
 

SITE ENP3 :   CROCKENHILL ROAD/FORSTAL ROAD     SITE SIZE :  0.9 ha (2.346 acres).  An undeveloped field on the edge of Egerton Forstal and at the crossroads of Forstal 

Road and Crockenhill Road.  The site is currently used for occasional grazing and is classified as 3, Good to Moderate (Natural England, Agricultural Land Classification). No 

existing structures.  Proposed as a rural exception site for 6 entry level semi-detached dwellings (bungalows) at up to 80% of market price.  [An application for planning in 

principle for this development, with up to 9 dwellings was rejected by Ashford Borough Council in February 2021]. 

 

SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:  Red = Negative against criteria   -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
    Green = Positive against criteria   +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
    Amber  = Criteria partially met/Unknown    0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims and 
objectives.  Weight Figure -9 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites.   
Total:  16 Red, 11 Green, 8 Amber.    

 
1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

NO 
The site is currently used for occasional grazing. 
 

RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU5) or within the settlement confines of 
Egerton Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a) 

NO 
The site is outside the confines of Egerton Forstal and 
therefore not compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU3a.   

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

Bus stop and chapel within walking distance.  No other 
community assets/amenities in Egerton Forstal. 

AMBER 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

NO 
The proposed dwellings on the site are located 
immediately adjacent to the existing uninterrupted line 
of development from Chapel Lane and would therefore 
produce an extended stretch of ribbon development into 
open countryside. 

RED 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

NO 
As 1d) above. 

RED - 1 



2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing?  

NO   
The dwellings proposed are offered for sale at up to 80% 
of market value and would not meet the local needs for 
affordable housing as identified in the Housing Needs 
Survey. 

RED - 2 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape  - notably the Greensand Ridge and  uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill  to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES 
The site is on the edge of Egerton Forstal with significant 
trees and hedges protecting key views. Any proposed 
development would seek to retain the trees/ protect the 
boundary vegetation. 

GREEN + 2 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

NO 
The location, land use and size of the development would 
be out of character with the Design Statement pattern of 
development.  The configuration and density of the 
proposed development would result in detrimental 
impact on each of the properties, as well as the adjoining 
bungalow. 

RED - 1 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape ? 
 

NO  
A high hedge currently runs the length of the site on 
Forstal Road. A new entrance on Forstal Road sufficiently 
wide to meet the required sightlines of the proposed 
development would require a significant reduction in the 
current hedging and verges, and would have an adverse 
impact on the views of the housing on the opposite side 
of Forstal Road. 

RED 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

UNKNOWN AMBER 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

NO 
The proposed dwellings are sited within 2 metres of the 
next door bungalow, leaving no scope for mitigation of 
the impact. 

RED - 2 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties? For example, would it be an overbearing 
addition to the built-up area or a visual intrusion in the landscape? 
 

NO 
Considerable impact on the adjacent and opposite 
properties.  Some visual intrusion in the landscape as the 
site is previously undeveloped. 

RED - 2 



g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area; No impact on the Conservation Area as over 1 mile from 
the village centre. 

GREEN 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

YES 
No listed buildings in the immediate vicinity. 

GREEN 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   
a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 

sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

YES 
The site has access to the current road network, with 
adequate sight lines; but the additional traffic at peak 
times could result in congestion on Forstal Road and at 
the junction with Crockenhill Road. 

GREEN 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

UNKNOWN 
Any gap in the current high hedging will have some visual 
impact, but the entrance would not be immediately 
opposite any residential property, and there could be 
scope for mitigation. 

AMBER 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES.  
A planning requirement but space restricted. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

YES.  
A planning requirement. 

GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

NO 
The proposed site is compact and would not allow any 
additional parking space. 

RED 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site?  Or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
The sewerage system at Egerton Forstal Is already 
believed to be at, or close to, capacity.  Investigation 
would be required into the capacity, and the options for 
alternative/stand-alone systems. 

AMBER 

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, pram? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways ) 
 

NO 
The site is compact with no options for any form of public 
access. 

RED 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO  
As noted in 4a above, the impact on peak time traffic 
congestion on Forstal Road and at the crossroads with 
Crockenhill would be considerable.  The addition of 

RED - 1 



vehicles from 9 dwellings to the traffic from already 
tightly packed housing in Egerton Forstal cannot easily be 
mitigated on a narrow road where there is already on-
street parking. 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc) 
 

YES 
There are no PRoWs over the proposed site. 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NO 
The compact nature of the proposed site leaves no scope 
for green space. 

RED  

5. ENVIRONMENT   

a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

NO 
The compact nature of the proposed site, and the need 
to provide car parking and turning space, as well as a new 
access onto the road, leaves no scope for enhancement 
or replacement of habitats. 

RED 

c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding 
       - ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

UNKNOWN 
There is localised flooding on parts of Forstal Road. Risk 
of additional flooding as a result of development on the 
site would require investigation. 

AMBER 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land?  
 

YES 
Natural England agricultural land classification 3, having 
some measure of protection from development as Good 
to Moderate.  Currently considered only suitable for 
grazing. 

GREEN 

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

NO 
The proximity of the dwellings on the site to the adjacent 
property make overshadowing, daylight deprivation and 
light pollution unavoidable. 

RED - 1 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 
 

UNKNOWN  
The site has been used for grazing; no known use of 
chemical fertilisers and pesticides. 

AMBER 



6. AVAILABILITY   
a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  

 
YES 
An earlier proposal was submitted to ENPSG in response 
to a call for sites in May 2018 and resented at a public 
meeting in June 2018. The current proposal is the third 
version. 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?  YES 
 

 

   

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES 
 

GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   
a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 

national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 
NO 
As in 1b above, the site does not conform to Local Plan 
policies HOU3a, HOU2, HOU5, TRA3a, TRA7, ENV1 and 
ENV3a or NPPF guidance. 

RED - 1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
(for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  

a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past (i.e.  visible 
and significant remains of former structures)  or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e. is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   

d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  



e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

CONCLUSION 
Location – beyond the Egerton Forstal confines and therefore not compliant with 
Local Plan Policy HOU3a.  Does not provide a green gap between the site and 
existing property and creates further intrusion of ribbon development into the 
countryside. 

Type of housing – Some scope for starter or down sizer homes, or self-build, rather 
than local need, affordable housing as identified in the HNS.  Not compliant with 
Local Plan HOU2 as a rural exception site. 

Character and visual impact – no adverse impact on key landscape features but 
localised visual intrusion, and no scope for recreational green space in the final 
revision of the site plan.  Maintains key views selected by villagers.   

Access – adequate sight lines; has an adverse impact on residential properties  
adjacent and opposite, and on traffic congestion in Forstal Road and at the T-
junction with Crockenhill.  Impact on utilities provision and flooding would need 
investigation. 

Environment – the further consolidation of the intensive building in the Forstal, and 
the erosion of the remaining landscape buffer to open countryside would impact on 
the character of the local setting.  Little or no opportunities for mitigation of habitat 
impacts. 

