
BRENCHLEY & MATFIELD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

TWBC Officer comments to the Regulation 16 consultation 

APPENDIX A FOR DELEGATED PORTFOLIO HOLDER REPORT 

https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/405189/Brenchley-and-

Matfield-Neighbourhood-Plan-submission-plan.pdf 

Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

All of plan References to TWBC PSLP Should now read ‘SLP’ 
(submission local plan) 

All Maps Copyright referenced needed.  Maps should be 
sourced when used 
from other sources 
and/or copyrighted for 
Ordnance Survey 
licensing purposes.  

Page 4 Para 1.3 References to Development 
Plan – to include the TWBC 
Core Strategy as well as 
saved policies of the 2006 
Local Plan, and to Site 
Allocations Local Plan 

Need to make 
reference to TWBC 
Core Strategy adopted 
2010 2 and Site 
Allocations Local Plan 
(SALP) adopted 20163 

Page 6 Para 1.9 References to number of 
sites submitted to TWBC 

Suggest it is checked 
that the figures stated 
are up to date, against 
Main SHELAA, January 
2021 and SHELAA 
addendum October 
2021 

Page 7 3rd bullet The Regulation 14 public 
consultation was held from 17 
May to 27 June.  

Need to add year: 2020 

Page 8 Para 2.2 In 2011 the population was 
2863 in 1164 households, 
with an average age of 43 
years. 

Need to add the word 
persons. In 2011 the 
population was 2863 
persons in 1164 
households, with an 
average age of 43 
years. 

Page 11/12 Para 2.14 In the north-west lies the 
century renaissance archway 

Need to add which 
century 

Page 18 para 3.1 …… and the Kent Waste and 
Minerals Plan (2016). 

The Kent Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan 

 
1 TWBC SLP refers to the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Submission Local Plan 2021 
2 TWBC Core Strategy https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/343353/Core-Strategy-
adopted-June-2010.compressed.pdf 
3 TWBC SALP https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/343788/Site-Allocations-Local-
Plan_July-2016.pdf 

https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/405189/Brenchley-and-Matfield-Neighbourhood-Plan-submission-plan.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/405189/Brenchley-and-Matfield-Neighbourhood-Plan-submission-plan.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/343353/Core-Strategy-adopted-June-2010.compressed.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/343353/Core-Strategy-adopted-June-2010.compressed.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/343788/Site-Allocations-Local-Plan_July-2016.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/343788/Site-Allocations-Local-Plan_July-2016.pdf


Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

(KMWLP) 2013-2030 
was originally adopted 
by Kent County Council 
in July 2016 and has 
been subject to an 
Early Partial Review of 
certain waste 
management capacity 
requirement and 
mineral and waste 
safeguarding policies. 
The Plan was adopted 
in its modified form in 
September 2020. 

Page 24 Para 6.6 The TWBC PSLP identifies 
specific sites of 10 or more 
dwellings in each parish. This 
excludes small-scale windfall 
sites, which can include 
brownfield and infill sites 
 

In this context, the 
Submission Local Plan 
doesn’t use the term 
infill. 

Page 24 Para 6.9 Specific Policies for this 
Allocated site can be found in 
Policy H11 

Add Policy H11 of this 
Neighbourhood Plan 
(for clarity as previously 
referring to the TWBC 
PSLP) 

Page 24 Para 6.9 Where it states “The PSLP 
recommends (pages 233 -
236) two sites….” Check 
page numbers in the 
Submission Local Plan have 
not changed 

 

Page 25, Policy H1 
Scale of Housing 
Development 

Is the 10 unit threshold net 10 
or a total of 10 (a net 
increase of nine units)? 
 
 

Clarity is required to 
define whether the 10 
unit threshold is net.   
 

Page 25, Policy H1 
Scale of Housing 
Development 

Concern about the criterion 
listed by the policy as such 
schemes of ten units + may 
not necessarily be major 
development. The major 
development test is for 
decision making not plan-
making.  

Would more 
appropriate to 
reference AONB 
Management 
Plan/general AONB 
policy and state that 
where schemes are 
considered major the 
criterion apply.  
 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

Page 25, Policy 
H1Scale of Housing 
Development 

Note, this is a policy 
approach for areas within the 
AONB and the AONB 
National Character Area. 
There is some concern as to 
the appropriateness of the 
policy covered the NCA 
outside of the High Weald 
AONB. 

Suggest removal of 
references to the NCA 
in the absence of 
detailed evidence 
relating to the value of 
the area in the NCA 
which is not covered by 
the HWAONB.  

