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21/03299/REM | Submission of Reserved Matters (Appearance, Landscaping, Layout, Scale) 
pursuant to Condition 1 of Outline Permission for 16/502860/OUT - erection of up to 180 dwellings 
(including up to 35% affordable housing) and associated car parking, cycle parking, internal roads, 
landscaping, open space, drainage, earthworks and associated ancillary development. Details 
pursuant to Outline Planning Conditions 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 19, 20, 22, 27, 28, 29, 30, 36, 37, 38, 
39 and 41 are also included as part of the submission | Land At Brick Kiln Farm High Street 
Cranbrook Kent  
 

Marie 

I have already given a number of provisional comments and some comments on matters of detail for 

this application and these have been discussed at pre app and post application meetings. The 

submission is for reserved matters and a number of conditions.  These comments are principally 

concerned with the following conditions: 

8) CEMP (some elements within this) 

10) & 11)  Ground Levels and earthworks 

12) Hard and soft Landscaping 

17) Biodiversity Mitigation 

20) & 21) Road path and Cycle route layouts 

27) External lighting 

28) Storage and screening of refuse 

30) Surface water drainage 

I have also noted 40) Archaeological and historic landscape interpretation which is a pre 

commencement condition as well as 1), 4) and 5) as these relate to the reserved matters 

Detailed comments on the boundary treatments (condition 29) were provided at the end of 

November I and am aware that the applicant is responding to these and we have had some further 

discussions and I have not repeated those comments and discussions here. 

1. My General comments in October were: 

• Reduction in areas of green space/conflict with developable area in policy/outline 
approval 

• The scheme appears to be too close to boundary vegetation shared with Turnden to the 
south west and Cornford Oast to the north east. 

• Impact on ancient woodland – development within 15m 

• Connections to Turnden – I note the middle connection is now shown but the design is 
questionable as a green route and the reinstated historic route way Turnden Lane 
remains a driveway rather than a green way. 

• Concerns over design and layout of several areas but most strongly the southern parcel 

• I note the Biodiversity Net Gain calculation – I have some concerns with this and need to 
have a copy of the excel spread sheet to review it more fully 

 

I shall cover these as I review the various documents that support the application. 
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Design and Access statement 

2. The approach to the development by the applicant is encapsulated in the statement on page 
6 “a stronger landscape led layout which adheres to the site parameters”.  Whilst supporting 
this approach the applicant was advised that a great deal of time and effort had been spent 
on firstly the allocation (now in the submitted Local Plan) which set the developable areas 
and policy for the site and secondly the aborted reserved matters application by another 
developer to the point that officers supported the scheme.  Consequently any deviation 
from those parameters and approach would need to be fully justified and result in an 
equivalent or improved quality of outcome. In particular any deviation from adopted or the 
emerging policy would need to be fully justified. 
 

3. The previous reserved matters application is critiqued on page 10 and 11. Whilst some 
comments are accepted I do not fully agree with the criticism of the Tanners Lane area 
which has a strong green element or the development of the south east corner where the 
suggestion is that  “hard standing is too dominant” as this was a deliberate device to create 
a more courtyard effect. 
 

4. A key change illustrated on page 11, taking large new dwelling blocks away form a steep 
slope, widening and greening the main access route and opening a view through the site, is a 
positive change. However it should be noted that the view will in part be curtailed by the 
woodland planting and this has resulted in a significant knock-on negative effect in that it 
has reduced the area of proposed new woodland within the site. The reason that this is 
significant is that the new woodland planting was a key element of the landscape restoration 
contributing to the conservation and enhancement of the AONB. The proposed new 
woodland broadly followed the woodland boundary (lost in the 1940’s or 50’s) that is on the 
1st Edition OS mapping.  The illustrative views on page 12 (1 and 2) are inaccurate as they 
indicate no woodland planting but instead an open view down the valley. The woodland 
planting had other benefits in that it helped to break up and layer the site in views from the 
ridge to the east and contributed to BNG. It is therefore important that the woodland as a 
feature is retained and that its extent is as close as possible to that indicated by the historic 
mapping.  
 