Consultation - Considerable local opposition on the grounds of impact on traditional 
landscape character; sound, light and visual intrusion on neighbouring properties; 
traffic congestion; sewerage system already at capacity; no affordable housing. 

Decision – The ABC decision to reject the application is confirmed for the Neighbourhood 
Plan by the overall assessment above and the traffic light and weighting score. 

 

  



 

 



SITE ENP4 :  GALE FIELD                       SITE SIZE : 2 acres (0.8 ha) for development ; an additional 0.75 acre (0.3 ha) is proposed for community open space/ recreation.  An 

undeveloped field adjacent to housing on Crockenhill Road.  The site is sloping, is currently in use for occasional grazing and is classified as 3b, Moderate (Natural England, 

Agricultural Land Classification).  No existing structures.  Proposed as a rural exception site for up to 8 affordable, local needs rentable homes, with one additional bungalow 

for self-build or market development. [The proposed development is the subject of a pre-application submission to Ashford Borough Council by English Rural Housing]. 

 
SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:            Red = Negative against criteria    -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
     Green = Positive against criteria     +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
     Amber = Criteria partially met/Unknown     0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a), 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), 
identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims and objectives.  Weight Figure +9 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites. 
Total:  3 Red, 25 Green, 7 Amber.  Weight Figure +9 
 
 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

NO 
The site is currently used for occasional grazing. 

RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU5) or within the settlement confines of 
Egerton Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a) 

NO 
The site is outside the confines of Egerton Forstal and 
therefore not compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU3a. 

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

Bus stop and chapel within walking distance. PRoW368 
runs from the site to Rock Hill Road facing the Lower 
Recreation Ground, providing pedestrian access to village 
amenities in good weather 

AMBER 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

PARTIALLY MEETS CRITERIA  
The proposed development is set back from the road in a 
crescent shape which ameliorates the effect of ribbon 
development. 

AMBER 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

YES 
The crescent shape of the development, set back from 
the road with planting or replacement of hedging and 
trees, along the road frontage, allows retention of the 
distinctive character of Egerton’s settlements and allows 
for a green gap at either end of the site. 
 

GREEN + 1 



2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing? 

 

YES.  
The site has been offered by the owner exclusively for 
local needs affordable housing.  The development is  
compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU2 as a rural 
exception site.  English Rural Housing, as developers of a 
site for affordable housing at Chantlers Field in Egerton 
Forstal and as a nationally recognised and government 
supported housing association, are in discussion with 
Ashford Borough Council about the site. 

GREEN + 2 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES  
The site is on the edge of the Crockenhill Road 
development with significant trees and hedges protecting 
key views. Any proposed development would seek to 
retain the trees/ protect the boundary vegetation. 
 

GREEN + 2 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

YES 
The design and layout of the site, and the location of 
bungalows on the upper slope to mitigate impact on the 
neighbouring garden, are in keeping with Design 
Statement settlement patterns. 

GREEN + 2 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES 
The layout of the site maintains grass verges, maintains 
or replaces hedging and ditches and includes additional 
tree planting as well as maintenance of mature trees on 
the border of the site nearest to neighbouring properties. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

YES 
As 3c above. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

YES  
As 3c above.  The garden of one neighbouring property 
borders on the site.  The mature trees on that border will 
be maintained/ enhanced where appropriate. 

GREEN 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties?  For example, would it avoid an 
overbearing addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

Some visual intrusion on the landscape as the site is 
previously undeveloped.  The dwellings are set back from 
the road, with screening from the road and with 
bungalows at the upper level of the slope to minimise 
overbearing on the adjacent garden. 

AMBER 



g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area; No impact on the Conservation Area as over 800m from 
the centre of the village. 

GREEN 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

YES 
No listed building in the immediate vicinity. 

GREEN 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   
a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 

sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

YES 
The site has access to the current road network, with 
adequate sight lines; but the additional traffic at peak 
times could result in congestion on Crockenhill Road. 

GREEN 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES 
The site has been designed to minimise visual impacts on 
the street scene by retention of hedging and tree 
planting and by setting back the dwellings from the road. 

GREEN 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
A planning requirement. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

YES.  
A planning requirement. 

GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

YES.  
There is potential for additional off-street parking to ease 
the congestion higher up the slope on the opposite side 
of Crockenhill. 

GREEN 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site? or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
The sewerage system at Egerton Forstal Is already 
believed to be at, or close to, capacity.  Investigation 
would be required into the capacity, and the options for 
alternative/stand-alone systems. 

AMBER 

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, prams? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways ) 
 

YES 
There is scope for improvement of PRoW368 to improve 
pedestrian access to Egerton amenities.  KCC support this 
improvement proposal. 

GREEN 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO.   
As noted in 4a above, there could be an impact on peak 
time traffic congestion on Crockenhill where there is 
already on-street parking. 
 

RED - 1 



i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc.) 
 

YES.  
PRoW368 is not immediately adjacent to the site within 
Gale Field and any impact would be beneficial (see 4g 
above). 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

YES 
Funding for the purchase of additional 0.3 ha on Gale 
Field has been secured from private benefactors and 
would allow recreation/leisure/green space for the 
Egerton Forstal community behind the proposed 
development. 

GREEN 

5. ENVIRONMENT   

a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES 
 

GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

YES 
The layout of the proposed site allows for larger than 
normal gardens and retention/replacement or additional 
planting of trees and hedging.  Green verges will be 
maintained and SuDs included to improve drainage.  The 
greenspace proposed behind the site will provide further 
opportunities for enhancement of habitats for flora and 
fauna. 

GREEN 

c.  Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding 
- ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES 
The lower level of Gale Field, some distance from the 
proposed development, is subject to flooding from 
ground water run off from the slope.  SuDS are proposed 
to mitigate the impact. The site is within Zone 1 for flood 
risk. 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land? YES 
Natural England agricultural land classification 3b, 
Moderate.  Currently considered only suitable for grazing. 

GREEN 

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

YES 
The site will not overshadow adjacent properties or result 
in daylight deprivation.  Any security lighting schemes 
should be compliant with Local Plan and Egerton 
Neighbourhood Plan policies to minimise light pollution. 

GREEN + 2 



f. Is the site free of contamination?  UNKNOWN BUT UNLIKELY 
Used for grazing; no known use of chemical fertilisers and 
pesticides 

AMBER 

6. AVAILABILITY   

a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  
 

YES 
Submitted to ENPSG in response to a call for sites in May 
2018.  Presented at a public meeting in June 2018. 
 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

YES  

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES.   
Confirmed by site owner as currently available. 

GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

UNKNOWN   AMBER 

   
7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

YES.   
As a site for local needs affordable housing, the site is 
compliant with NPPF guideines and with Local Plan Policy 
HOU2 for rural exception sited for affordable housing. 

GREEN +1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
(for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  

a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past  (i.e.  visible 
and significant remains of former structures)  or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e. is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   
d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 

  



 
e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

CONCLUSION 
Location - beyond the Egerton Forstal confines and therefore not compliant with 
Local Plan Policy HOU3a.  Proposed as a rural exception site for affordable housing 
compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU2.  Maintains green gaps; maintains the key 
views and vistas selected by villagers. 