Page 26 Policy H2 
Location of Housing 
Development 

Advise that mention of LBDs 
are first made earlier in the 
document, rather than under 
H2 (Location of Housing) as 
new development 
inside/outside the LBD 
doesn’t just apply to housing.  

Section on LBDs 
should appear before 
the Housing section 

Page 26 Policy H2 
Location of Housing 
Development 

Note: LBDs in Figure 14 are 
in agreement with TWBC 
SLP 

No change suggested. 

Page 26 Para 6.14 Change tense from past to 
current/present tense 

Limits to Built 
Development (LBDs) 
were  are designated to 
prevent the unrestricted 
sprawl of towns, 
villages and hamlets 
into the surrounding 
countryside. They are 
were  intended to 
preserve the 
separateness of 
communities and 
character of 
settlements, to provide 
opportunities for 
housing development 
within established 
communities and to 
encourage 
development in places 
where active travel to 
facilities is easiest. 
 

Page 27 Figure 14: 
LBDSs proposed in the 
TWBC PSLP 

Title of Figure 14 Update labelling at 
Figure 14 (both in map 
and its title): LBDs 
shown in the 
Submission LP  



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

Page 28  Policy H3 Depending on the context of 
the site, it is the case that 
sometimes an appropriate 
density will be low. This very 
much depends on the 
circumstances and site 
context. 

Suggest some re-
wording to relate more 
to seeking an 
appropriate density for 
the site, taking account 
of site context and 
characteristics and 
constraints 

Page 28 Para 6.20 Individuals on the TWBC 
Housing Register who have 
expressed an interest in living 
in the parish, favour 1 or 3 
bedroomed homes over 
larger properties, with 2 
bedroomed properties being 
most popular. 

Should this read ‘ 
favour 1 to 3 
bedroomed homes’? 

Page 28 Policy H4 
Housing Mix 

Reference to the six unit 
threshold  

Clarify whether this is 
six in total or a net 
increase of six 

Page 28 Policy H4 
Housing Mix 

what is considered to be an 
appropriate housing mix? Is 
this the 70% of new homes 
as 1, 2 and 3 beds? In which 
case does it need to be 
repeated?  
 
 

may also wish to make 
reference to local up to 
date evidence as is 
done in H1 (Housing 
Mix) of the Local Plan 
in case circumstances 
do change over the 
NDP period and the 
desired mix needs to be 
adjusted. 

Page 29 Policy H5 
Housing for older 
residents and people 
with disabilities 

Refers to ‘over 55’ TWBC PLP refers in 
para 6.351 (preamble 
to Policy H6 Housing 
for older people and 
people with disabilities)  
to ’55 and over’ 

Page 29 Policy H5 
Housing for older 
residents and people 
with disabilities 

There is a conflict with the 
Submission Local Plan as 
this only requests M4(3) both 
adaptable and accessible on 
the affordable housing 
requirement of new 
development as TWBC didn’t 
consider there was evidence 
to do more than this at the 
current time.  

Unclear of the evidence 
to support this policy in 
respect of homes for 
people with disabilities, 
as the policy appears to 
be for general needs 
housing rather than 
affordable housing, and 
it is not clear on the 
subsequent impact on 
viability. Does not 
appear to be supported 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

by appropriate viability 
evidence.  
 
In any event, the policy 
should refer to optional 
technical standard 
M4(3) for wheelchair 
user dwellings 

Page 31 Policy H6 
Affordable Housing (a) 

Criterion a) is the 40% 
affordable housing on 
greenfield sites?  
 
 

Appears to be relating 
to greenfield sites,  but 
is not specifically 
referenced and needs 
to be for the sake of 
clarity 

Page 31 Policy H6 
Affordable Housing (b) 

H6b – The requirement for 
sites in the AONB delivering 
a financial contribution is 6-9  

Criterion b) it is noted 
that the threshold of 4-9 
units differs to the 
TWBC threshold of 6-9. 
The NP should ensure 
there is a local 
evidence to support this 
policy approach 
 
Uncertainty whether the 
developer can be 
required to pay the 
financial contribution 
upon commencement 
of development 

Page 31 Policy H6 
Affordable Housing (c) 

A discount of 50% on the 
price of first homes can be 
applied, however there is 
currently work ongoing 
regarding this and initial 
conversations indicate that 
40% and higher may start to 
impact on the viability of 
schemes so this may not be 
possible and impact on the 
delivery of new dwellings.  

