
CRANBROOK AND SISSINGHURST NEIGHBOURHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN (CSNDP) REG 16 CONSULTATION  

All submission docs on website: https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/planning/planning-

policy/neighbourhood-plans/cranbrook-and-sissinghurst 

Submission NDP: https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/429675/Cranbrook-

and-Sissinghurst-Submission-Neighbourhood-Plan-2022.pdf 

Consultation Portal: https://talkingpointtunbridgewells.uk.engagementhq.com/cranbrook-and-

sissinghurst-reg16-planning-consultations 

Regulation 16 runs from Monday 12 September 2022 to Monday 14 November 2022. 

CSNDP Reg 16  
Page no./Policy 

TWBC Officer Comments Reason for recommendation 

General 
comments on 
whole plan 

  

Front cover It may be beneficial having photos 
of the local area  

To give local context to those reading 
the Plan as well as giving a more 
localised feel. 
 

All policies It would be clearer to present 
policies within a box to separate 
policy criteria from any other text 
 

This will mark the differentiation 
between the policy itself and the 
supporting text. 
 

General comment 
on wording of DM 
policies  
 

The policy requirements in policies 
which apply to “all developments” 
are currently onerous and will be 
difficult to apply/enforce when 
TWBC makes planning decisions. 
 
Clarification on what types of 
development/scale of development 
the policy requirements are 
intended to relate to is required. 
 

To ensure the policies are effective and  
justified, and that the policy 
requirement is reasonable in relation to 
the type and scale of development.  

Accessibility of 
document 

Alternative text required on 
images/maps (including all LGS 
maps). Right click on image, select 
‘edit alt text’ and type a description. 
 
Merged table cells should be 
avoided – there is a need to review 
the LGS ‘Reason for designation’ 
tables. 
 

To comply with accessibility regulations.  

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

  

   

https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/neighbourhood-plans/cranbrook-and-sissinghurst
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/neighbourhood-plans/cranbrook-and-sissinghurst
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/429675/Cranbrook-and-Sissinghurst-Submission-Neighbourhood-Plan-2022.pdf
https://tunbridgewells.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/429675/Cranbrook-and-Sissinghurst-Submission-Neighbourhood-Plan-2022.pdf
https://talkingpointtunbridgewells.uk.engagementhq.com/cranbrook-and-sissinghurst-reg16-planning-consultations
https://talkingpointtunbridgewells.uk.engagementhq.com/cranbrook-and-sissinghurst-reg16-planning-consultations
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/952/contents/made
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Para 1.2, p9 
 
Intro: Background 

Figures provided do not fully agree 
with those set out in TWBC SLP 
Policy STR/CRS1. The figures stated 
do not currently include the 38 
dwellings at Sissinghurst; figure 
should be 453 – 467 (as set out on 
page 119 of the NDP) 

To ensure the text aligns with the Local 
Plan Strategic Policy for Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst (STR/CRS1). 
 

Para 1.3, p9 
 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Area 
 

It may be useful to provide a map of 
the NDP area here. 

To provide context to readers. 

Para 1.6, p10 
 
Character areas 
 

There are several character areas 
within the Parish including wooded 
farmland and forested plateau 
 

For additional information.   

Para 1.8, p10 
 
Schools  
 

The text refers to three schools in 
the parish. There are three state 
primary schools (Cranbrook, 
Sissinghurst and Colliers Green) and 
one state secondary school 
(Cranbrook School). 
 

For accuracy. 

Para 1.14, p11 Reference to National Planning 
Policy Framework: add in brackets 
(NPPF) 
 

To clarify use of ‘NPPF’ in the document 

Para 1.19, p12 
 
Independent 
Examination  
 

The examination is likely to be 
assessed as a desk top study (that 
will include site visit(s) by the 
independent examiner). A hearing 
will only be held if the examiner 
considers this is necessary. 
 
Amend text to reflect extended 
consultation period for the Reg 16 
consultation. 
 
Add to end of para/amend text to 
set out that once ‘made’ the NDP 
will be used to inform planning 
decisions made within the Parish. 
 

For accuracy and clarity. 

Chapter 2 Vision & 
Objectives 

  

Page 16, It is slightly too prescriptive to be 
reasonable. Perhaps reference the 
AONB characterisations of 

To allow flexibility in the policy. 
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Buildings for the 
Future Objective – 
bullet 4 

settlement patterns, so not just 
farmsteads but hamlets as well. 
 