Type of housing – provides affordable/local needs housing for local individuals, 
couples or families; potential to provide recreational green space behind the site. 

Character and visual impact – no adverse impact on key landscape features; 
minimal adverse impact on neighbouring properties with sensitive boundary 
treatment and bungalows on the upper slope; maintains key views as selected by 
villagers. 

Access – adequate sight lines and low impact on traffic congestion except at peak 
times; potential for improvement of footpath to main village.  Impact on utilities 
provision and flooding would need investigation. 

Consultation - Positive responses to the affordable housing; concerns about impact 
on sewerage systems and localised flooding risk; need to ensure that further 
development beyond the site is not permitted. 

Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan – include in the Neighbourhood Plan as the 
only available site for local needs housing to meet NPPF guidelines, Local Plan 
Policies for rural exception sites, and the requirements for local needs, affordable, 
rentable housing identified in the Egerton Housing Needs Survey (2018).  The overall 
assessment above, and the traffic light and weighting scores confirm a positive 
outcome subject to appropriate amelioration of impacts to neighbouring properties. 

  

 

 



` 

SITE ENP1 :   HARDENS FIELD, BARHAMS MILL ROAD      SITE SIZE :  11.2 hectares (27.5 acres).  An undeveloped, sloping field in open countryside, currently pasture for 

grazing, with limited use as a grass air strip for microlights.  Classified 3b, Moderate (Natural England, Agricultural Land Classification). No structures.  Proposed for 

commercial/business units. 

 
SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:  Red = Negative against criteria    -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
    Green = Positive against criteria    +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
    Amber = Unknown        0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims and 
objectives.  Weight Figure -4 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites.   
Total:  11 Red, 17 Green, 5 Amber; plus 4 Red, 2 Green & 1 Amber for section 8 only.  
  

 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT RESPONSE  

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

NO.  The site is currently greenfield and is/has been used 
primarily for grazing.  Grade 3 Agricultural Land Category. 

RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU5) or within the settlement confines of 
Egerton Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a) 

NO.  On the north eastern side of Barhams Mill Road, 2.4 
miles from Egerton Village and 1.4 miles from Egerton 
Forstal. 

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800m = amber; over 800m =red) 

NO.  The site is over 800m from all facilities. RED 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 

YES.  The site is contained and therefore, if developed, 
would not stretch in a linear form along the road. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

NO.  The site is located in open countryside.  
Development on the upper part of the field, as proposed, 
could have significant impact on the wider landscape 
character. 

GREEN + 1 

2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing?   

NOT APPLICABLE.  This site has been proposed for small 
scale business development only. 

 



 
3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES.  The site is on the Low Weald with significant trees 
and hedges protecting key views. Any proposed 
development would seek to retain the trees/protect the 
boundary vegetation. 

GREEN: +2 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

NO. The site is on open country with one isolated farm 
and associated buildings close by. 

RED: -2 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES.  Any development could be sited within the hedge 
line to allow retention of landscape features. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

YES.  Any development of the site would retain boundary 
planting and there would be scope to enhance this/add 
more landscaping within the scheme. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

YES. Scope for planting of additional hedging and/or 
trees. 

GREEN 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties? For example, would it be an overbearing 
addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

NO.  Some impact on neighbouring residential property in 
an isolated location unavoidable.  Some visual intrusion 
in the landscape also unavoidable as the site has 
previously been undeveloped. 

RED: -2 

g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area? No impact on the Conservation Area as over 2 miles from 
the village centre. 

GREEN 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

UNKNOWN.  No listed buildings in the vicinity; possible 
impact on views of scheduled monument (Historic 
England ref: 1013125) at Coldbridge Farm. 

AMBER 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   

a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 
sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

NO. Narrow, winding road, single track in parts, 
unsuitable for larger vehicles. 

RED 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES. An additional gate/entrance, if required, could be 
introduced with new hedging planted to compensate for 
any loss. 

GREEN 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES.  GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 

YES.  Although site is for commercial use, and therefore 
will only need to provide for employees and visitors. 

GREEN 



 
e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 

congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 
YES GREEN 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site? Or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, pram? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

NO. There is a PRoW (AW94) crossing the site, but the 
distance from any other settlement precludes wheelchair 
or pram use. 

RED 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO. As a business development, the increase in traffic on 
narrow roads would have a considerable adverse impact. 

RED: -1 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc) 
 

UNKNOWN. PRoW (AW 94) crosses the field; impact of 
development unknown. 

AMBER 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

5. ENVIRONMENT   
a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 

Special Scientific Interest  (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

YES. The site is sufficiently large to allow additional and 
replacement planting to provide wildlife habitat. 

GREEN 

c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding ( what is likely to be the source of flooding 
- ground  water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES.  The proposed area of the site for development is in 
Flood Zone 1 (Environment Agency), although the lower 
area of the sloping site borders on Flood Zone 3. 
 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land? YES.  Natural England classification 3b. GREEN 



e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

NO. The adverse impact on the neighbouring domestic 
property of a business development opposite, including 
light pollution, noise and increased traffic could not easily 
be mitigated. 

RED: -1 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 

UNKNOWN 
The site has been used for grazing; no known use of 
chemical fertilisers and pesticides. 

AMBER 

   

6. AVAILABILITY   

a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  
 

YES. Submitted to ENPSG in response to a call for sites in 
May 2018. Presented at a public meeting in June 2018. 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

YES  

   

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES. Confirmed by site owner as currently available. GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO. Distance from all parish settlements prevents such a 
use. 

RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

NO.  As a previously undeveloped site in open country 
with poor road access, the site neither complies with ABC 
Local Plan 2030 development policies (SP1a; SP3 focus on 
sustainable, accessible locations; EMP1 on new 
employment premises; or EMP5 on impact on landscape, 
impact on neighbouring properties and traffic) nor with 
NPPF (para. 84), if business development is beyond 
existing settlements it will be important to ensure that 
development is sensitive to the surroundings, does not 
have an unacceptable impact on local roads, and exploits 
any opportunities to make a location more sustainable. 

RED -1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   



 
 

8.  SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS   

a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past  (i.e  visible 
and significant remains of former structures)  or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e is it a “brownfield” site?) 

NO RED 

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

YES GREEN 

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities? YES GREEN 

d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

NO RED 

e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

NO RED 

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

NO. The site is isolated but immediately opposite a 
farmhouse and associated buildings.  The impact of 
increased traffic, noise and light pollution on the 
neighbouring property could not easily be mitigated. 

RED 

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

CONCLUSION 
Type of Development 
Commercial/business units. 
 
Location 
Maintains green gaps but well outside village confines in open countryside. 
 
Character and Visual Impact 
No impact on key views but distant from current settlement pattern; potential 
adverse impact on neighbouring residential properties; potential for adverse impact 
on rural landscape. 
 
Access 
Potential adverse traffic impact on narrow roads. 
 
Site Availability and Potential Achievability 
Site available but not compliant with local or national policies. 

