
BRICK KILN FARM CRANBROOK 

20/00814/REM | Approval of Reserved Matters (Layout, Appearance, Scale and Landscape) 
following Outline Permission 16/502860/OUT (Erection of up to 180 dwellings (including up 
to 35% affordable housing) with means of access to be determined at this stage together 
with structural woodland planting and landscaping, informal public open space, community 
orchard, children's play area, attenuation basin, vehicular access point from Hartley Road 
and associated ancillary development) | Land At Brick Kiln Farm High Street Cranbrook Kent 
 
And  
20/01028/SUB Submission of Details in Relation to 16/502860/OUT 
Condition 20 (Pedestrian and Cycle Routes) and  
Condition 24 (Emergency Access) 
 
Marie 
 
Introduction 
 
This is a reserved matters application for the majority of an allocated site in the AONB 
adjacent to Cranbrook and includes material to discharge a number of conditions.  To the 
south lies Turnden Farm the wider landholding of which is a proposed allocation in the Draft 
Local Plan and is also the subject of a detailed planning application.  Whilst the Draft Local 
Plan and the submitted application carry little weight they are a material consideration and I 
have noted the possible relationship to the land at Turnden. 
 
The detail design for the reserved matters has been the subject of continuous discussions 
with the applicant since approval of the outline consent and so the final scheme comes as no 
surprise and is broadly consistent with previous advice given. The basis for the assessment 
of the scheme is then the approved outline application and approved plans. 
 
 
Condition 1 of the consent 16/502860/OUT defines the reserved matters as the “layout, 
scale, appearance, internal access roads, and landscaping of the development” and requires 
under Condition 2 general conformity with approved plans/documents: 

 Parameter Plan Drawing number 7115-L-02 Rev M 

 Green Infrastructure Master Plan Drawing 7115-L-26 Rev H 

 Design Principles (Design and Access Statement Addendum) August 2017 
 
These conditions are supported by a number of further conditions relevant to design, 
landscape and ecology and information has been submitted in support of the following 
conditions: 
 
 
10) Details of existing and proposed ground levels  
 
11) Details of the proposed earthworks  
 
12) Details of hard and soft landscaping and a programme for carrying out the works. 
 
17) A detailed scheme for biodiversity mitigation and enhancement. 
 
22) Details of the internal road layout, including footpaths and cycleways. 
 
26) Submission of proposed materials. 
 



27) Details of external lighting  
 
29) Details of boundary treatments details (including walls, fences and railings) 
 
30) Detailed sustainable surface water drainage scheme. 
 
In my comments and conclusion I have considered whether these conditions have been met 
or whether further information/alterations are required. I have included in my review the 
information submitted under 20/01028/SUB “Submission of Details in Relation to 
16/502860/OUT” that are related to Condition 20 (Pedestrian and Cycle Routes) and 
Condition 24 (Emergency Access) 
 
Not yet submitted is information in relation to two conditions: 
 
39) An archaeological field evaluation works and 40), a programme of archaeological and 
historic landscape interpretation. 
 
41) A landscape and ecological management plan (LEMP) following the principles set out in 
British Standard 42020:2013 Biodiversity — Code of practice for planning and development  
 
The LEMP is also referred to in the S106 agreement under schedule 4 Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan which also contains in appendix 2 a LEMP Area Plan (i.e. the 
area to which the LEMP pertains). This condition does of course interrelate with the 
landscape and biodiversity conditions and this is noted where relevant. 
 
The full text for the conditions referred to are set out in the appendix. 
 
The overall impression I have of the submission in relation to the outline consent is very 
positive. The scheme does in general meet the policy requirements and is in general 
conformity with the approved plans and I remain supportive of the general approach to 
layout and design. That does not mean that the details are without criticism and I have 
reviewed the details submitted against the requirements of policy and the wording of the 
conditions. 
 
One change between outline consent and the reserved matters application is the 
requirement for developers to demonstrate biodiversity net gain through application of the 
DEFRA metric. The existing proposals are likely to achieve net gain but use of the metric 
enables this to be monitored more effectively and consistently across different sites and to a 
national standard. Consequently we would like to see the metric applied and submitted and 
for it to be built in as part of the LEMP. 
 