Chapter 3 
Landscape and the 
Environment 

  

Page 18, Overall 
policy aims 

“To protect and enhance the 
historic landscape character, 
natural beauty, and 
rich ecological biodiversity of 
Cranbrook and Sissinghurst parish 
both within 
the High Weald AONB and its 
setting.” – are these areas outside 
of the setting? 

Clarity. 

Page 20 
 
Policy LN3.1 
Special Sites for 
Nature 
Conservation, para 
3.5, p20 
 

Note that the saved policies of the 
2006 TWBC Local Plan will be 
superseded by policies of the 
emerging Local Plan. New emerging 
policy numbers are EN 10 
Protection of designated sites and 
Habitats.  
 
Part a) – it may be better to 

reference Natural England as 
opposed to High Weald maps. 
 
Part b) -What is the justification for 
25m? 
 
Part c) - Planning conditions and 
obligations will secure the 
protection and appropriate 
management of nature 
conservation sites in 
perpetuity, - The underlined bit is 
unreasonable as many such sites 
are owned privately and 
independently of developers and 
LPA’s conditions cannot then 
enforce such an action on third 
party land. 
 

For accuracy, effectiveness and clarity. 

Page 22  
 
Policy LN3.2  
 

“d) Functional green infrastructure 
(including naturalistic ponds and 
planting of native 
species known to be beneficial for 
local biodiversity) around and 
through new 

To make the policy criteria less onerous 
and allow greater flexibility within the 
wording. 
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developments which enable 
permeability for wildlife will be 
required.” - Such policies should be 
“will be required where possible” as 
not all development can do this e.g. 
change of use. 
 
“e) As a minimum, all new 
developments will include 
integrated bat and bird boxes 
connected to suitable habitats with 
sensitive lighting design.” -  
Again “where possible” as not all 
development can do this e.g. a new 
access. 
 
“h) Development proposals 
resulting in negative impacts on 
biodiversity and geodiversity will 
not be supported unless clear and 
significant biodiversity gains 
can be demonstrated as 
compensation. Biodiversity net gain 
should be determined by applying, 
DEFRA’s Biodiversity Metric 2.0 
calculator, or whatever 
supersedes it in the future, such as 
the Biodiversity Metric 3.0 
calculator.” - This should separate 
biodiversity and geodiversity and it 
goes beyond NPPF and Councils 
policy.  
 

Page 25, Policy 
LN3.3  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para 3.19 
 
 
 
 
 

“b) Development proposals 
resulting in the loss of irreplaceable 
priority habitats such 
as ancient woodland, traditional 
orchards, grassland of interest and 
veteran trees 
will be refused.” This goes beyond 
NPPF – there should be provision 
for exceptional circumstances. 
 
Para 3.19 – not just refused but 
needs to add in exceptional 
circumstances.  A mandatory 50m 
buffer is not justified and goes 
against NE standing advice and 
Council policy 

There is a lack of flexibility and 
justification 
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3.21 

 
Para 3.21 – Again, justification for 
buffer and lack of flexibility 
 

Page 28, Policy 
LN3.5 Local 
Protection & 
Enhancement of 
the Crane Valley, 
policy box 
 
 
 
Supporting text 
para 3.33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By setting out to restrict “proposals 
for major development in parts of 
the Crane Valley beyond the 
footprint of existing historic 
farmsteads or previously developed 
land”, this policy is in direct conflict 
with the adopted Site Allocations 
Local Plan (SALP) and the submitted 
Local Plan (SLP), currently at 
Examination.   
 
As well as having extant planning 
permission for major development 
in this area, both the SALP and the 
SLP contain development 
allocations that, either individually 
or collectively are accepted as 
major development*. 
 
[* While ‘major development’ is not 
defined in the NDP, it is assumed to 
be by reference to paragraph 177 of 
the NPPF. However, it may 
alternatively be defined as per 
Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015.] 
 
“Protection and enhancement of 
the Crane Valley” as an area of 
natural flood management and for 
the establishment of nature 
recovery networks” is laudable, but 
should be limited to the identified 
high flood risk zones, or be 
consistent with the proposed Local 
Green Space allocation at LGS9.  
 
