response, but I wanted to discuss 
with my manager. We have some comments, set out below.  

You state that ‘it is unclear how the last paragraph of Policy COM2[1] relates to sports 
hubs which are the focus for new open space and facilities’. You will note that this part of 
the policy is specifically relating back to NPPF paragraph 97. Policy COM2 applies to all 
existing sports and recreation, not just the identified hubs. Hubs are specifically dealt with 
by paragraph 6 of the policy.  

One of the clear Local Plan priorities is that new development meets its needs to serve the 
wider community as it takes shape. Additional/improved sports and recreational 
space/provision/facilities are central to achieving that ambition. Accordingly, the Local Plan 
2030 is clear that hubs are identified and the intention is that they will play an important 
role in this regard. This may require a more strategic level of need to be delivered at a hub, 
that serves the wider population, not just localised need, in principle. At this point, the 
Council are exploring what the short, medium and longer term roles of the hubs will be that 
have been identified in the LP and are intending to target resources accordingly. This will 
inform future action plans for their respective areas. These action plans would become a 
material consideration.  As discussed, as the more detailed work has not been undertaken, 
we must retain the adopted policy position set out that ‘proposals which undermine the 
ability of a hub to play a role in delivering this provision shall not be supported’.  

Therefore, we still have concerns that allocating Sandyacres as Local Green Space, could 
conflict with the aims of Policy COM2 and identification of the area as a sports hub. As you 
set out, Local Green Space designation leads to a high level of protection of the area - the 
same as green belt land, which although we do not dispute the intention of, we have 
concerns that the wording in Policy NP2 may restrict certain sports and recreation facilities 
being provided on the site in future. This is due to the specific wording, highlighted in 
yellow, which requires any development (even sports and recreation) to retain the open 
green character. As discussed, the Playing Pitch Strategy identifies Sandyacres as a 
sports hub, but does not identify what type of sports facilities may be required. As you 
rightly mention in your email, this could include sports buildings, play equipment, and other 
elements such as high fencing and lighting which may not be able to meet this ‘open green 
character’ test you have set out in the policy.  
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Policy BAE NP2 – Protection of Local Green Space 

Proposals for development on land designated Local Green Space, as defined on Maps 6 
to 12, will not be permitted except in very special circumstances where it can clearly be 
demonstrated that the development would not be inappropriate unless the proposal is for 
the provision of appropriate facilities in connection with outdoor sports and recreation and 
would not be in conflict with retaining the open green character and community value of 
the designated space. 

 
The proposed wording of this policy also now creates a situation that suggests sports or 
recreation at ‘any’ of the Local green space designations in the parish could be 
acceptable. This could lead to a dispersed model of sports and recreation provision in the 
area – which we consider would be contrary to COM2 and the hub model and I’m sure is 
not your intention for these other spaces. 
 
Overall, it remains our recommendation that if you still wish to designate Sandyacres as 
Local Green Space, that it is covered in a separate policy to the other locally designated 
Local Green Spaces (as the previous draft of the document under NP8 did). A specific 
policy for Sandyacres with the removal of the criteria ‘and would not be in conflict with 
retaining the open green character’ but which specifically covers only sports and recreation 
uses being acceptable, as that aspect of the revised wording sets out, would be more 
acceptable and could also cross reference the hub identification, the future work needed to 
establish to exact uses and the other requirements of COM2.  
 
 
 
Kind Regards 
Carly  
 

 

10th December 2019 – Email from Bougton Aluph and Eastwell Parish Council 

on Eureka  
 
Dear Carly 
 
Thank you for your response to the Sandyacres policy enquiries. 
 
I have attached what I hope answers outstanding questions regarding NP6, and additional 
survey work that has been undertaken. 
 
Will it be at all possible to look at this during this week?  
 
Kind Regards,  
Rachel 
Attached Documents to this email were ‘Eureka Place Survey’ and ‘Policy BAE NP6 – 
Supplementary Evidence sought by Ashford Borough Council’  

 

 
 



 
 

11th December Email from Bougton Aluph and Eastwell Parish Council on 

Sandyacres 
 
Dear Carly 
 
Based on your advice of 5/12/19. we hope that this meets ABC's concerns (whilst also 
addressing those of the residents). 
 
Amendments below: 
 
 
Policy BAE NP2 – Protection of Local Green Space 
  
Land is designated Local Green Space, as defined on Maps 6 to 13 (includes Sandyacres Sports and Social 
recreation site).  
  
Proposals for development on land on sites designated on Maps 6 – 12 will not be permitted unless the 
proposal would not be in conflict with retaining the open green character of the site as a whole and the 
community value of the designated space. 
  