5. It seems a further knock on effect of altering the layout of the development adjacent to the 
Turnden site (Units 130 to 160) is that Tanners Lane has become significantly more 
urbanised with the first part effectively a shared drive with around 10 dwellings on both 
sides – a green lane it is not. Again this aspect of the proposal is important as it represented 
another restoration of an historic landscape feature of the AONB.  

 

6. These key changes in the location and extent of green space/built development between the 
approved outline scheme and this application are shown on page 76 as an overlay. Various 
shifts in the boundary are noted and many of these do not overall have a significant effect 
but those related to the area of woodland and Tanners Lane noted above are significant and 
are clearly illustrated by this overlay and comparative provision of Open Space diagrams on 
page 62. 

 

7. In the same area there is a proposed footpath connection to Turnden adjacent to Unit 149 
which is awkward and lacks legibility. This connection is important - it was asked for by and 
agreed with the Parish at a meeting with representatives from Brick Kiln Farm, Turnden and 
the Council. In general there does also seem to be a squeezing of the space between the 
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boundary vegetation and the development.  A detail plan is needed to see if this is indeed 
workable/acceptable. 

 

8. Concerns over the strength of this boundary have been raised by both the AONB Unit and 
Natural England as a general point but in particular they are concerned that should the 
appeal scheme for Turnden be refused the development will not have an appropriate 
boundary. This point is discussed further below. 

 

9. Changes to the layout north of the access road are generally welcome.  There is better 
overlooking of public spaces and an improved relationship with neighbouring properties. 
Care is needed with the design and alignment of pedestrian/cycleways to ensure that the 
existing PROW is respected and that desire lines for movement are anticipated. Again 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. 

 

10. Units 110 to 107 originally conceived as a reference to farmstead typology and forms is no 
longer a successful grouping in these terms and is now more about the forms rather than 
any relationship to each other or the landscape.   

 

11. The South east corner, the Crane Valley Area (units 108 to 118) has always been the most 
challenging with strong objections from Natural England to any development here at all. The 
critique did highlight some weaknesses in the previous reserved matters but I think also 
misunderstood the design intent and the importance of the layout in creating a routeway 
through this part of the site connecting residents with the wider landscape and now 
potentially development at Turnden. 

 

12. Whilst the revised scheme creates a better relationship to the open space to the west the 
result is a very poor internal arrangement of houses facing rear gardens with an absence of a 
coherent character along the routeway. There is no local precedent for this arrangement 
and it is not inviting as a pedestrian routeway and the connection to the south is weak. It 
may be that elements of both schemes would work better but at present this is not a 
successful arrangement and does not appear to accord with the High Weald design guide. 

 

13. I will leave the Conservation and urban design officer to comment on the details of the 
character areas but just note a few points: 

 

Tanners Lane  

14. The layout of path/drives does not work well in this section (units 154 to 160) where there 
are lots of awkward junctions between driveways and path. The section between Unit 
154/155 and 174, the gateway into the site, has three different materials laid side by side 
creating a wide expanse of hard materials.  It is not clear how drivers and pedestrians or 
cyclists will respond to this. The concept is further undermined by the planting of a multiple 
varieties of small ornamental as opposed to native trees. 
 
Brick Kiln Farm 
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15. The outward appearance is generally attractive, especially section EE but this does not 
accurately represent the plan. Section DD is also not accurate but does illustrate a lack of 
integrity with the farmstead typology.   The internal layout is a concern as outlined above.  
 
Crane Valley 

16. The Section FF is not accurate with the plan and the block paving here further reinforces the 
estate like road. 

 

Lighting Design Notes 

17. The scheme presented is very much a concept or preliminary proposal that is subject o 
further considerations such as location of trees and other services. As such a further 
condition will be needed to ensure that full details are provided.  In addition it has adopted 
standard lighting classes P4 and P5 for the design based simply on spine road and side roads. 
There appears to be no understanding of the overall hierarchy of routeways or a clear 
strategy for the lighting.  The principal concerns here are that lighting should in this edge of 
settlement location in the AONB, be minimised and avoid harm to sensitive habitats but 
does also need to take account of lighting in the existing settlement existing/highway 
network, and the objective of providing safe and welcoming routes for walking and cycling. 
KCC do not require street lighting but if it is to be offered as part of an adoptable scheme it 
will need to meet adoptable standards. These matters all need to be resolved before the 
condition can be discharged. 
 