However the policy goes beyond 
this in referring to setting which is 
“as described on High Weald AONB 
Map “Crane Valley and Its 
Setting”.  It is not clear how this 
setting has been defined or indeed 
what is meant by setting. What the 

The policy does not take account of 
existing and consented development 
and does not conform with the strategic 
policy for Cranbrook and Sissinghurst in 
the submitted Local Plan, its allocations, 
or indeed those in the adopted Site 
Allocations DPD.  

 
It is recommended that the policy be 
revised to relate to the promotion of 
natural flood management of the Crane 
Brook and to support nature recovery 
measures as part of developments in 
the Crane Valley and that the buffer 
zones be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
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Para 3.38 

“setting” plan shows is described in 
paragraph 3.38 as: 
• 25m – Riparian Buffer Zone to 
protect the riverbank from erosion 
and prevent sedimentation and 
pollution of the watercourse from 
contaminants. 
• 100m – Buffer of pasture, 
woodland, and wetland meadow to 
act as natural flood defence 
management measure to slow and 
capture surface 
water run-off and provide 
substantial increase in wildlife 
habitat. Land to 
be managed to support 
invertebrates, amphibians, birds, 
and small mammals. 
• 500m – Buffer to safeguard future 
nesting and/or foraging habitat for 
large birds such as the Crane. 
 
There is no evidence provided to 
justify each of these zones in terms 
of actual distance or location and 
extent.  

 
Similarly, it has been accepted 
through planning processes that the 
approved and allocated 
developments, albeit they fall 
within the area identified as “the 
Crane Valley and its Setting” on 
Figure 03, would not adversely 
impact on flood risk, contrary to the 
policy  presumption and the 
supporting paragraph 3.33.  
 
Supporting text: “....in the town 
centre due to as increased surface 
run-off into the stream is 
channelled into a culvert under the 
main settlement of Cranbrook....” – 
amend text in bold as sentence 
doesn’t read well. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For clarity. 
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Page 31, Policy 
LN3.6 Protection 
of Geodiversity 
 

“Development proposals will only 
be supported if a management plan 
for the retention 
of topsoil removed during 
development and its future 
dispersal on the same site is 
produced and approved at 
application stage, providing it can 
be demonstrated that 
this will not cause harm to the 
existing ecology on site.” - Such 
details can be secured by condition. 
 

As written the policy is too onerous for 
some developments. 

Page 34 , Policy 
LN3.8 Green Gaps 
& Preventing 
Settlement 
Coalescence 
 

Would this policy be clearer to 
understand and implement with an 
accompanying map to show the 
gaps listed in the supporting text? 
 
The inclusion of farmsteads in part 
b is a concern as the historical 
development of the area is founded 
on a dispersed pattern of historic 
farmsteads and so almost all 
development will have some effect 
on the setting of farmsteads and 
may lead to coalescence especially 
with hamlets, which farmsteads, 
often as a group, coalesce to form a 
hamlet. 
 

For clarification. 
 
 
 
 
For consideration. 

Starting on page 
41, Policy LN3.11 
Local Green Space 

General comments about 
designations: Would be of 
assistance to set out how these 
designations meet the NPPF tests of 
being ‘demonstrably special’ 
 
Provide the supporting text for the 
different LGS designations with 
para numbers. 
 

For clarity and ease of use. 

Policy LN3.11 
Local Green 
Spaces, pp 43 to 
66. 
 

The Council has the following 
comments on the following 
designations: 
 
- LGS1: It is noted that a small 

proportion of the southern part 
of the site is private garden land 
and should therefore be 
removed from the designation 

For compliance with emerging LP policy.  
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(TWBC will also be proposing 
this as a modification to its 
emerging Local Plan 
designation). In addition, the 
northern boundary does not 
appear to follow the logical 
boundaries of the site and 
should therefore be corrected. 
 

- LGS2: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (noting 
that an additional site is 
proposed in the emerging Local 
Plan immediately to the north 
which is also used as allotment 
land). 
 

- LGS3: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS4: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special. 
 

- LGS5: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS6: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS7: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (although 
C&S proposed site includes 
additional parcel of land (the 
bowling green)). 
 

- LGS8: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS9: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation (albeit a 
very small parcel is added in the 
NDP proposed designation at 
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the southern-most point). 
 

- LGS10: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS11: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special. 
 

- LGS12: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies; noted that TWBC 
assessed site included the pond 
only. 
 

- LGS13: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS14: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS15: As per Reg.14 
comments, whilst the triangular 
area to the south of the extent 
of Site LGS15 is understood to 
be well used, the northerly 
extent running to the Angley 
Road is not, and this element 
would be questioned.  TWBC 
would welcome discussions on 
this point.   
 