Proposals for development on land on site designated on Maps 13 (Sandyacres Sports and Social recreation 
site).will not be permitted unless the proposal is for the provision of appropriate facilities in connection with 
outdoor sports and recreation and would not be in conflict with retaining the open green character of the site 
as a whole and the community value of the designated space 

 
Best Wishes,  
Rachel 
 

11th December email from ABC in response to Eureka  
 

Dear Rachel,  

Thank you for the information. Unfortunately the responses do not provide evidential 
requirements requested to support the inclusion of Policy NP6. The Council’s position 
remains that safeguarding this area of land through Policy NP6 as a Local Centre is not in 
general conformity with Strategic Policy S20 for Eureka Park of the Local Plan, or strategic 
policies SP2 and SP3 which deal with the spatial approach to housing and employment 
delivery.  

You are correct that the employment floorspace and housing number requirements are 
stated as indicative in the policy wording. However, as set out in paragraph 3.247, this is to 
enable a detailed and inclusive masterplanning exercise to be undertaken to inform the 
planning application. This flexibility is reduced if there is safeguarding of part of the site for 
other uses in NP6, which will clearly reduce the overall delivery potential of commercial 
and housing requirements, regardless of size. These delivery requirements of the site 
have been set out in the Local Plan 2030 Policy SP2 and the housing trajectory (Appendix 
5) as 375 units, Policy SP3 and Examination document ED07, which set out the 20ha 
requirement for predominantly B1a and B1b uses. Policy NP6 clearly identifies A and D 
uses rather than B uses or residential uses, in direct conflict with this adopted position 
which has recently been tested at Examination. No evidence has been provided that the 
proposed allocation will not restrict delivery of these requirements.  



 
 

The supporting text at 3.248 of Policy S20 states that Local centre uses are not acceptable 
in this location. The paragraph you quote as being contradictory to S20, 2.187, sits within 
the supporting text of Policy SP6 which is a strategic design guidance policy. You are 
correct that this does state that in new developments land may need to be reserved for 
future local centre needs, but this is a generic policy and paragraph 3.3 of the plan states 
that ‘in the event of any conflict between a site specific policy and a generic policy, the site 
specific policy should take precedence’.  

Your response also quotes Local Plan Policy EMP10 and how NP6 would not be 
contradictory to this. EMP10 supports growth of existing local centres where they are of an 
appropriate scale, so although it is not in conflict,  this negates the need to specifically 
safeguard land through NP6 as the uses could come forward now without this specific 
allocation.  

With regards to providing evidence of need for the site allocation of a Local Centre, the 
supporting document ‘EUREKA PLACE: SURVEY OF BUSINESS NEEDS’ undertaken in 
the last month, is a general questionnaire of local businesses within the centre. Although 
helpful for discussion around these types of uses within the site for masterplanning stages, 
it does not provide firm evidence of current usage or business planning requirements for 
expansion from those specific businesses to support a site allocation policy. Overall it 
appears from your response and that of the questionnaire, that the main concern is lack of 
parking in the existing centre. However, the allocation of a site adjacent cannot resolve 
existing parking problems at the Local Centre. In any event, Local Centres are to service 
local communities and therefore it is expected that residents would generally walk to these 
types of local facilities. If parking is a concern, it may be that an alternative location for a 
local centre within the wider S20 site will be more accessible for residents to access by 
other transport means, rather than an extension to the existing site? 

You also state that the landowner is supportive of the policy that retains the existing local 
centre uses and that they agreed that the area becomes a sustainable location in future for 
expansion. This statement does not confirm that they are supportive of this specific 
allocation for a specific use at this time, and we have no written evidence in front of us. 
However, even with landowner support for the specific allocation, this not resolve the 
position that the policy is not in general conformity with strategic policies of the Local Plan 
2030. If the masterplanning and planning application stages go on to identify a 
requirement for local centre uses within this area (masterplanning may identify an 
alternative site than NP6) then this would be addressed at the planning application stage 
as considered an overall assessment of the scheme against the development plan as a 
whole.  

We also note that the area identified on map 20 for NP6 is not the whole land parcel of this 
S20 allocation area as some of the land here is not within the NP/Parish boundary. This 
‘cuts off’ some of the site S20 and would leave an irregular shape on the edge of S20 not 
identified as a specific use. As the roundabout access road which would likely serve the 
proposed Local Centre extension of NP6 is not within the NP area, this confirms our 
position that the overall site masterplanning stage should address this issue, as the NP is 
unable to identify the whole area adjacent to the existing local centre but the 
masterplanning for the whole site would be able to consider this. 