 
Detailed comments 
 
Design and Access Statement 
The document provides a good overview of the site constraints, design development and the 
response.  It provides a clear overview of the layout and design and explains key elements 
of detail. I have dealt with any concerns over detail below but overall find the document 
provides a good level of information and sets out a convincing argument in support of the 
proposal. 
 
It does include a check list against the AONB design guide (page 75) published late in the 
design development but the applicant was aware of draft versions and has usefully provided 
a commentary against the checklist for each of the design principles. I have set out my own 
comments against some of these principles noting the more significant points: 



 
DG1 Responding to site and landscape context. 
The scheme through landscape and historical studies has identified three key historical 
landscape/AONB features for restoration; a strip of common land, a block of woodland and a 
routeway. In addition ponds, an area of notable grassland, and ancient woodland are 
protected and enhanced.  
 
DG2 Connection beyond the site 
The scheme, together with the wider allocation site provides a new and attractive green 
walking/cycling route from Hartley Road into Cranbrook and maintains footpath connectivity 
through the site to existing footpaths to the east and a trackway to the High Street. It has, 
noting comments below the ability to provide footpath connections along the Crane Valley to 
the south subject to landowner agreement. The development has a high degree of 
pedestrian permeability. 
  
DG3 layout and structure of the site 
There is variety in the layout and building groups broken up significant and incidental green 
spaces that should form a pleasant green framework. There is a clear hierarchy within the 
street types and pedestrian routes. Steeper slopes have been avoided for built forms and 
level changes have been minimised. 
 
DG4 Using Buildings to Define Streets and Spaces 
There is generally good overlooking of the green spaces apart from within the Crane valley 
Character Area.  Whilst there is generally a clear building line for most streets this is weaker 
on the main access road however where this falls away it is replaced by important green 
spaces and Green Infrastructure. The Crane valley Character Area takes a deliberately 
different approach to create a courtyard style which whilst successful internally turns it back 
on the surrounding green spaces and has the effect of creating an enclave which is perhaps 
not so successful and might need some further discussion. 
 
DG5 The Right Built Form 
The scheme is clearly informed by vernacular architecture and materials but applies a 
modern interpretation. There are strong character areas to avoid homogeneity and whilst the 
“farmstead with oast” may be criticised as pastiche it provides architectural interest, is a 
reference to the former farmstead and strengthens the sense of place.  The historical 
farmstead remains on site are to be protected and interpretation material will be provided. 
 
DG10 Reinforcing Local Planting Character and Habitats 
The proposal includes significant areas of habitat creation and enhancement. The proposals 
for planting are commented on in detail below. The whole of the wider greenspace is 
secured by legal agreement to be managed for the lifetime of the development and make a 
significant contribution to the local landscape. 
 
Overall the scheme has shown a high regard for the High Weald context in the design 
approach and has responded positively to the design challenges.  However the design of the 
Crane Valley character area raises some concerns and this is discussed further below. 
 
I have looked at the drawings of house types, plots and ancillary buildings and am on the 
whole impressed by the individual units and overall effect.  I have just a couple of minor 
comments but would suggest that these should be checked with Debbie Maltby: 
 

 7115-A-153 rev. C - I am not convinced by the horizontal hit and miss enclosure and 
would want to see more detail. 

 7115-A-150 rev. D - The front full height porch is dominated by the glazing which 
may detract slightly from the form.  Much heavier glazing bars (they are currently 



lighter than the windows) would reduce the area of glazing and be more consistent 
with the building style. 

 7115-A-128 rev. D Trafalgar Triple, Turns End -  The gable end of Unit 104 would 
benefit from a small window on the stairs. 

 General – can you please confirm that all chimneys will be brick built? 
 
 
Site Layout Plan 7115-L-100 Rev X 
As noted above the layout is generally acceptable but there are some concerns: 
 

 The Crane Valley character area whilst creating a successful courtyard internally 
turns its back on the surrounding landscape and footways. This may not be an issue 
to the east (subject to boundary treatment) as there appears to be no planned public 
access there but it is an issue to the west where a watercourse/ditch passes along 
the rear garden fences and forms part of the public realm.  The pedestrian route 
passes through the courtyard which is a feature of high weald farmsteads but whilst 
the approach from the north is open and attractive the approach from the south is 
enclosed and a little forbidding.  The layout of garden plots here does not appear to 
have responded to the landscape context, public access or views and should I think 
be reconsidered – in particular plots 170 to 173. 