 
 
 

 



 
 
Sustainable Economic Growth 
Business and local employment potential. 
 
Community Consultation 
Potential business use recognised as similar to the Bedlam Lane business units.  
Multiple negative comments on traffic impact, isolation from local amenities, 
impact on neighbouring properties. 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan 
The site has not been allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan as, given the existence of 
brownfield sites in the parish which could be converted for business use, the 
adverse impacts on neighbouring residential properties and potential unsuitability 
of the road network, the disadvantages of the site currently outweigh the 
opportunities. 
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SITE ENP7:   LITTLE MUNDY FARM, GREENHILL SITE SIZE :  c 0.1 ha, The site is for a single self-build residential property, alongside Little Munday Farm, to allow the return 
of a young family to the parish.  Brownfield site on Agricultural Land Category 3 (Natural England Classification). 1.7 miles from Egerton and 1.3 miles from Egerton Forstal. 
 
SITE SELECTION CRITERIA :     Red       = Negative against criteria   - 1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
                                                     Green   = Positive against criteria   +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
            Amber = Criteria partially met/Unknown    0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a), 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e),  and 7 (a), identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims 

and objectives. Weight Figure: + 12 

The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites.  
Total:  5 Red, 24 Green, 5 Amber.    
 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

YES.  
Barn like structure. 

GREEN 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU5) or within the settlement confines of 
Egerton Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a). 
 

NO.   
The site does not comply with either HOU5 or HOU3a as 
over 800m from both Egerton main village and Egerton 
Forstal. 
 

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

Only bus stop and public house within walking distance. 
 

AMBER 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

YES.   
The site is contained and therefore, if developed, would 
not stretch in a linear form along the road. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

YES.   
Depending on development design there is space to 
preserve green gaps. 

GREEN +2 

2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
        Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing?  

 

YES.   
This is a local need self-build proposal, as identified in the 
HNS. 

GREEN +2 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES.   
This site is on the Low Weald with significant trees and 
hedges protecting key views.  Any proposed development 

GREEN + 2 



would seek to retain the trees/protect the boundary 
vegetation. 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

YES.  
Scope for the design to meet Parish Design Statement 
settlement pattern. 

GREEN + 1 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES 
The self-build plot can be set back to maintain grass 
verges and hedging. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

YES.   
Development could be sited within the hedge line to 
allow retention of landscape features. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

UNKNOWN AMBER 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties? For example, would it be an overbearing 
addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

YES.   
Small scale development surrounded by hedging and 
trees to prevent visual intrusion. 

GREEN + 1 

g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area? 
 

No impact on the Conservation Area as over 800m from 
the village centre. 

GREEN 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?   

YES 
No impact on listed building in the vicinity. 

GREEN 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   
a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 

sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

YES.   
Neighbouring properties on either side with same sight 
lines. 

GREEN 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES.  
Replacement/ additional hedging to compensate for any 
loss.  
 

GREEN 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
As for other properties on Greenhill Lane. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

YES GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

NO.   
This will be a private residential development. 

RED 



f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site?  Or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
Capacity and impact on neighbouring properties would 
require investigation. 

AMBER  

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, pram? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

NO 
A single plot for private residential development. 

RED 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

YES   GREEN +2 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc) 
 

YES 
No impact on PRoWs close by (AW78 and AW141). 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

5. ENVIRONMENT   
a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 

Special Scientific Interest (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

Some possibility of mitigation, but the site may not be 
sufficiently large for habitat enhancement. 

AMBER 

c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding 
– ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES.  The proposed area of the site for development is in 
Flood Zone 1 (Environment Agency). 
 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land? YES.  Natural England classification 3b, Moderate. 
 

GREEN 

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

YES GREEN 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 

UNKNOWN 
No  known use of chemical fertilisers and pesticides. 

AMBER 



6.  AVAILABILITY   
a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  

 
YES. Submitted, with other possible development Zones 
on the Farm, to ENPSG in response to a call for sites in 
May 2018.  Presented at a public meeting in June 2018. 
 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

YES  

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES.  
Confirmed by site owner as currently available. 

GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO.  Unsuitable possibility due to size and location of site 
and distance from two main settlements, Egerton village 
and Egerton Forstal. 

RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

YES.   
Self-build on a brownfield site. 

GREEN +2 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

NO RED 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
 (for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  

a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past (i.e visible         
and significant remains of former structures) or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   
d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  

e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunity?  
 

  



f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

 
CONCLUSION 
Type of Development 
Self-build residential single property. 
 
Location 
Maintains green gaps with no adverse effect on neighbouring properties. 
 
Character and Visual Impact 
No impact on key views. 
 
Access 
Good access with same impact as neighbouring properties. 
 
Site Availability and Potential Achievability 
Site available and aligned with local and national policies. 
 
Community Consultation 
In favour of encouraging young people to return to the village and surrounding 
settlements to be close to family. 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan 
The HNS identified a local need for a self-build plot, and the site assessment gives 
an overall positive outcome.  The site is therefore identified in the Neighbourhood 
Plan as suitable for a single self-build development, subject to the normal ABC 
planning process.  
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SITE ENP9 :   NORTH FIELD, STONE HILL ROAD     SITE SIZE :  2 ha. (20,000 sq m).   An undeveloped field adjacent to housing at Elm Close and Harmers Way.  The site 
is sloping, is currently in use for occasional grazing and is classified as 2, Very Good (Natural England, Agricultural Land Classification).  No existing structures.  The current 
proposal is for two farmstead settlements comprising 13 dwellings of which 40% must be affordable ie 8 open market and 5 affordable [The owners/developer have 
advised that the layout as assessed below may change but the number and type of dwellings will not]. 

 
SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:                          Red = Negative against criteria    -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
     Green = Positive against criteria     +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
     Amber   = Criteria partially met/Unknown     0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
 The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a), 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), 
identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims and objectives.  Weight Figure - 4 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites. 
Total:   10 Red, 13 Green, 12 Amber.    
 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

No RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan HOU5) or within the settlement confines of Egerton 
Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a). 
 

YES.  
The site borders on the village confines, as defined in the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan, on two sides and is therefore 
compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU5. 

GREEN 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green;  up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

YES 
The bus stop, school, recreation areas, Millennium Hall, 
church - and shop and inn depending on successful 
outcome of current sale offers - are all within walking 
distance, although the slope and surface of PRoW AW 88 
would require the longer route via Harmers Way and 
New Road. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

YES 
The proposed dwellings are set back from New Road and 
do not present a linear development along Stone Hill 
Road on the present plan. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

NO.   
The green spaces behind older people’s housing on Elm 
Close, and behind Harmers Way, will be lost. 

RED - 2 



2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing?  

 

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET.  Local Plan Policy HOU1 
requires 40% affordable housing but ABC advise that this 
would be available for Borough-wide rather than local 
need.  The HNS requirement for local needs affordable 
rentable housing will not be met on the site. 

AMBER 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET.    
A key view to the Church from the higher end of the site 
is already obscured by Harmers Way, but views to the 
Church from Stone Hill will be affected as will views along 
the Greensand Ridge and towards the North Downs.  The 
new planting proposed along AW88 may also obscure key 
views from New Road down to the Weald. 

