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pursuant to Condition 1 of Outline Permission for 16/502860/OUT - erection of up to 180 dwellings 
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Marie 

I have reviewed the additional information that has been uploaded with the dates 11 and 14 

February 2022.  I note that the applicant has included a response to consultation comments 

statement which is very comprehensive and includes a response to my detailed comments 

26/01/2022. The response is on the whole positive in that the applicant has sought to address points 

raised or in some cases withdrawn certain elements for further consideration. 

Design and Access statement 

1. The applicant has responded to comments on design and layout and provided an addendum 
to the DAS. This sets out how the applicant has responded to criticisms and in general these 
changes are welcomed as a significant improvement.  Comments below relate only to those 
matters that I believe would benefit from further comment or attention. 
 

2. It remains that the extent of new woodland is slightly reduced from the previous REM 
application and this is in part a consequence to development moving further east but it is 
also a result of the alternative design approach of retaining a view corridor.  The woodland 
planting has also been strengthened internally.  On balance I accept the overall provision 
and location of the proposed woodland planting. 
 

3. The Improvements to Turnden Lane are welcomed and accepted.  We did however discuss 
the northern end of this route to the front of units 35 to 39 where it is an existing PROW. 
The PROW here is separated from the driveways by a narrow hedge line. This is illustrated 
on a new drawing 10094-FPCR-XX-XX-DR-L-0026 P02 PROW WC 95 Detail Plan. The hedge 

line is a critical feature here but although this is a new plan it does not provide the level of 

detail necessary to be certain that this feature can be achieved. Dimensions are given for 
shared cycleway/footway and for the driveway but none is given for the hedgerow or perhaps 

more importantly the size of the space into which it will be planted. Also some kind of set 
back is needed as hedges grow and a seasons growth can be 0.5m or more such that it will, 

if hard up against paths and drives interfere with use. A would suggest a section through the 

hedge would be useful. 
 

4. Although not on this plan trees have been added as requested. I note that the hedgerow 

stops abruptly outside unit 35 where it should be extended up to the application boundary. It 

could also be extended to the east in front of Units 40 and 41. Whilst the Escallonia proposed 
as the single species hedge is not unrealistic it appears a little odd with the rest of the more 

naturalistic planting character and could function more effectively as an ecological corridor if 

planted with native material. A mixed native hedge (non prickly) would be preferred. 
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5. Previous comment – “In general there does also seem to be a squeezing of the space 
between the boundary vegetation and the development.  A detail plan is needed to see if this 
is indeed workable/acceptable” and “there are some potential pinch points with boundary 
vegetation which need to be checked in reference to detail drawings e.g. unit 63 and 71 and 
Unit 51-56”. This does not appear to have been addressed. 
 

6. Concerns over the “farmstead” and the “Crane Valley” character area have been addressed.  
 

7. I have noted a concern with regards connectivity and refer to the Connectivity Diagram. This 
shows a “Potential Connection” to the east just past the proposed pumping station. This 
represents the location of an existing informal path and this should be retained  and 
positively provide for with a bound gravel surface. 
 
 
Lighting Design Notes 

8. Submissions in relation to lighting have been withdrawn 
 
Ancient Woodland 

9. I note the change to increase the buffer to 16m so that all construction is outside the 15m 
buffer zone.  This is welcomed and accepted. 

 

Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Scheme 

10. Previous comments - “Wildflower grassland is to be created over areas of disturbed land and 
with site won soils that may contain high levels of nutrients and other additives which may 
restrict or prevent establishment of a wildflower rich meadow.  Soils should be tested and 
remediation carried out prior to sowing e.g. cropping to remove nitrogen” – this refers to 
section 3.2.7 and has not been addressed. There is a note in the Construction Method 
Statement (CMS) at 1.5.2 which states “Depending on the source of the material further 
chemical testing may be required by the planning authorities”.  This seems more aligned 
more toxic contaminants and is a bit vague.  I would suggest that something is put in the 
Enhancement plan or the CMS to say that “soils to be used in grassland areas will be tested 
for nutrients and other additives and a scheme of remediation agreed with the LPA before 
spreading and/or cultivation occurs”. 

 

11. Previous comments -“The proposals with regards amphibians deal only with GCN and not all 
amphibians. Some provision should be made to ensure that amphibians likely to be affected 
or harmed are dispersed before construction and excluded from areas to which they might be 
attracted during construction.  The proposal for GCN is either the standard approach of 
trapping and exclusion fencing or a DLL. If the applicant wishes to use a DLL scheme the 
signed agreement must be provided with the application. However as noted above the 
Council will still require an on site scheme of avoidance, mitigation and enhancement in line 
with its general duty for biodiversity”.  It is suggested that the “methodology for the 
protection, mitigation and enhancement of the amphibians to be secured via an 
appropriately worded planning condition”. This is acceptable subject to confirmation of using 
the DLL scheme and receipt of the signed certificate from Natural England. 
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12. Previous comments – “It is not clear as to the extent of area to which the Habitat 
Manipulation Exercise and Destructive Search will be applied. This will help protect reptiles, 
amphibians and small mammals in areas of scrub, rough grass and other features within the 
site. Can this be added to a plan?” There is reference to drawing 4149/BMES2 at 3.3.15 
which shows only a small area subject to destructive search. This should be extended to 
cover areas where destructive search/habitat manipulation will be carried out. 