 

 The layout plan should show how the rest of the proposed allocation will be accessed 
through this scheme for both vehicles and pedestrians. 

 

 It would be useful for the layout to indicate how and where it will connect with land to 
the south at Turnden Farm in the event that it is allocated or the landowner provides 
permitted paths to the wider PROW network. Noting that this would be illustrative 
only. 

 
Pedestrian Connectivity 7115-L-103 Rev E 
This shows a clear and acceptable pedestrian routeway hierarchy (subject to KCC 
comments) but I do have some detailed comments: 
 

 This plan does show a potential pedestrian connection to the east but nothing to the 
north or south – although there are two grey arrows to the south (no key or notation) 
one of which is in the correct location and the other is not. 
 

 Consideration needs to be given to construction details and markings/signage. 
 

 The existing Public Rights of way should be overlaid on this drawing as it is not 
entirely clear where they enter and leave the site and how strong the connections 
are. 

 

 The shared access for units 156-159 looks as if it needs a bell mouth at the entrance. 
 

 The pathways to the southern decking (?) is not coloured – I presume that this is 
“hoggin”? 

 
External Works Plan 7115-L-107 Rev C 
Whilst the principles are readily apparent and broadly accepted this plan is difficult to read, 
the key is incomplete and without the contextual landscape information it is difficult to 
interpret. 
 



The further inset detail Drawings (108 to 113) are clearer but again are lacking the 
landscape context.  All drawings contain a thick green line which I imagine to be hedging but 
this has no key. The AONB design guide make specific reference to local materials and 
forms of fencing and this should be evident in the choices made and in any case further 
details are required for all types. My initial reaction is that:  
 

 There is an over use of bollards 

 The entrance to the site would be better employing estate railings rather than 
bollards 

 Ends of runs/transitions may need further thought 

 The picket fence may be better left unpainted 

 Timber garden fences that back onto public spaces would be better as hit and miss 
fences rather than close board. 

 Hedges will need temporary support if they are not associated with another form of 
fence – suggest post and three strands of wire.  

 Details are required of proposed boundary treatments/fences/walls and associated 
materials such as bollards. 

 Details are required for path constructions, decking and signage. 
 
Comments on specific details on inset drawings: 

 The garden boundaries to units 2 and 3 could be more tightly drawn to provide an 
improved buffer to the adjacent PROW. Ditto for Unit 45 in relation to footpath. 

 The garden wall to unit 1 could be set back slightly further from the footway 

 Central new woodland planting has both post and rail and bollards – this could be 
rationalised to minimise number of bollards. 

 Frontage details are missing from units 110-112 and 114-117 

 The use of railings Units 122-127 appears a little disjointed/fragmented 

 There is an odd relationship between the front of unit 149 and rear of 132 and the 
side garden boundary to 131 is quite exposed so would suggest that the garden 
boundary to 131 and rear of 132 is brick wall rather than close board. 

 The garden boundary to 147 is ambiguous – I think it should (in part at least) be brick 
walling. 

 There is an unidentified line/material behind the footway at the junction adjacent units 
142 and 150. 

 
I have gone on to review the detailed planting plans and the information on ecology and 
whilst the general approach is as hoped for the detail is generally disappointing and 
compounds some of the concerns raised above. In essence the landscape and ecology 
needs more thought and greater attention to detail if it is to achieve all that the Council and I 
think the applicant, had hoped for in terms of positive outcomes for the High Weald AONB 
landscape.  A significant landscape and biodiversity enhancement are part of the justification 
for this development and so it is important that of is of the very highest standard.  It does not 
require drastic changes but just further refinement. My detailed comments on the planting 
plans and ecology are attached as an appendix. 
 
 
Additional drawings 
7115-L-209 rev. A Goddards Green Pond Detail 
This is a wildlife pond.  The general design approach is satisfactory but it is illustrative rather 
than actual – it does no for instance show the slope of the site and I would suggest that the 
anticipated water level is over optimistic and that there will be at least 3-400mm between 
ground level and water level in the pond during normal weather conditions. The pond should 
also have an outfall – this might usefully go into an adjacent ditch – and it would benefit from 
some drainage or localised contouring to pick up ground water to provide a greater through 



flow of water. Whilst a liner may be suitable at just 150mm below soil level the liner edge is 
prone to damage and may easily be uncovered.  It could be placed deeper and/or some 
pond edges could have a timber revetment.  In addition puddled clay may be preferable.  
Noting the former use of part of the site as brick works this may be won as part of site 
excavations. 
 