AMBER  

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

UNKNOWN. 
The proposed farmstead settlements would be 
comparable to other farm conversions on the borders of 
the village, but integration of affordable and open market 
housing in such a development might not be feasible.  
The impact of any change in design cannot be assessed at 
present. 

AMBER 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES 
The location of the farmstead dwellings on the site 
should avoid an adverse impact.  Any change to the 
structures would require further review. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

NO 
As currently proposed, and given the sloping nature of 
the site, the green spaces which currently compensate 
for the density of building at Elm Close and Harmers Way 
cannot easily be mitigated. 

RED 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET  
As in 3d above, Elm Close and Harmers Way do not 
benefit from sensitive boundary treatment on the 
present site plan, although some mitigation/ softening 
could be achieved with landscape planting. 

AMBER  

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties?  For example, would it be an overbearing 
addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

NO. 
The sloping nature of the site, and its proximity to 
residential housing on two sides would be a visual 
intrusion in the landscape.   

RED - 2 



g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area? UNKNOWN.  
Views from Stone Hill to the Conservation Area may be 
partially impaired, as well as the approach to the 
Conservation Area. 

AMBER 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

UNKNOWN.  
As in 3a views to the Church may already be impacted by 
other recent development. 

AMBER 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   

a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 
sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

YES.   
Access is through Harmers Way with adequate sight lines.  
Kent Highways consultation would be required to 
determine the cumulative impact of additional access to 
New Road by existing and new traffic from the New Road 
and Orchard Nurseries site as well as North Field.  

GREEN 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES 
The use of the existing access should not have a visual 
impact on the street scene. 

GREEN + 1 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
The current plan suggests that there is adequate 
provision for access and turning.  A planning 
requirement. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

YES.  
A panning requirement. 

GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

NO  
There is no provision for additional parking in the current 
plans. 

RED 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site?  Or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
The sewerage system at Egerton/ Forstal Is already 
believed to be at, or close to, capacity.  Investigation 
would be required into the capacity, and the options for 
alternative/stand-alone systems. 

AMBER 

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, pram? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

UNKNOWN.   
PRoW AW88 borders the site but is sloping, narrow, 
muddy from ground water run off and unsuitable for 
people with disabilities etc.  Access through Harmers 

AMBER 



Way, if pavements were provided, would allow 
pedestrian access to New Road.  
 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO.   
As 4a above.  There would be impact on Harmers Way 
residents and New Road resulting from traffic congestion 
at peak times.  A further impact on traffic congestion 
over a short stretch of road will come from the Local Plan 
allocated site, and the potential Orchard Nurseries site 
on the same stretch of the New Road. 

RED - 2 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc.) 
 

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET 
The current plan proposes new planting along the length 
PRoW AW88 which would provide a visual barrier but 
which would also result in further shading of the footpath 
and further damage to the surface from rain water 
impacts. 

AMBER 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NO.   
None shown on the current plan. 

RED 

5. ENVIRONMENT   

a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

YES 
The layout of the proposed site allows for retention/ 
replacement or additional planting of trees and hedging.  
SuDs will be included to improve drainage.   

GREEN 

c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding - 
ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

PARTIALLY MEETS CRITERIA 
The sloping nature of the sight causes ground water run 
off to the lower areas of the site and PRoW AW88.  In 
Zone 1 and at a high point in the village so no major flood 
risk.  

AMBER 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land? and grades of land attached) [Also a need 
for Special Landscape Area maps] 

NO 
Natural England agricultural land classification 2, Very 
Good; and therefore having some measure of protection 
from development in NPPF Guidelines.   

RED 



e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET 
The sloping nature of the site makes some light and noise 
pollution inevitable.  If development remains centred on 
the site, overshadowing and daylight deprivation for 
Harmers Way residents can be avoided/ mitigated. 

AMBER  

f. Is the site free of contamination?  UNKNOWN 
Possible previous use of chemical fertilisers and 
pesticides. 

AMBER 

   

6. AVAILABILITY   

a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  
 

YES 
The original proposal was submitted to ENPSG in 
response to a call for sites in May 2018 and presented at 
a public meeting in June 2018.  The current proposal was 
presented to the NPSG in January 2021. 
 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

NO  

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES 
Confirmed by site owner as currently available. 

GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

YES.   
In conformity with Local Plan HOU5 as being on the edge 
of the village confines as defined in the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

GREEN + 1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN 
However, a development of this size would require 
infrastructure investment. 

AMBER 

   
8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 

(for commercial development only) 
NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  



a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past  (i.e. visible 
and significant remains of former structures)  or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e. is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   

d)  If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  

e)  Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

CONCLUSION 
 
Location – on the edge of the main settlement (in conformity with Local Plan Policy 
HOU5) and in walking distance to amenities; potential loss of green space (Elm Close 
and Harmer’s Way). 
 
Type of housing – open market with 40% affordable to meet ABC planning 
requirements, but not specifically for local needs/ rentable; current proposal is for 
farmstead style in conformity with recent farm building conversions. 
 
Character and visual impact – possible adverse impact on neighbouring properties, 
on views of the Conservation area and on key views identified by villagers; 
woodland buffer with Greensand Way. 
 
Access – through Harmer’s Way; traffic congestion at morning and evening 
commute, exacerbated by additional traffic from the New Road and Orchard 
Nurseries sites. 
 
Consultation – considerable opposition to the two earlier submissions on the 
grounds of density of housing, in combination with New Road and Orchard 
Nurseries, loss of green space, impact on neighbouring properties and overall 

  



landscape character; but recognition of proximity to village amenities.  Current 
proposal submitted after Reg 14 consultation is for a reduced number of dwellings. 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan  
The site is sustainable by virtue of its location in relation to village amenities; but 
the open market housing on the site is in excess of HNS requirement and the 
affordable housing will not meet local needs as identified by the HNS. 
The site is classified as very good quality agricultural land, with some protection 
from development in NPPF guidelines; but its size and slope would limit large scale 
agricultural use. 
The density and number of new dwellings, when added to the 15 on the New Road 
site and the possible 8 on Orchard Nurseries, has the potential to make a significant 
change to the individual landscape character and environment of Egerton village, to 
impact adversely on key views to and from the village and to add considerably to 
light, noise and traffic pollution. 
On balance, it has been decided that, in spite of the site’s proximity to local 
amenities, the following factors have led to a decision not to include the site in the 
Neighbourhood Plan:  

• the absence of an open market housing need from ABC above the provision 
on the New Road site;  

• the provision of older people’s housing on the gifted Orchard Nurseries site;  

• the lack of local needs affordable housing; 

• the potential adverse impact on neighbouring properties and the individual 
landscape character of the parish; 

• the loss of a significant green gap and buffer for the main settlement; and 

• the disproportionate clustering of new development (North Field, New 
Road, Orchard Nurseries) with the resultant impact on the environment. 
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SITE ENP6 :   ORCHARD COTTAGE LAND     SITE SIZE :  0.2 hectares (Approx. 2,000 sq.m.) In countryside on the edge of the Mundy Bois settlement.. Between Orchard 

Cottage and the Rose & Crown pub on Mundy Bois Road. 1.7 miles from Egerton and 1.2 miles from Egerton Forstal.  Two semi detached houses  – four homes. 