  



 
 

 

It remains our advice that the allocation of local centre expansion in NP6 is not compliant 
with S20 but advise that the issue could be addressed through the masterplanning stages, 
as required by policy S20 and NP4. We suggest removal of the allocation from policy NP6 
but suggest that supporting text of the plan could be amended to include a reference to 
this ambition for additional local centre uses, identified by the local survey work you have 
undertaken and a wish for it to be addressed through the masterplanning stages. All 
evidence of need and potential locations for the local centre uses within the wider S20 site 
can then be considered in more detail and in discussion with all relevant stakeholders.  

Kind Regards  

Carly  

12th December email from Boughton Aluph and Eastwell PC regarding 

Eureka  
 
Dear Carly 
 
In the light of advice on policy NP6, a further revision has been made which increases 
flexibility (below).  
 
If you have any comments or observations on this revised policy NP6, please let me know. 
 
Policy BAE NP6 – Eureka Place Local Centre 
Within the Eureka Place Local Centre, as defined on Map 20: 
a) Extensions to existing shops and service units (Use Classes A and D) will be permitted. 
b) A range of shops (Use Class A1), services (including Use Classes A2, A3, A4, A5 and D1) and convenient 
car and cycle parking will be maintained. 
Land adjoining Eureka Park, as defined in Map 20, will be reserved for additional local shopping and service 
provision (Use Classes A and D), subject to the scale being suited to the Local Centre, unless it can be 
demonstrated that demand within the locality for such facilities no longer exists and that there is no 
reasonable prospect of the development of such facilities during the Plan period.  
There may be the opportunity for residential or business units above retail or service units and ground floors 
should be designed with large flexible spaces. 

 
 



 
 

12th December 2019 – Reply from ABC regarding Sandyacres 
 
Dear Rachel,  
 
Thank you for the email. I do not agree that the proposed amendments set out in your 
email below address all the issues I raised in my email of 5th December. The proposed 
change addresses the issue that all Local Green Space Designations would have fallen 
under the sports and recreation criteria but does not address the issues I set out in the 
final paragraph – repeated below for reference.  
 
Overall, it remains our recommendation that if you still wish to designate Sandyacres as 
Local Green Space, that it is covered in a separate policy to the other locally designated 
Local Green Spaces (as the previous draft of the document under NP8 did). A specific 
policy for Sandyacres with the removal of the criteria ‘and would not be in conflict with 
retaining the open green character’ but which specifically covers only sports and recreation 
uses being acceptable, as that aspect of the revised wording sets out, would be more 
acceptable and could also cross reference the hub identification, the future work needed to 
establish to exact uses and the other requirements of COM2.  
 
In addition to this, it is noted that your own published evidence base for Local Green 
Spaces ‘BOUGHTON ALUPH & EASTWELL PARISHES LOCAL GREEN SPACES 
ASSESSMENT 2018’ specifically deals with this issue and states the following:  
 
8. Whilst Sandyacres Sports & Social Club on Sandyhurst Lane (pictured below) is considered important by 
the local community as open space important for its recreational and amenity value as well as its 
contribution to the character of the area and far reaching Important Public Views, it is designated as a 
Sports and Recreation Hub in Ashford Borough Council’s Open Space Strategy and the Ashford Local Plan. 
As, albeit limited, development may be required in association with the sports pitches (such as larger 
improved changing rooms), a Local Green Space designation which prevented development would not be 
appropriate. The Neighbourhood Plan designates this site as a Sports Hub which should be retained and 
enhanced for the provision of sports pitches for community use.  

 
It is not clear from your communications why this site was removed from the original NP8 
policy and how the background evidence referenced above has altered.  
 
Our recommendation remains as set out previously. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
Carly  
 

17th December 2019 – Reply from ABC regarding Eureka Park  
 
Dear Rachel,  
 
I’m afraid the proposed wording does not satisfy our concerns as it still reserves 
(safeguards) the land for local centre uses unless evidenced that it is not required. There 
is no evidence that this use is required or that it would not restrict delivery of strategic 
employment and housing requirements in Policy S20. We must ensure that Policy S20 
requirements remain deliverable as it is an existing adopted strategic allocation and 



 
 

therefore we will not support a NP site allocation over part of the allocated land for an 
alternative use. 
 
As advised in my email of 11th December, we recommend that this should be identified in 
the NP as an issue to be addressed in the masterplanning stages, where the landowner 
and all interested parties can work collaboratively to ensure that the site delivers the 
requirements of strategic Policy S20 (including the housing numbers and employment 
floorspace identified), whilst addressing local issues and other potential uses such as 
this,  and across the site as a whole rather than being restricted by a parish boundary.  
 
Kind Regards 
 
Carly  
 