Details of other ponds are not provided but are needed. 
 
4149/EE1 Ecological Enhancements 
This drawing is a summary of the principles and key features and is in broad terms 
acceptable. A lot of the detail is covered under other comments but shown solely on this 
drawing are the wildlife hop overs and wildlife underpasses. The “hop overs” are in general 
of limited value and are not always evident in the planting scheme.  Whilst some may benefit 
birds and bats they will be of little or no value to dormice as the gaps are too large. There 
are places where the gaps could be reduced through more planting and improved details.  
The underpasses are a useful feature but need to have a detail and be connected to 
landscape features with positive drainage otherwise they may just collect water. A further 
underpass could be placed between unit 168 and 167 to cross the access road. All kerbs to 
road gullies should be specified as ACCO wildlife friendly HB2. Further details will need to 
be provided elsewhere on individual bird and bat boxes and hibernacula. 
 
 
Lighting strategy 
Ardent 187320-02 Lighting strategy 
The approach is to not have street lighting and this is welcomed.  There are proposals for 
some bollards lights in a few courtyards as set out on drawing 14877-1 A DW Windsor.  The 
luminaires proposed for these are: 
 

 Kirim 160 Curved 500mA 3K symmetric LED array RAL 7046 Grey Finish 
 
I have no objection to these in principle but would be helpful to have details of control and 
cut off/PIR as suggested in the ecological mitigation and I do note that the units are below 
4000 kelvin which is in accordance with latest guidance for wildlife and so this is also 
welcomed.  
 
There is one area where the bollards seem unnecessary and will have a greater adverse 
effect on wildlife, Road 10a, where there are 4 bollards up against hedgerow. These could 
be replaced by PIR activated porch lights on Units 127, 128 and 129. Indeed PIR porch 
lights could form part of the overall lighting strategy.  Many Units are close enough to the 
footway that people walking past would trigger a porch light making navigation easier and 
safer. 
 
 
Levels 
Plans are provided showing and earthworks strategy and a levels strategy however reading 
and even handling them on screen is difficult and I cannot see clear representations of 
existing and proposed levels or come to a view on quite how the scheme will appear.  It 
would be helpful to have some clearer levels drawing and some long sections through the 
site showing existing and proposed levels. 
 
 
Information submitted in relation to: 
20/01028/SUB Submission of Details in Relation to 16/502860/OUT 
Condition 20 (Pedestrian and Cycle Routes) and  
Condition 24 (Emergency Access) 



 
 
7115-L-103 E Pedestrian Connectivity 
This has been commented on above. 
 
Drawings 187320-SK12-P3 Emergency Access and 187320-SK13-P2 Emergency Access – 
Construction 
The proposal shows that the track will be re-laid with “Golpa” plastic cellular paving infilled 
with gravel and includes a central drain. The excavation required is considerable (and may 
affect trees and hedgerows) to achieve this and the finished result may be uncomfortable for 
the majority of likely users, pedestrians and cyclists. Whilst a perfectly acceptable material 
for vehicles the gravel filled cellular system is not ideal for pedestrians. Some further 
discussion with KCC might be worthwhile to ascertain if there is a cheaper more pedestrian 
and environmentally friendly solution that would be acceptable e.g. two running tracks for 
vehicle wheels with verges and central strip of grass or a self-binding gravel. 
 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
 
I am happy to support this application and am very impressed with the overall design but it 
appears that there are a number of details that need refinement in order to discharge the 
majority of conditions but this for the most part are modest. 
 
There is one area where some significant design changes have been requested, Units 
173/172 and in the general vicinity of these units, but even this should be relatively straight 
forward and so most issues raised may be dealt with as very minor changes and in a 
relatively short order if the applicant is willing.   
 
There are however a lot of amendments and further details required in respect of 
landscaping and ecology and it would perhaps be useful to have a meeting to talk these 
through before any revisions are done.   This should include discussion on condition 41 
covering the LEMP (not yet submitted) as it relates so closely to the others and is also a pre-
commencement condition. 
 