 

SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:           Red  = Negative against criteria    -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
Green  = Positive agaist criteria     +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
Amber   = Criteria partially met/ Unknown      0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 

 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a) 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims 
and objectives.  Weight Figure + 11  
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites. 
Total:  9 Red, 22 Green, 4 Amber.   
   

 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   
a. Is it a previously developed site? 

 
NO.  Field belonging to Orchard Cottage. RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan HOU5) or within the settlement confines of Egerton 
Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a). 
 

NO. 
The site does not comply with either HOU5 or HOU3a as 
over 800m from both Egerton main village and Egerton 
Forstal. 
 

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such a a  shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

Only bus stop and public house within walking distance. AMBER 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

YES.   
The housing could be set back from the road. The site 
would infill between the pub car park and Orchard 
Cottage. 
 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

YES.   
Depending on development design there is space to 
preserve green gaps. 
 

GREEN + 2 



2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing? 

 

NO.   
The site owner has explored options for affordable 
housing for sale with ABC.  The outcome is unknown. 

RED - 2 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES.   
This site is on the Low Weald with significant trees and 
hedges protecting key views. Any proposed development 
would seek to retain the trees/protect the boundary 
vegetation. 

GREEN + 2 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

YES 
Scope for the design to meet Parish Design Statement 
settlement pattern. 

GREEN + 2 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES. 
Capable of mitigation of adverse impact by replacement/ 
additional planting. 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

YES.   
Development could be sited within the hedge line to 
allow retention of landscape features. 

GREEN 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

YES.   
Car park one side and large garden belonging to Orchard 
Cottage.  Open countryside behind.  Hedging and trees to 
be retained/replaced. 

GREEN 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties?  For example, would it be an overbearing 
addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

YES.  Small scale development, with no residential 
dwellings in the immediate vicinity. 

GREEN + 2 

g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area; No impact on the Conservation Area as over a mile from 
the village centre. 

GREEN 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?   

YES 
No impact on listed building in the vicinity. 

GREEN 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   

a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 
sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

YES. 
Adequate sight lines, though proximity to the pub car 
park may require caution. 

GREEN 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES.  
Possible additional hedging planted to compensate loss.  

GREEN 



c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
The site is on Munday Bois Road with good access for 
sevices. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 

YES GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

NO RED 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site?  or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
Capacity and impact on neighbouring properties would 
require investigation. 

AMBER  

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, pram? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

NO 
The site is small with no footpaths/ public access to open 
countryside. 

RED 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

YES 
With the proviso that the proximity of the pub car park, 
and hedging between the site and the pub car park, 
would require caution. 

GREEN + 2 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc) 
 

YES  
No PRoWs in the immediate vicinity. 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NO RED 

5. ENVIRONMENT   

a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 

Some possibility of mitigation, but the site may not be 
sufficiently large for habitat enhancement. 

AMBER 



Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding - 
ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES. The proposed area of the site for development is in 
Flood Zone 1 (Environment Agency). 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land?  YES.  
Natural England classification 3, Good to Moderate. 

GREEN 

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

YES 
The location of the dwellings set back from the road 
avoids impact on neighbouring properties. 

GREEN + 2 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 

UNKNOWN 
Use of chemical fertisiliser and pesticides unlikely. 

AMBER 

   

6. AVAILABILITY   

a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  
 

YES. Submitted to ENPSG in response to a call for sites in 
May 2018.  Presented at a public meeting in June 2018. 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

YES  

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES.   
Confirmed by site owner as currently available. 

GREEN 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO.  
Unsuitable due to size and location of site and distance 
from two main settlements, Egerton village and Egerton 
Forstal. 

RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

NO RED - 1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

NO RED 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
(for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  



a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past (i.e visible 
and significant remains of former structures) or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   

d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  

e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

 
CONCLUSION 
Type of Development 
Two semi-detached houses.  Four residential properties.  Proposed methodology for 
long term affordable housing currently untested. 
 
Location 
Beyond the village confines and therefore not compliant with Local Plan.  Distant 
from local amenities.  Maintains green gaps and would not extend ribbon 
development. 
 
Character and Visual Impact 
Maintains key views with minimal impact on neighbouring properties. 
 
Access 
Good access to Mundy Bois Road.  Possible impact of proximity to the Rose & Crown 
pub. 
 
Site Availability and Potential Achievability 
Not contained within the village settlement confines of Egerton (Local Plan Policy 
HOU5) or within the settlement confines of Egerton Forstal (Local Plan Policy 
HOU3a). 

  



 
Community Consultation 
Some support and no objections from the community.  Would require Ashford 
Borough Council decision as to whether appropriate as a rural exception site on 
grounds of size and sustainability, and on the proposals for affordability. 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan 
The site scores highly in the Site Assessment except for key issues of sustainability 
and local needs affordability.  The site has, therefore, not been allocated in the Plan 
due to the location, size of the site and the untested methodology for affordable 
housing.  
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SITE ENP11 :  ORCHARD NURSERIES                   SITE SIZE :  1,2 ha.  A site previously cultivated as a nursery adjacent to housing at Stevens Close and behind The Street.  The 

site has not been in commercial use for some years, but has been cleared of former structures.  It was gifted to Egerton Parish Council (EPC) for the benefit of Egerton 

residents by the late Derek Marks.  EPC, in response to a Parish Plan survey confirmed by the 2018 Egerton Housing Needs Survey (HNS), wish to develop the site as 8 

dwellings for older residents wishing to down-size, allocating part of the proceeds of the sale of the dwellings to village projects such as the pre-school and Millennium Hall 

improvements. 

 

SITE SELECTION CRITERIA:            Red = Negative against criteia    -1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
     Green = Positive against criteria     +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
     Amber = Criteria partially met/Unknown     0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a), 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e), and 7 (a), 
identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims and objectives.  Weight Figure + 2 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites.   
Total:  4 Red, 19 Green, 12 Amber.  
 
 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   

a. Is it a previously developed site? 
 

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET 
The site was previously a nursery, with appropriate 
structure, but not in residential use. 

AMBER  

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan HOU5) or within the settlement confines of Egerton 
Forstal (ABC Local Plan Policy HOU3a). 
 
 

YES.   
The site borders on the village confines, as defined in the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan, on two sides and is therefore 
compliant with Local Plan Policy HOU5. 

GREEN 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

YES 
Bus stop, primary school, recreation area, Millennium 
Hall and church – and shop and inn, depending on 
successful outcome of current sale offers – are within 
easy walking distance. 

 GREEN 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

YES 
The site is set back from both New Road and The Street. 

GREEN 



e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET 
As a former nursery/brownfield site, the green space 
beyond the site has been the buffer into the countryside.  
This buffer will be reduced by the New Road 
development. 