Comprehensive 
evidence is needed to 
support this policy 
approach including 
viability impacts.  

H6 – Local connection  
(criteria I to iv) 

Criteria for local connection.  
 
Inspectors’ Reports for other 
NPs being examined recently 
in the borough (for example 
both Lamberhurst, and 
Goudhurst) conclude that a 
specific, parish based, local 

This is part of the 
councils allocations 
policy and is not within 
the remit of planning to 
include. Suggest 
removal of this part of 
the policy. 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

connection allocation policy 
does not fall within the 
definition of a policy for the 
use and development of land, 
but is rather proposing a 
housing allocation policy. 
 

H7 – Rural exception 
sites  

Specificity of the policy  The supporting 
paragraphs indicate 
that these sites should 
be small but this isn’t 
set out in the policy. 
What is meant by small 
proportion?  

H8 Housing for rural 
workers 

Significant lower test to pass 
that the Submission Local 
Plan equivalent policy.  
 
 
 
  

Advise to tighten policy 
criteria (a) and (c) as 
the justification for the 
dwelling should be an 
essential need for a 
particular agricultural 
enterprise.  
 
(a) ‘reasonably be 

located within or 
close to any 
existing settlement’ 
could perhaps 
reflect the need for 
the dwelling for that 
particular 
agricultural 
enterprise, being 
within it or within 
the immediate area, 
rather than 
generally not close 
to an existing 
settlement. 

 
(a) proposed rewording: 
 
A proven need to 
accommodate outside 
the LBD workers 
essential for the proper 
functioning of the rural 
enterprise, including 
agricultural, forestry, 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

equestrian or similar 
land-based enterprises 
who could not 
reasonably be located 
within or close to any 
existing settlement 
 
(c) could probably say 
‘persons employed by 
the agricultural 
enterprise for which the 
dwelling is essentially 
required’ 
 
(c) unclear about the 
implications related to  
‘last employed,  Could 
this include some one 
who no longer works on 
the agricultural holding 
(and is working in a 
different employment 
type) can still live there 
indefinitely?   
 
Final paragraph on the 
removal of agricultural 
occupancy conditions, 
note that there is no 
policy that includes this 
in the TWBC SLP 
(although it is 
mentioned in the 
supporting text at para 
6.373 as something 
that will not be 
supported).  
 
It may be more 
appropriate for this para 
to be included in the 
supporting text.  

Page 34 Policy H9 
Residential extensions, 
alterations, outbuildings 
and annexes in the 
parish and replacement 

 policy refers to 
residential extensions 
etc and replacement 
buildings 
 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

buildings outside the 
LBD 

Clarity required: the 
supporting text does 
not refer to replacement 
buildings outside the 
LBD 

H10 Developer 
Contributions 

Reads more like an 
objective/direction rather than 
a policy.   

Suggest its removal.  

Page 36 H11 Site 
specific policies for site 
AL/BM2 

Site allocations are outside 
the scope of this NDP, as this 
was not scoped into the remit 
of the plan at the time when 
B&MPC requested their SEA 
screening. Therefore, the NP 
cannot now be including site 
specific policies. In addition, 
there is no SA/SEA to 
support the NDP in this 
regard. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, 
there is also some concern 
as to whether the proposed 
policy elements have been 
viability tested and what their 
impact could be on 
development.  
However, it is suggested that 
some of the elements 
identified within the proposed 
policy could be included 
within a generic design policy 
which could equally apply to 
any other windfall 
development which may 
come forward within the 
parish, subject to wording 
amendments which refer to 
‘subject to viability’ . 

Policy should be 
amended to apply as a 
generic design policy 
and include references  
to subject to viability, or 
for the policy to be 
deleted.  

Page 39 Policy H12 
Good practice in 
construction 

TWBC question the 
enforceability/reasonableness 
of  this policy  – it doesn’t 
really fall under the planning 
remit. 
 

Consider this may be 
better dealt with as an 
advisory paragraph 
rather than a policy? 

Page 40 onwards 
Design Policies 

There appears to be no 
mention of impact on 
residential amenity in 

Add impact on 
residential amenity: 
may require additional 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

relation to housing/residential 
extensions etc. (only later 
under BE2(b) for non- 
residential uses) 

policy; or may be an 
opportunity to include 
within Policy D4. If so, 
the title of Policy D4 
would need to be 
amended 

Page 41 Policy D2 Local 
architectural style 

The policy does not refer to 
the consideration of siting, 
layout, density which are 
also key considerations in 
architectural style.  