 
David Scully 
Landscape and Biodiversity Officer 
22/05/2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix Planting plans and Ecology 
 
Planting Plans 
The general strategy of native tress and shrubs for structural and woodland planting is most 
welcome and the plants selected generally suitable and there is a range in planting sizes for 
the trees appropriate to their location.  However the planting des not always seem to reflect 
the desired ecological objectives and some landscape objectives are unclear or need further 
refinement.  Some mixes or planting areas also need refinement to ensure that they are 
appropriate to the location and the High Weald in particular. I have set out below suggested 
changes/actions to address these concerns.  
 



As a general point the planting for the grassland areas should take detailed advice from the 
High Weald AONB Unit and use local provenance seed wherever possible and some areas 
where there will be no disturbance such within the ancient woodland buffer should include 
provision for some areas of natural regeneration. Again advice from the High Weald Unit 
would be helpful. The use of random scatterings of bulbs does not accord with the rural 
theme – there are perhaps opportunities within the development but as part of the larger 
green spaces along Hartley Road it appears alien. A more suitable native mix of bulbs and 
perennials along woodland edges and hedgerows might be a better device to add colour, 
seasonality and biological diversity and should be considered. 
 
Sheet 1 7115-L-206 rev. F 

 The need for a distinction between the amenity grass and the flowering lawn mix 
(green spaces to Hartley Road) is unclear.  The area most likely to be used for 
amenity is closest to the houses but the amenity mix is used for the land adjacent to 
the highway. The added complexity of species rich grassland (how is this different to 
a flowering lawn mix?) appears rather random. The reason for planting a woodland 
understory mix against the hedgerow in this area is also unclear. 

 The widespread use of Prunus avium as a pasture tree and hedgerow standard is 
uncharacteristic in this landscape and might only be found very occasionally. 
Suggest replace with Acer campestre. 

 The purpose of the cluster of trees at the southern end of the “common” is unclear 
and the Alnus, together with the Prunus is not typical of such locations. Perhaps if the 
objective here is some stronger vegetation a mix of scrub and colonising trees such 
as birch, hawthorn and rowan would be sufficient? 

 I would add two standard oaks near to the highway entrance and a native willow 
(Salix alba or fragilis) to the pond. 

 The Alnus near unit 33 might be better deployed along side the ditch near units 47 to 
52 with some further similar trees and could be replaced here with oaks. 

 The tree groups along “Turnden Lane” would benefit from being associated with 
small clumps of scrub and colonising trees to create more habitat connectivity and 
give a stronger sense of purpose to these areas.   

 The “orchard” as a landscape feature should fill the whole of the plot it currently only 
fills part of and might be fenced. 

 
 
Sheet 2 7115-L-207 rev. F 
 

 As above improved planting along the greenway 

 There is a general lack of tree planting and shrub planting along the secondary 
routes and in particular more trees are required to Units 109-119, 122-130, the green 
space between units 131 and 99/107 and147 and 150-160. 

 The row of Carpinus in the meadow appears a little formal. An arrangement of 
groups of standards on the edge of the meadow or as hedgerow trees would be more 
in keeping and offer greater biodiversity value 

 The area of tussocky grass in the meadow (for the benefit of the badgers) appears a 
bit random. A more rational area of shrub planting and grassland would be better and 
should be fenced to keep dogs and people away. 

 
Sheet 3 7115-L-208 rev. F 
 

 The planting mix for the native woodland and the buffer planting to the ancient 
woodland do need some refinement. There appears to be some key species missing 
(e.g. Yew, Wild Service Trees, Birch, Elder, Rowan, Gorse, dogwood) and the 



woodland buffer might be better as a mix of grassland and scrub with scalloped 
edges.  

 There should be specimen trees, tree groups and areas of scrub associated with the 
ponds. 

 
Ecology  
Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Scheme Aspect Ecology November 2019 
 
This report sets out to specifically address condition 17: 
“Prior to the commencement of above ground construction, a detailed scheme for 
biodiversity mitigation and enhancement shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall take account of any protected 
species that have been identified on the site, and in addition shall have regard to the 
enhancement of biodiversity generally. It shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved proposals within it and shall be carried out in perpetuity, unless otherwise agreed 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority”. 
 