 

13. Previous comment - “The wildlife underpasses are on this site are just for small mammals, 
amphibians and invertebrates and need be no bigger than 200mm but will need to fit with 
surrounding levels and contours and drainage features”.  The report at 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 is still 
suggesting that the underpasses are designed to meet the standard requited by the DMRB 
for badgers. These measures are usually employed to accommodate existing badger runs. To 
be effective such underpasses need fencing to guide badgers to the underpass and they 
must be kept dry – badgers are averse to using wet or waterlogged tunnels – and they would 
need to be 600mm diameter concrete pipes. It seems unlikely that the badgers will be 
guided to use these unless the extent of fencing provided is considerable and meets the 
required specification. This would be a considerable additional undertaking and will not be 
able to prevent badgers reaching all roads. Furthermore, the risk to badgers on internal 
estate roads is rather limited and so the proposal is in my view unwarranted and likely to be 
undeliverable. As stated above small plastic pipes of say 200mm diam. is a helpful 
proposition as small mammals and amphibians by their nature are more likely it us it without 
guiding fencing and will not be perturbed by water logging which often occurs in such 
situations. These animals are also just as susceptible to injury by traffic on estate roads as 
they are on faster roads. 

 

14. Previous comments – “Elder is mentioned as a species for the new hedgerows but has not 
been included in the planting schedule”.  It is suggested that this has been left out on the 
basis of comments from the High Weald Unit – I am not aware of this and cannot find those 
comments. There would I believe be a concern if Elder was being planted in high numbers or 
a high percentage but it is an important food source for many small mammals and 
invertebrates and should be included in small numbers across the scheme. 

 

15. For enhancements we are referred to plan 4149/BMES.  This plan is acceptable save for the 
fact that it does not cover the woodland to the north east which is to be included within the 
management and enhancement proposals. 

 

16. It is not clear whether these comments has been addressed – “Absent is any mention of soils 
which are the key components of the habitats to be protected and created and so need 
careful consideration both in terms of handling and composition.  A method statement for 
soil handling and a programme of soil movements should be provided and periodically 
reviewed as part of a CEMP.  Soils to be used for habitat creation should be tested and where 
necessary corrected e.g. removing nutrients from areas proposed for wildflower meadows. 
Where soils are be spread for habitat creation underlying formations should be cultivated 
and graded to ensure that any sub surface impediments to drainage or rooting are 
removed”. 
 

17. The Construction Method Statement states at 1.5.2 that the applicant will provide a “A Soil 
Waste Management Plan will be developed in relation to the excavation and earth works”. 
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This should note or there should be a condition be applied that the plan will be approved 
prior to the commencement of any earthworks. The statement goes onto to say: 
 
“Hill will adhere to Soil Management Best Practice and will provide the following” which 

includes “a strict chain of evidence for any material recycled on site. We shall demonstrate 

where the material originated from and where it was subsequently placed. Depending on the 

source of the material further chemical testing may be required by the planning authorities”. 

18. This can make specific refence to testing for nutrients in areas proposed for wildflower 
meadows and an agreed scheme of remediation. 

 

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 

19. Submissions in relation to the LEMP have been withdrawn however I note that the proposed 
woodland planting is now to be fenced which is a positive element. 
 
Detailed Planting Plans 

20. Comments have for the most part been taken on board and plan amended. 
 

Natural Play Strategy 

21. The applicant has agreed to have a condition for this. 
 

Street furniture strategy 

22. The applicant has agreed to have a condition for this. 
 

Boundary treatment Plan 

23. These are now covered by two Plans; Boundary Treatment On-Plot and Boundary Treatment 
POS. These are acceptable save for the timber specification for the post and rail which 
should be locally sourced sawn oak and split chestnut rather than machined softwood and 
the stock wire should be properly specified as follows: 
 
High Tensile 800mm (Galfan Coated) HT8/80/15 
Eight Line Wires with Uprights 150mm Apart (Also Lamb Proof) 
Gauge Top And Bottom 3.00mm, Intermediates 2.5mm 
Horizontal Spacings Graduated From 75mm To 150mm Bottom To Top 

 

Levels Strategy & Earthworks Strategy and Sections 

34. Submissions in relation to proposed earthworks have been withdrawn 
 

35. It remains that there is a concern that some changes are on the boundary where there is 
existing vegetation that might be affected and it also appears that there will be some level 
change within the buffer zone for the ancient woodland. Could any changes on the site 
boundary and any changes within the ancient woodland buffer zone be clarified? 
 
Pond Sections 
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36. Previous comments – “It is not clear whether the water level shown is at times of flooding or 
permanent – can both levels please be indicated”. It is suggested that this is covered in a 
revised surface water drainage scheme but I cannot find any details relevant to this. 

 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

37. A comparative Biodiversity Net gain report has been provided but I am seeking clarification 
form the consultants on certain details and will comments further when I have received 
these. 

 

END 