The policy would 
benefit from the 
inclusion of additional 
aspects such as, also 
respecting – siting, 
layout, density 

D3 Agricultural and rural 
buildings  

The first part of the policy 
would be a planning 
applications requirement, 
where it is considered 
development. So unclear as 
to what this policy adds. The 
second part of the policy 
relating to landscape could 
apply to any development in 
the parish, not just 
agricultural buildings.  

Remove first part of the 
policy and include 
second part of the 
policy in a design 
policy.  

D4 Accessibility and 
flexibility  

Residential alternations and 
extensions will not be subject 
to Part M4 of the Building 
Regulations.  
 
Lifetime homes standards are 
replaced by the optional 
building regulations 
standards M4 (2).  

Amend policy in respect 
of extensions and 
alterations being 
subject to M4 
standards.  
 
Lifetime homes 
standards are replaced 
by the optional building 
regulations standards 
M4 (2) and therefore 
references to the 
standard should be 
removed, including  
those in supporting text. 

Page 45 Policy D7 
Flood risk management 

The policy is broadly 
consistent with the approach 
in the TWBC SLP 
 

criteria (b) could be 
reworded  for clarity 
 
Advise that Policy 
EN25 Flood Risk in 
SLP is looked at for 
guidance to wording 

Page 46 Para 6.75 The Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment Level 1 & Level 
2 in July 2019 was carried out 

Note: SFRA was not 
carried out in July 2019 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

for the Borough Council by 
specialist consultants 

but was rather 
published then  

Page 47 D8 Surface 
water management 

Policy is similar in scope to 
the Local Plan policy EN26 
Sustainable Drainage 

n/a  

Page 49 Policy D9 Utility 
infrastructure 

This policy could be 
strengthened so ensure it 
seeks infrastructure 
necessary to make 
development acceptable 

Add additional wording 
to this policy to ensure 
it seeks infrastructure 
necessary to make 
development 
acceptable 

Business & Employment Note that the business and 
employment objectives  are 
broadly consistent with those 
of TWBC SLP 

n/a 

Page 51 BE2 Additional 
employment 

would  be better termed ‘new 
employment’ 

Proposed change to 
policy title 

Page 54 BE5 Small-
scale tourism 

Should say ‘subject to 
compliance with other 
Neighbourhood Plan policies’. 
So as to be consistent with 
wording of other policies. 

Add ‘Neighbourhood 
Plan’, for consistency 

Page 54 BE6 Energy 
efficiency in non-
residential buildings  

The requirements to achieve 
the BREEAM rating in the 
range Very Good to Excellent 
Standard for energy 
efficiency; and providing e-
charging points in staff and 
visitor car parks have not 
been viability tested.  
However, viability testing for 
the addition of EV charge 
points in visitor/staff car parks 
is highly unlikely to be 
necessary. The chargers are 
cheap to install (even for 
smaller developers) and the 
policy does not prescribe how 
many. The TWBC DM 
process would pick up on this 
anyway 
 
 
 

Achieving the BREEAM 
ratings is going beyond 
what the TWBC SLP 
policy requires by 
enforcing this on all 
development (TWBC 
SLP policy only applies 
to larger 
developments). 
BREEAM Excellent is 
very taxing and difficult 
for small developers. 
There is no viability 
assessment included in 
the evidence base to 
support this policy. 
 
It is advised that a 
better approach would 
be to add the following 
sentence onto the end 
of (a) as follows: 
 
a. Achieving the 
BREEAM rating in the 
range Very Good to 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

Excellent for energy 
efficiency or an 
equivalent standard 
appropriate to 
development size; and 
… (onto b) 
 
This would open the 
concept up for 
negotiation but 
hopefully without 
reducing ambition. 
 
Also, revise initial  
policy wording, to 
include subject to 
viability and remove 
‘must be demonstrably 
designed’ to ‘strongly 
encouraged to’.  

Page 56 Policy LE1 
Conserving and 
enhancing the AONB 

Policy LE1 appears to 
suggest that all development 
must satisfy all objectives 
which is unlikely to ever 
happen and indeed some 
otherwise acceptable 
development may by its very 
nature be unable to satisfy 
any.  
It is unclear what ‘satisfy’ 
means and many of the 
objectives are complex with 
indicative indicators of 
success.   

In the supporting text it 
does quote the TWBC  
SLP policy EN19  – “it 
should be 
demonstrated that the 
proposal will make a 
positive contribution 
towards achieving the 
objectives” which is 
more appropriate 
wording and should 
perhaps be followed. 
 