I have underlined the key requirement “a detailed scheme for biodiversity mitigation and 
enhancement” (as there is condition 41 and the section 106 which relate to longer term 
management of the communal areas under a LEMP) this is expected to cover how habitats 
and species will be protected pre and during construction and what works will be carried out 
to improve and create the habitats that are to form part of the development post completion. 
The longer term management then falls under condition 41 and the S106. 
 
However the report also proposes “management and maintenance regimes for these 
habitats and features are set out to ensure the desired ecological enhancements are 
maintained in perpetuity of the development”. Whilst it does do this the management and 
maintenance proposals do not accord with the requirements of condition 41 for the LEMP. 
Never the less I have commented on proposals as this may inform the writing of the LEMP. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
3.2 Habitats 
Ancient woodland 
Measures here should make reference to the tree protection plan.  To prevent access it 
mentions buffer planting but does not mention the fencing proposed and nor does it describe 
the purpose of the planting other than as a “defensive planting”. There are surprisingly no 
initial works or a woodland management plan proposed. 
 
 
New Meadow grassland 
This proposes a general purpose seed mix rather than something specially selected for the 
site or seed of local provenance. The prescription for the works is rather general and there is 
nothing about protecting/handling/remediating the soil pre/during or post its use for 
construction other than light cultivation and removing small stones. Further details are 
required including clear plan of areas to be ‘lost’ to any work areas or altered through level 
changes.  Advice should be sought from the high Weald Unit on suitable grassland species. 
 
Hedgerows and trees 
These are to be protected during the works and here it does make reference to the tree 
protection plan. Any tree works are I presume covered under the arboricultural submissions 
but again reference here would be helpful. There are no proposals here to improve 
hedgerows or to undertake practices such as hedge laying. 
 
On-site waterbodies 



Again seed mixes and methods are general and there are no proposals for improvements to 
the existing ponds/ditches. 
 
There is nothing in this section regarding improvements to existing retained areas of 
grasslands. 
 
3.3 Fauna 
Bats 
The mitigation for bats/trees with bat potential is acceptable. Recommendations for lighting 
are helpful but this will be dealt with under the lighting condition. Reference also needs to be 
made to lighting during construction. 
 
Badgers 
The general mitigation for badgers is acceptable.  It would be useful to have a plan showing 
what areas are to be kept accessible to badgers during the works.  The wildlife underpass is 
mentioned but I am not sure that this should be designed to accommodate badgers as: 

 It would require a much larger pipe 

 In residential areas such as these badgers are unlikely to need or want to use them. 
 
Dormice 
The mitigation proposed for dormice is acceptable 
 
Amphibians 
This only addresses GCN and then it provides alternatives, traditional on site mitigation or a 
district licensing scheme. If the applicant wishes to use the latter then a certificate from 
Natural England confirming acceptance onto the scheme must be submitted with the 
application. Which ever course is chosen the strategy has spatial implications for the 
development requiring areas to be fenced and animals encouraged to disperse or to be 
translocated. This should apply to all reptiles and although not a requirement of the district 
licencing scheme it is a requirement of the Council. This mitigation needs to be supported by 
a programme of works and spatial plans. 
 
Reptiles 
This requires a process of trapping and translocation as well as habitat manipulation 
And details are shown on plan 4149/REP however the area of translocation does not appear 
sufficiently large and other areas on site may also be useful added some further areas may 
also need trapping out. 
 
Birds 
Mitigation proposed is acceptable 
 
3.4 Connectivity 
There is a section on connectivity covering hop overs, wildlife underpasses and fence cut-
outs. For details of these we are referred to plan 4149/BMES which I cannot find but there is 
4149/EE1 Ecological Enhancements. This does show he hope over and underpasses but 
not the cut-outs. I have commented on this drawing above.  Whilst the principles are 
acceptable the proposals lack the necessary detail.   
 
 
4.0 Proposed Enhancement Measures 
This is a useful but general description of the habitats to be created and the species likely to 
benefit and again refers to drawing 4149/BMES but generally covers no more than that 
shown on the other available drawings.  It does not provide detailed cultivation notes or 
programmes. 
 



For “Broadleaved woodland creation” it does say “topsoil should be added to the immediate 
area of the planting as required, up to a depth of 50cm. Where practicable trees should be of 
British provenance, sourced from an approved wildlife plant supplier” but this is rather vague 
and non comital on provenance. 
 