AMBER 

2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing? 
 

YES.  
The site is proposed exclusively to meet the local need 
for housing for elderly people wishing to down-size, as 
identified in the HNS. 

GREEN + 1 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

YES 
The site is adjacent to existing recent development at 
Stevens Close and the Conservation Area and does not 
impact on key views. 

GREEN + 1 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

YES 
The proposed single storey dwellings on the site are 
sympathetic to the settlement pattern in recent 
development behind The Street and New Road. 

GREEN + 1 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

YES 
There is scope for the introduction of hedging and 
additional planting. 
 

GREEN 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

UNKNOWN AMBER 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

UNKNOWN AMBER 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties?  For example, would it avoid an 
overbearing addition to the built-up area and a visual intrusion in the landscape. 
 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area; CRITERIA PARTIALLY MET 
Close to the Conservation Area, although impact can be 
mitigated by the seclusion of the site and the interruption 
of any views by the intervening built environment. 
 

AMBER 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

YES GREEN 



As 3g above.  The single storey dwellings will not impact 
on the listed buildings in the Conservation Area or on 
views to the Church from New Road or PRoW 82, or 
views from the Conservation Area to Bowl Barrow. 
 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   

a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 
sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

UNKNOWN 
Access to the site is currently under negotiation. 

AMBER  

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

YES 
Subject to negotiation, access would be through an 
existing or planned access point 

GREEN  

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
Subect to negotiaition of access. 

GREEN 

d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

YES 
Provision for parking, subject to negotiation of access. 

GREEN 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

NO 
There is no provision for additional parking in the current 
plans. 
 

RED 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site? or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN 
The sewerage system at Egerton/ Forstal Is already 
believed to be at, or close to, capacity.  Investigation 
would be required into the capacity, and the options for 
alternative/stand-alone systems. 

AMBER  

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, prams? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

YES 
Access to The Street and to New Road, subject ot 
negotiation. 

GREEN 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO.    
There could be some traffic congestion at peak times on 
New Road, although older/retired residents would not 
usually require access by car at peak times.  A further 
impact on traffic congestion over a short stretch of road 
may come from the Local Plan allocated site. 

RED - 2 



i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc.) 
 

YES 
There are no PRoWs on the site. 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

NO RED 

5. ENVIRONMENT   

a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 
Special Scientific Interest  (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

c.  Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding 
- ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES 
Floodrisk Zone 1. 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land? (Categories and grades of land attached) 
[Also a need for Special Landscape Area maps] 

YES 
The site was previously a nursery, lies within the 
Greensand Fruit Belt (KCC Landscape Assessment) and 
the agricultural land classification for the surrounding 
area is 2 (Natural England) but the location would not 
allow for any other form of agriculture.  

GREEN  

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

UNKNOWN 
The current proposal for bungalows on the site should 
allow for mitigation of these impacts. 

AMBER 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 
 

UNKNOWN 
Possible use of chemical fertisiliers and pesticides when a 
nursery 

AMBER 

   

6. AVAILABILITY   
a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  

 
NO.  
The site was gifted to the village by the late Derek Marks 
in 2017. 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  



c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

YES.  
Egerton Parish Council  

 

   

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

YES GREEN  

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

YES GREEN 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   

a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 
national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 

YES GREEN + 1 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
(for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  

a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past  (i.e.  visible 
and significant remains of former structures)  or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e. is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   

d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  

e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunities?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

CONCLUSION 
 
Location – on the edge of the main settlement and in walking distance to amenities. 
 

  



Type of housing – specific development for older local residents, with appropriate 
facilities. 
 
Character and visual impact – no impact on key views selected by villagers; minimal 
impact on Conservation Area. 
 
Access – under negotiation, through the New Road site. 
 
Consultation – near unanimous support for the proposal provided that access could 
be assured. 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan – Subject to successful negotiation for access, 
the site meets both the wishes of the benefactor and the local need identified in the 
Parish Plan and the HNS – for downsizing by local older residents, thus releasing 
larger dwellings for growing families.  It has the support of a large majority of village 
residents and is therefore allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
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SITE ENP13 :   STONE HILL/NEW ROAD SITE SIZE :  Unknown.  An undeveloped field in open country bordering on New Road and Stone Hill Road, at the highest point of the 
parish.  The site is used for occasional grazing and cereals and is classified as 2, Very Good (Natural England, Agricultural and Classification).  No existing structure.  No plans 
or numbers of dwellings included with this outline proposal. 
 
SITE SELECTION CRITERIA :     Red       = Negative against criteria    - 1 = Not Desirable -2 = Poor  
                                                     Green   = Positive against criteria    +1 = Fair  +2 = Good  
            Amber = Criteria partially met/Unknown     0 = Unmarked/No weight figure 
 
The weighting, which gives a higher score to questions 1 (e), 2, 3 (a), 3 (b), 3 (f), 4 (h), 5 (e),  and 7 (a), identifies factors that are key to the achievement of the Plan’s aims 
and objectives. Weight Figure: -4 
 
The scoring system allows a consistent comparison across all sites. 
Total:   9 Red, 5 Green, 21 Amber.    
 

1. LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT   
a. Is it a previously developed site? 

 
NO RED 

b. Is it contained within, or immediately outside, the village settlement confines of 
Egerton (ABC Local Plan, HOU5) or within the settlement confines of Egerton 
Forstal (Local Plan HOU3a).  
 

NO.   
Stone Hill Road and the North Field/ Harmers Way 
separate the site from the village confines as defined in 
the Neighbourhood Plan. 

RED 

c. Is the site within easy walking distance of facilities such as a shop, bus stop, 
school, recreation area, village hall, place of worship?    (400 m or under, no 
difficult or busy crossing points = green; up to 800 m = amber; over 800m =red) 

Facilities within 800m but busy road and crossing point 
and no pavement. 

AMBER 

d. If developed, would it avoid the creation of stretches of ribbon development? 
 
 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted.  

AMBER 

e. If developed, would it maintain green gaps that would preserve the distinctive 
character of Egerton’s settlements (as defined in the Egerton Parish Design 
statement)?   

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

2. TYPE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
        Is there scope for affordable/local needs housing? 

 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

3. CHARACTER AND VISUAL IMPACT   

a. Would development of the site maintain a key view and/or vista of the parish 
landscape - notably the Greensand Ridge and uphill beyond to the North 
Downs; downhill to the Low Weald and beyond to the High Weald? 

NO.   
The site overlooks the Greensand Way and, at the highest 
point in the village, could adversely impact key views 
both up to the Greensand Ridge and down to the Weald 

RED -2 



from New Road.  The impact on the approach to the 
settlement and Conservation Area would be 
considerable. 

b. If developed, would it be sensitive to the current settlement pattern as set out 
in the Parish Design Statement? 
 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

c. If developed, would it avoid an adverse impact on grass verges, hedges, trees, 
ditches or other key features in the landscape? 
 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted but visual intrusion likely as a 
result of the location. 