Page 61 LE5 - Local 
Green Spaces 

It is noted that TWBC 
propose 8 sites in Brenchley 
and Matfield as Local Green 
Space, all of which are also 
proposed in the NDP. 
However, the NDP also 
proposes 8 additional Local 
Green Space sites (all of 
which have not been 
submitted to and/or assessed 
by TWBC in its own 
assessments). These sites 
(proposed within the NDP, 
not assessed by TWBC) are: 

No change proposed 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

LGS4, LGS6, LGS7, LGS9, 
LGS11, LGS12, LGS14, and 
LGS16. 

LE8 Dark skies  The policy refers to ‘All 
development’ but some 
development may not result 
changes which impact on 
dark skies.  
 
Criterion A appears to be 
starting sentence with points 
b-e following underneath.  

Amend wording to have 
regard to qualifying 
development and 
amend policy formatting 
structure between 
points a-e.  

Page 70 Policy AM2 A 
non-motorised route 
between Brenchley and 
Matfield 

This appears to be an idea 
which is currently being 
explored (it is mentioned that 
permission from landowners 
along the route is required). It 
needs to be more 
concrete/certain before 
asking for developer 
contributions in a policy. In 
addition, how will such 
contributions be sought? 
 
 

Proposal needs to be 
more concrete/certain 
before asking for 
developer contributions 
in a policy.  
 
Additionally, how will 
such contributions be 
sought? 
 
Delivery of route needs 
more certainty which if 
established should 
have stronger policy 
wording and developer 
contributions sought by 
S106, with a known 
costing for this 

Page 71 AM3 
Enhancing the local 
highway network 

 would suggest that 
highway ‘safety’ needs 
to be included 
somewhere in the 
policy wording 
 

Page 74 Figure 32: 
Table of TWBC PSLP 
minimum parking 
standards 

The standards in Figure 32 
(to reflect TWBC’s SLP) are 
incorrect. There are two “1 
bed house” rows, and the 4 
bed flat standard should be 2, 
with 4 bed house 2.5 (which 
is missing from the table). 

Corrections needed to 
Figure 32: ref TWBC 
SLP Policy TP3  
 
Parking standards in 
SLP (not PSLP) 

Page 75 Policy CLR1 
Education, health and 
care services 

 Recommend that this 
says  these will be 
supported, rather than 
permitted 



Policy 
Number/Para/Page 

TWBC Comment1 Proposed change (if 
relevant) 

Community, Leisure & 
Recreation 

Note the  Community, Leisure 
& Recreation objectives are 
broadly consistent with those 
in the SLP 

n/a 

Page 76 CLR2 Sports 
and leisure 

Welcome the reference to 
particular priority to be given 
to facilities for children,  
teenagers and older residents 
as this picks up findings of 
the Open Space Study. 

No change 

Page 76 Policy CLR3 
Natural and amenity 
greenspaces, play areas 
and playground facilities 
and subsequent 
paragraphs 

Policy CLR3 refers to Fields 
in Trust guidelines 
 
The Parish have made 
comments at both the Reg 18 
and Reg 19 stage of the 
TWBC Local Plan on the 
issue of the Fields in Trust 
guidelines and that TWBC 
are not applying them.   
TWBC have justified this and 
used their own guidelines 
taken from the Open Space 
Study  

The NP is setting 
different standards to 
those included in the 
TWBC SLP. The Open 
Space Study (OSS)4 
(TWBC SLP evidence 
base) at paragraph 
6.5.1 refers to the 
Fields in Trust guidance 
and the OSS 
recommendation for 
using a different 
approach.   

Page 76 CLR3 Natural 
and amenity 
greenspaces, play areas 
and playground facilities 

 Reference to Fields in 
Trust guidelines: see 
above for approach 
taken in the TWBC SLP 

Page 78 Policy CLR4 
Facilities for young 
people and teenagers 

 Recommends it says 
should consider rather 
than must consider 

Page 88 Para 9.10  When adopted the new Local 
Plan will supersede the 
‘saved’ policies of the Local 
Plan (1998)  

This should read Local 
Plan 2006 

Page 92 Figure 37: 
AONB Routeways 

High Weald AOBK map of 
Ancient Routeways 

Should read AONB 

 

 

 

 

 
4 Link to the TWBC Open Space Study June 2018 
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/343790/7312851EC5D25144E0531401A8C03897_
The_Open_Space_Study.pdf 
 



 

 