18. The luminaires for the columns are in general acceptable but they should be specified to 
conform with Policy EN8 in the Submission Local Plan i.e. a warm light less than 3000 kelvin 
where close to green spaces. The same goes for the bollards but I note that the model 
selected is promoted as an inner city solution – perhaps a simpler design should be 
selected? 

 

19. I cannot read the lighting layout drawings as the file size is to large and so cannot comment 
on the locations of individual lights but as the scheme is theoretical at the moment this may 
not be a useful exercise. I would expect in any future layout to see lighting in sensitive areas 
fitted with baffles and cut offs to minimise light spill and glare. 

 

Ancient Woodland 

20. I note the Response to Consultations comments and am broadly satisfied with the 
explanation/reasoning given subject to the comments of the Tree Officer. I am however 
concerned about the boundary treatment for units 108 to 113 (post and rail fence with stock 
wire and native hedge) as it is on the exact alignment of the 15m buffer and may or may not 
be within the residential curtilage of those properties. Firstly it must be clear that any hedge 
is outside the residential curtilage and secondly the maintenance of the fence should be the 
responsibility of the management company not the residents. 

 

Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Scheme 

21. This provides a good overview of habitats and species associated with the site and sets out 
how they are to be protected and enhanced. 
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22. With regards ancient woodland there is some measures set out at 3.2.1 to protect the 
woodland form chemical spillage during construction but as the site will involve significant 
earthworks and as the woodland is at the bottom of the slope there is a significant risk of 
general surface water run-off containing silt and chemicals ending up in the 
woodland/watercourse during periods of heavy rain and storm events.  Measures should be 
put in place to prevent this and may include temporary bunds or ditches, temporary filters 
such as hay bales on outlets and management practices for stored soils (see also notes 
below on soils). 
 

23. 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. 

 

24. 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. 

 

25. 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? 

 

26. The proposed measure for connectivity are welcomed although it is recognised that the hop 
overs will take many years to be effective. One hop over may be created more quickly 
between the new areas of woodland which are only bisected by a pedestrian pathway by the 
planting of EHS trees either side. The wildlife underpasses are on this site 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. 

 

27. Elder is mentioned as a species for the new hedgerows but has not been included in the 
planting schedule. 

 

28. For the location of bird and bat boxes on building, (10 of each) we are referred to plan 
4149/BMES. Hopefully this also specifies the type but at present I cannot find this plan. The 
number should be increased to provide around 1 box for every 10 dwellings.  

  

29. This report also contains a management section – this should be deleted and any 
management recommendations needed moved to the Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan and this document can refer to that.  I do note that the ancient woodland 
management is more detailed but also that it suggests that 20% non-native plants is 
acceptable. It is not clear whether this relates to woody plants or herbs but in either case 
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the objective should be to remove all non-natives apart for any specimen forest trees which 
can be removed over time. 

 

30. 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. 

 

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 

31. The document refers to “landscape proposals plans” Appendix A but this is not attached.  I 
assume it is referring the “Landscape Plan” ref:  10094-FPCR-XX-XX-DR-L-0008.  The 
document reproduces condition 41 which sets out the requirements of the LEMP.  However 
the LEMP is also defined in the s106 agreement and this includes not only content but a 
LEMP Plan. The areas indicated to be covered by the LEMP in the LEMP Plan are based on 
the approved parameter plan and as these paraments have changed with this application 
then the LEMP Plan will also have to change.  In any event the LEMP must identify clearly the 
areas to which the LEMP applies through refence to a plan in a legal agreement and refer to 
other plans for matters of detail.   

 

32. The statement does not initially appear to address the key element required for each habitat 
type but does do so further on. There is for some important habitats a lack of description 
about the exiting plant community – reference to site surveys would assist and these can if 
necessary be attached as an appendix.  This is particularly important for the northern 
grassland and the ancient woodland.  

 

33. For the northern meadow there may be constraints that affect management such as 
recreational pressure and soil condition/type which should be explained and the objective 
should have  a clear intention in terms of habitat classification to be achieved and 
maintained in reference to UK Habs. 