Suitable provision to improve nesting opportunities for an appropriate range of species is 
provided but full details are on drawing 4149/BMES. 
 
5.0 Ecological Management 
Planted and retained native trees and shrubs 
There is little detail provided and no differentiation between that planted as groups/scrub, 
hedgerow, trees and pasture trees. 
 
Ancient Woodland 
Again this refers to plan 4149/BMES which I cannot find. The principles set out are broadly 
supported but some elements of details area a concern: 

 The idea that every year brambles are thinned when this may not be necessary and 
there is in any event no baseline or target for this. 

 The target is for only 80% of plants to be native when it should be 100% 

 It suggests a regime of coppicing on a 15 year cycle over three compartments but I 
have not seen any survey information to support this approach or to identify the 
separate compartments. 

 
Hedgerows 
The proposals here are satisfactory but some hedgerows may require individual 
prescriptions for laying or additional plant material 
 
Retained grassland and New Wildflower grassland 
This appears acceptable but I would like to see the advice sought of the AONB Unit and for 
there to be a plan showing all retained areas of grassland. 
 
Wetland habitat 
This is very general and does not account for the different function of wildlife ponds and 
attenuation ponds. 
 
Bat boxes, bird boxes and dormouse boxes, hedgehog nest domes and Amphibian 
and reptile brash piles. 
Essentially these are inspect and repair prescriptions.  There should also be an element of 
monitoring and adjustment. 
 
General 
I would like it confirmed and illustrated what areas and features are to be protected during 
construction and how. This may just be the tree protection plan but either way I would like it 
shown/clarified. 
 
 
 
Appendix Conditions 
 
Unedited landscape/ecology conditions 
1)  Approval of the details of the layout, scale, appearance, internal access roads, and 
landscaping of the development (hereafter called "the reserved matters") shall be obtained 
from the Local Planning Authority in writing before development commences and the 
development shall be carried out as approved. 



 
5) The reserved matters for any part of the site shall be in general conformity with the 
principles set out in the Parameter Plan Drawing number 7115-L-02 Rev M, Green 
Infrastructure, Infrastructure Master Plan Drawing 7115-L-26 Rev H and Design Principles 
(Design and Access Statement Addendum) August 2017 and shall be accompanied by a 
Design Statement. 
 
10) No demolition or construction works shall take place until details have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority of the existing and proposed ground 
levels detailing any changes to levels and including finished ground floor slab levels and any 
retaining structures and areas of cut and fill. Such matters to be demonstrated through long-
sections showing how the site relates to surrounding development. The development shall 
be undertaken in accordance with the approved plans. 
 
11) Prior to the commencement of construction works, details of the proposed earthworks 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details 
shall include the proposed grading and mounding of land areas including the levels and 
contours to be formed, showing the relationship of proposed mounding to existing vegetation 
and surrounding landform. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details unless previously agreed otherwise in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
12) Details pursuant to Condition 1 shall include details of hard and soft landscaping and a 
programme for carrying out the works. The submitted scheme shall include details of hard 
landscape works, including hard surfacing materials; and details of soft landscape works, 
including planting plans, written specifications (including cultivation and other operations 
associated with the plant and grass establishment) and schedules of plants, noting species, 
plant sizes and proposed numbers/densities where appropriate. All hard and soft landscape 
works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. The works shall be 
carried out prior to the occupation of any part of the development or in accordance with an 
implementation programme approved by the local planning authority. 
 
17) Prior to the commencement of above ground construction, a detailed scheme for 
biodiversity mitigation and enhancement shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall take account of any protected species 
that have been identified on the site, and in addition shall have regard to the enhancement 
of biodiversity generally. It shall be implemented in accordance with the approved proposals 
within it and shall be carried out in perpetuity, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 
20) (a) Prior to the commencement of development a strategy for the provision of proposed 
pedestrian and cycle routes within the site (to connect with routes leading to main 
destinations in the locality of the site) shall be submitted for approval. The strategy shall 
identify the location of each of the routes, the phase of development during which the route 
would be completed, and provide an outline of the type, width, surfacing and lighting of the 
route together will a maintenance strategy for each of the routes, including its future long 
term status.  
(b) Prior to the commencement of construction work of the development containing a cycle 
or pedestrian route, details of the surfacing, drainage, lighting, the accommodation of any 
levels changes, signage, maintenance and timescale for implementation shall be submitted 
to the Local Planning Authority for approval. The routes shall be provided / upgraded in 
accordance with the agreed timescale for implementation and thereafter maintained in 
accordance with the approved maintenance details. 
 