AMBER 

d. If developed, would there be scope to soften - with planting and green spaces - 
the “hard” edges of existing building in the village? (new building will have 
conditions placed on it under NP or ABC policies)   

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

e. If developed, would there be scope for sensitive boundaries between existing 
(and between new) properties to avoid overlooking and loss of privacy?  

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted.  There is one residential property 
on the border of the site that could incur overlooking and 
loss of privacy. 

AMBER 

f. Would development on this site avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring 
(adjacent, opposite, rear) properties, such as over-crowding or compaction? 
 

UNKNOWN 
See 3e above. 

AMBER 

g. If developed, would it preserve the setting of the Conservation Area; UNKNOWN.   
The site would be a visual intrusion on the landscape 
viewed from the Conservation Area, and on the approach 
to the Conservation Area. 

AMBER 

h. If developed, would it preserve the setting of historic & listed buildings and 
archaeological sites, (e.g. would it preserve the key views of the Church)?  - 

UNKNOWN.  
Views of Bowl Barrow (Historic England, Scheduled 
Monument 1012266) could be affected as well as the key 
views up to and down from the New Road. 

AMBER 

4. ACCESS, PARKING, FACILITIES AND UTILITIES   

a. Does the site have access to the current road network, with scope for adequate 
sight lines and splays at its junction with the existing highway? 
 

UNKNOWN.   
Access to New Road but possible inadequate sight lines 
dependent on where entrance is introduced. Kent 
Highways review required. 

AMBER 

b. Would the introduction of a new access avoid visual impacts on the street 
scene? 
 

NO.   
Wherever the new access is introduced will impact on the 
street scene. 

RED 

c. Does the site allow access for waste & recycling removal, deliveries, fire and 
ambulance services? 
 

YES 
If access and sight lines on New Road are acceptable. 

GREEN 



d. Can the site accommodate off-street parking for residents and visitors to avoid 
overspill onto adjacent streets? 
 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

e. Can the site accommodate additional off-street parking to ease 
congestion/obstruction in nearby roads? 

UNKNOWN 
No site plan submitted. 

AMBER 

f. Do the networks of water supply, sewerage, gas, electricity, telephone & 
broadband have the capacity to serve this site?  Or can the site be served by 
investment of new infrastructure provision? (The answers may be “unknown” at 
this stage) 

 
 

UNKNOWN  
The sewerage system at Egerton/ Forstal Is already 
believed to be at, or close to, capacity.  Investigation 
would be required into the capacity, and the options for 
alternative/stand-alone systems. 
 

AMBER 

g. Does the site provide ease of access to other facilities for cyclists, pedestrians, 
people with disabilities, wheelchair users, prams? (Such as accessible public 
footpaths, or scope for improved footpaths or bridleways) 
 

NO 
The site is relatively isolated.  No PR0Ws. No pavement to 
the main village. 

RED 

h. Would development on the site have minimal impact on traffic congestion? 
 

NO.   
Impact on New Road at the entrace to the village.  
Localised congestion at key times of day.  A further 
impact on traffic congestion over a short stretch of road 
will come from the Local Plan allocated site, and the 
potential Orchard Nurseries site on the same stretch of 
the New Road. 

RED -2 

i. If developed, would the site avoid adverse impact on public rights of way? 
(footpaths, bridleways etc) 
 

YES 
No PRoWs on site.  PRoW AW92 opposite the site would 
not be affected. 

GREEN 

j. Does the site have scope for recreation/leisure/green space amongst new 
housing proposals? 
 

UNKNOWN.   
Size of the site suggests potential for green space. 

AMBER 

5. ENVIRONMENT   
a. The site is not designated for nature conservation importance (e.g. Site of 

Special Scientific Interest (SSSIS), Local Nature Reserve, (LNR), Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) now known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)  

Note: There are none of these within the Parish.  

YES GREEN 

b. Does the site provide opportunities to enhance or replace habitats for flora and 
fauna (notably protected species such as bluebells, primroses, bats, newts)? 
Would building still give scope to retain trees, hedges, ditches, ponds, streams, 
springs and grass verges? 

UNKNOWN 
The size of the site suggests this could be possible. 

AMBER 



c. Is the site at minimal risk of flooding (what is likely to be the source of flooding 
– ground water saturation or excessive storm water?) 

YES.   
The sloping nature of the site may cause ground water 
run off however. 

GREEN 

d. Is it on low quality agricultural land?  NO.  Natural England agricultural land classification 2. 
Very Good; and therefore having some measure of 
protection from development in NPPF Guidelines. 
 

RED 

e. Is there scope to mitigate environmental impact of development on existing 
housing – avoiding overshadowing, daylight deprivation, light pollution.  

YES.   
Careful site layout and planting to mitigate effects of 
development on adjacent residential property. 

GREEN +2 

f. Is the site free of contamination?  
 

UNKNOWN 
Possible use of chemical fertilisers and pesticides when 
used for cereals. 

AMBER 

   

6.  AVAILABILITY   
a. Has the site been suggested following a call for sites?  

 
NO. 
Late application with no site plan submitted. 

 

b. Is the site a suggestion from the NP group? 
 

NOT APPLICABLE  

c. Is the site in single ownership?   
 

UNKNOWN  

d. Is the site likely to become available within the future timeframe of the Plan? 
 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

e. Are there no restrictive covenants on the site? 
 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

f. If not required or not suitable for housing or commercial use, could the site be 
used for purposes such as recreation? 

NO 
 

RED 

   

7. ACHIEVABILITY   
a. Does the site location and its associated features generally conform to local and 

national planning policy (ABC’s 2030 Plan and NPPF)? 
NO.  
Outside village confines (Local Plan Policy HOU5). 

RED -2 

b. Is there scope for the investment of additional infrastructure that would be 
required above and beyond what would normally be required? 

UNKNOWN AMBER 

   

8. SUSTAINABLE ECONOMIC GROWTH, EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS 
 (for commercial development only) 

NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE  



a)  Is there evidence that the site has been developed in the recent past (i.e visible         
and significant remains of former structures) or is no longer in use (redundant 
buildings) or not in full use? (i.e is it a “brownfield” site?) 

  

 
b)    Is the site being promoted for greater business /employment space? 
 

  

c)  Does the proposal provide more job opportunities?   

d)    If the site is being promoted for business uses, does it have access to 
broadband? 
 

  

e)    Does the proposal include an educational component/learning opportunity?  
 

  

f)   Does the site avoid adverse impact on residents in relation to anticipated traffic 
movements and associated noise and pollution? 

  

g)    Would it help support sustainable tourism? 
 

  

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Location 
Outside the village confines as defined in ABC Local Plan HOU5. 
 
Type of Housing 
Unknown. 
 
Character and Visual Impact 
Possible adverse impact on neighbouring property and on views of the Conservation 
area, Bowl Barrow and key views identified by villagers. 
 
Access 
Unknown entrance introduction.  Adverse impact on traffic on and off New Road 
particularly at key times of day. 
 
Consultation 
No specific comments received, possibly due to late submission and absence of 
plans 
 
Decision for the Neighbourhood Plan 

  



Not included in the Neighbourhood Plan due to lack of information, but also to 
location and visual and environmental impact. 
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