 

34. I have some concerns over the proposed management for the ancient woodland. The 
Woodland management is described in 5.12 which proposes a 15 year coppice cycle for 
whole woodland as if it were a uniform resource without variation which it is not.  There are 
a number of trees and areas unsuitable for coppicing and it some cases it is totally 
inappropriate for ghyll stream woodland. The management should be based on a more 
detailed survey and more refined management proposals prepared by a suitable 
professional in consultation with the tree officer.    

 

35. I also note that the native woodland planting whilst being retained without public access 
primarily for wildlife appears to have an over prescriptive management regime and allows 
for the use of chemical controls as if it were a forestry plot rather than a wildlife haven. A 
more flexible approach is needed to ensure that this small woodland reaches its full 
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potential with perhaps less intervention rather than more.  Although monitoring may 
identify the need for the introduction of ground flora in later years.   

 

36. Two key elements need some revision, monitoring and community engagement.  The 
monitoring by an ecologist should be at year 1, 3 and 5 and thereafter every 5 years. The 
monitoring should review all habitats against the management plan and advise any 
adjustments that are required.  It should include a review of habitats against targets in the 
BNG report. The monitoring report and any suggested amendment should be submitted to 
the Council for approval. There should be a monitoring programme for key species e.g. 
reptiles, bats dormice, over several years. 

 

37. The community engagement part is rather general and is not specific enough in terms of a 
number of day/event for engagement with new residents or what might be provided to new 
residents. I would suggest: 

 

• Two events for residents each year for three years post 50% occupation comprising 
demonstrations/talks/walks such as bat walks, dormouse surveys, plant identification, 
hedge laying 

• Thereafter as a minimum, an annual day for volunteering with hedge cutting/invasive 
species control/pond clearing etc. and an annual event for the community orchard 

• All such events should be lead by a suitable expert in community engagement such as 
Kent Wildlife Trust, Kent High Weald Partnership or other organisation approved by the 
Council. 

 

Landscape Plan 

38. The overall strategy appears sound although some internal areas are lacking in street tree 
planting and the area of woodland restoration, as noted above has been reduced. 
 
Detailed Planting Plans 

39. Schedule not entirely consistent with labels so have assumed schedules correct and have 
made the following suggestions to plant selections/mixes: 

• Suggest Tilia x europea is the selected form ‘Pallida’ 

• Replace Prunus domestica with prunus spinosa where it is one or the other. Only use 
Prunus domestica and. add malus sylvestris at 1 per 20m 

• Add 5% Sambucus nigra to woodland mix reducing Quercus to 10% 

• Add 3no EHS specimens to woodland mix – Oak, 

• Add 10% Sambucus nigra to woodland edge mix reducing Rosa canina to 5% 

• Wall shrubs – delete Fagus sylvatica and replace with Euonymus fortunei “Emerald n’ 
Gold” 

• Mixed Hedge – Hornbeam and Beech – I am not sure that the Beech will do well on this 
soil, especially on the lower ground and would suggest that it is omitted or greatly 
reduced in number. If some further variety was required it could supplemented with the 
occasional holly or native privet. 

• Replace all Prunus padus (not indigenous to the area) with Prunus avium (Plena). 
 

40. On Plot trees – These are acceptable on occasion but are in general very small and bigger 
growing native trees could be planted in some locations.  There are also times when they 
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appear random and undermine the landscape structure e.g. 154 to 156 where ornamental 
varieties of Amelanchier, Malus and Corylus are all used in a one short section. In this 
location these trees should be replaced by 1no Oak close to the boundary hedge and 3no 
Acer campestre ‘Street wise’ and I no Betula pendula. 
 

41. A similar approach is needed for trees in these locations where Birch, hawthorn and selected 
forms of native trees such as Sorbus aucuparia ‘Sheerwater Seedling’, Acer campestre 
‘Street Wise’ and Carpinus betulus ‘Frans Fontane’ could be used: 

• in front of units 39 to 56 

• for 3 Corylus colurna rear of 177/178 

• trees in parking court 132 to 141 

• Front of units 63 to 67 
 

42. There are also some odds bits of left of green spaces that could accommodate a tree such as 
Birch or Field maple or hawthorn. e.g. : 

• Between 175 and 179 

• Front of unit 7 and 12 

• Between 129 and 60 

• East of 164 

• Between 86 and 72 

• Plot 83 

• Front of 108 

• Front of 41 to 44 
 

43. Recognising that they will be at risk from future owners but that some may survive some 
small trees such as Birch and Hornbeam should be planted in a few rear gardens. 