22) Notwithstanding the details hereby approved, no above ground works shall commence 
until details of the internal road layout, including footpaths and cycleways, have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local planning authority. The development shall 
be carried out in accordance with the approved details and maintained as such thereafter. 
 
24) The development hereby permitted, shall not be occupied until such time as the 
emergency access identified on plan number Parameter Plan Drawing number 7115-L-02 
Rev M has been implemented, in accordance with details and an implementation timetable, 
to be submitted to and approved in writing in advance by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
 
26) Written details including source/manufacturer, of bricks, tiles and cladding materials to 
be used externally shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority before any above ground construction is commenced and the development shall 
be carried out using the approved external materials. 
 
27) Prior to the installation of any external lighting on site, details of external lighting shall be 
submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the 
commencement of the development. This submission shall include a layout plan with beam 
orientation and a schedule of light equipment proposed. The approved scheme shall be 
installed, maintained and operated in accordance with the approved details unless the Local 
Planning Authority gives its written consent to the variation. 
 
29) No construction works shall take place on above ground works, until details of boundary 
treatments details (including walls, fences and railings) have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details shall include a plan 
indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment to be erected. The 
boundary treatment shall be completed before the dwellings they relate to are first occupied 
and in accordance with a timetable previously agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority. Development within that phase shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details and shall be permanently maintained. 
 
30) Development shall not begin until a detailed sustainable surface water drainage scheme 
for the site has been submitted to (and approved in writing by) the local planning authority. 
 
39) No development shall take place until the applicant, or their agents or successors in title, 
has secured the implementation of;  
I. archaeological field evaluation works in accordance with a specification and written 
timetable which has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in 
writing; and  

II. Following on from the evaluation, any safeguarding measures to ensure preservation in 
situ of important archaeological remains and/or further archaeological investigation and 
recording in accordance with a specification and timetable which as been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing.  
 
40) No development shall take place on the above ground works, until the applicant, or their 
agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological and historic landscape interpretation, in accordance with a specification, plan 
and timetable which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority The programme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved 
programme and specification. 
 
41) A landscape and ecological management plan (LEMP) following the principles set out in 
British Standard 42020:2013 Biodiversity — Code of practice for planning and development 



shall be submitted to, and be approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior to the 
commencement of above ground construction of the development.  
The content of the LEMP shall include as a minimum the following:  
a) Description and evaluation of the landscape and ecological features to be managed and 
note any features or areas covered by other management agreements or prescriptions e.g. 
play areas or drainage schemes.  
b) Ecological trends and constraints on site and wider environmental issues that might 
influence management and in particular consider the likely effects of climate change.  
c) Landscape and ecological aims and objectives of the management.  
d) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives.  
e) Prescriptions for management actions for each identified habitat and feature covered.  
f) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of being rolled 
forward over a five-year period) with recommendations for periodic review.  
g) Details of the body or organization responsible for implementation of the plan and the 
resources both financial and personnel by which the LEMP will be implemented. This shall 
include details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by which the long-term implementation 
of the plan will be secured post development with the management body(ies) responsible for 
its delivery.  
h) A scheme of community engagement geared towards raising awareness of landscape 
and biodiversity issues, active volunteering and social cohesion operated by a experienced 
provider approved by the Council such as Kent Wildlife Trust or Kent High Weald 
Partnership.  
i) Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures including regular review by accredited 
professionals including setting out (where the results from monitoring show that conservation 
aims and objectives of the LEMP are not being met) how contingencies and/or remedial 
action will be identified, agreed and implemented so that the development still delivers the 
fully functioning landscape and biodiversity objectives of the originally approved scheme.  
The approved plan will be implemented in accordance with the approved  
details.  
NOTE To ensure that some form of covenant is in place to ensure that the  
management body that takes on long-term responsibility for implementation of the  
LEMP (management of the ecological areas) is to do so in strict accordance with the  
details contained therein. 
 
 
END. 