 

Natural Play Strategy 

44. The plans for this are very indicative.  Locations for Public Art and items of natural play 
appear suitable but the value of Tanners Lane as a Natural play route is, taking note of the 
comments above on layout, questionable. It would be useful to have some further indication 
of what both the natural Play and public art (which in places might be one and the same) will 
include in terms of number of items/size/value/experience.  For the public art it would be 
useful to know if the applicant would follow the Councils advice note on procurement and 
whether Public art would include performance or ephemeral pieces. 
 

45. In any event it seems that a further condition would be required. 
 

Street furniture strategy 

46. As with the natural play and public art the plan is indicative and further details will be 
needed of the elements of seating and interpretation proposed. Locations suggested are 
acceptable but would like to see further interpretation panels for: 

• The orchard 

• The retained grassland to the north 

• There should also be some further seating in the grassland to the north. 
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Drainage Strategy 

47. The drainage strategy appears to be compatible with the landscape objectives in that I 
cannot see any immediate conflict with proposed street trees or conflicts with retained 
vegetation.  However I d note that there is a double pipe run, manhole and outlet within the 
proposed woodland. Presumably this will have some effect on the proposed planting – 
please advise if there are any restrictions to the woodland planting as a result of this and/or 
whether these runs and manhole can be moved. 

 

Boundary treatment Plan 

48. It is very difficult to follow this plan as colours are overlaid with vegetation and not also ways 
clear.  Is it possible to have a simplified plan? Also as mentioned previously the details of 
these treatments is also important and an overarching strategy plan with  smaller scale 
drawings would be helpful. 

 

Levels Strategy & Earthworks Strategy and Sections 

49. These plans are difficult read and difficult for our computers to handle but whilst on the 
whole the levels changes appear reasonable and not unexpected 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 boundary changes and any changes within the ancient woodland 
buffer zone be clarified? 
 
Pond Sections 

50. It is not clear whether the water level shown is at times of flooding or permanent – can both 
levels please be indicated. 

 

Natural England and AONB Unit Comments 

51. I note the comments of Natural England and the AONB Unit with regards the outstanding 
appeal at Turnden.  They have expressed concern that the scheme has been designed on the 
assumption that Turnden will be built so that should the appeal fail then the connection 
shown would not be needed and the boundary, as a permanent edge of settlement would 
need to be strengthened. They also suggest that this means that this application should not 
be determined until the outcome of the appeal is known. 
 

52. These concerns are unfounded/misplaced on a number of counts.  Firstly the scheme can be 
designed and implemented in a manner such that any connections to Turnden remain 
indicative until such time if ever, Turnden is developed. It is important to note that Brick Kiln 
Farm is an allocated site, with outline consent both approved in the absence of a proposed 
development at Turnden and were therefore considered and layouts agreed on the basis of 
no development at Turnden.  The application can therefore proceed on that basis.  It is also 
not necessary that developments should be completely screened.  

 

53. However as Turnden is now a proposed allocation it is right that the scheme is future 
proofed. As noted above this does not mean that connections have to be made now just 
that they are capable of being made in the future if necessary. 
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54. It is also worth noting that the outcome of the appeal is unlikely to have anything to say on 
the permanence or not of the edge of settlement in this location. If the application at 
Turnden is refused by the SoS this does not preclude the site going on to be allocated in the 
Local Plan and nor does it prevent further alternative applications coming forward that 
would fall to be considered on their own merits. 

 

55. I have noted above that the boundary between Brick Kiln and Turnden appears to be 
squeezed by these revised proposals and have suggested that further details are sought to 
ensure that the boundary vegetation is retained, properly protected and given space to 
flourish. It is then important that these concerns are addressed within the application but I 
cannot see a reason why the application cannot be determined at this time. 

 

END 