- LGS16: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS17: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS18: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
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- LGS19: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS20: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered to be already 
sufficiently protected under 
other Policies. 
 

- LGS21: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; site has 
restricted public access and is 
used privately which reduces 
the local community’s 
recreational benefit for the area 
(which was identified as the 
most valued characteristic of 
the area). 
 

- LGS22: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS23: Matches with TWBC 
proposed designation. 
 

- LGS24: Site not proposed in 
TWBC emerging Plan; 
considered that there is 
insufficient evidence that the 
site is demonstrably special; 
noted that only the pond 
(rather than any surrounding 
land) was considered in the 
TWBC Local Plan. 

 
It is noted that TWBC also proposes 
sites 75 (Quaker Burial Ground) and 
77 (Sissinghurst Primary School 
Nature Reserve). All TWBC 
proposed sites in the emerging 
Local Plan can be found on the 
Local Green Space Interactive Map. 
 

Page 73 
 
Policy HD4.2 
Protect, Conserve 
& Enhance the 

Reads: “c) Proposals that enhance 
the architectural interest of 
Cranbrook town centre, providing 
they demonstrate a sensitive and 
appropriate scheme of exceptional 
quality which respects local 

For robustness. 

https://tunbridgewells.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8f476c34007646ee8e92dc6a8eb29755
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Historic Public 
Realm, part C 

materials, site, and context, will be 
supported.” 
 
Consider deleting ‘of exceptional 
quality’ as this is felt to add very 
little to the policy requirement or 
consider setting out how this is to 
be judged/determined. 
 

Page 76 
 
Policy HD4.4 
Protection of Key 
Views 
 
 

The policy is a little confusing as it is 
called Key Views but describes two 
types of views giving a list of 
buildings and places (c) but also 
identifies particular views on plan 
with corresponding list (d) which 
are Views to be Protected neither 
of which are called Key views.  It is 
also not clear which parts of the 
policy apply to which views. Criteria 
a) assuming that it applies to Views 
to be Protected is in conflict with 
the spatial strategy as views listed 
on page 28 include consented 
developments, allocations in the 
current Local Plan and in the SLP. 
Those views are: 
25.View from Mount Ephraim 
looking northwest  
26.View from Mount Ephraim 
looking west, south, and southeast  
30.View from the ridge on Hartley 
Road looking east, northeast, and 
southeast 
 
The requirement in criteria a) is in 
any event too onerous in that it 
states views “should be protected 
and not harmed” which would 
mean that effectively large areas of 
land around Cranbrook are 
sterilised from development. It 
would be more reasonable and 
effective if the wording was “where 
practical” rather than “should”. 
 
Page 76 paragraph (b): The first 
sentence is fine, but to be 
consistent, the second sentence 
should read ‘Proposals that would 

For clarity and effectiveness. 
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result in harm to that part of the 
setting of a heritage asset that 
contributes to its significance 
should be resisted.  Any proposals 
that may cause harm to 
significance through change in 
setting should be robustly justified 
on the basis of public benefit that 
could not otherwise be delivered. 
 
Paragraph (c): ‘Planning 
applications should demonstrate 
the impact on vies of relevant 
buildings and features valued by 
the community including, but not 
limited to, the list below, and detail 
how they will retain visual 
prominence where that is integral 
to their appreciation. 
 

Page 85, Policy 
HD4.9 
 
Policy HD4.9a 
Preference For 
Small Scale 
Sustainable 
Development Sites 
& Design Criteria 
 

Reads: “b) Priority will be 
given to redevelopment of 
previously developed sites over 
greenfield sites” - how does the 
NDP plan to judge/enforce this? 

For effectiveness. 

Page 86 
 
Policy HD4.9b 
Exceptions For 
Large Scale 
Developments & 
Community 
Involvement 
 
Parts a), c) and d) 

Part a: “.....10 or more houses may 
be considered .....” 
 
Consider it would be better to word 
as ‘supported’ instead of 
“considered” 
 
Parts c) and d) suggest these are 
best moved to supporting text 
rather than being part of the policy 
box. 

For clarity. 

Chapter 4 
Heritage & Design 

  

Page 67 – 69 Add reference to the Council’s 
Historic Environment Review (in the 
New Local Plan evidence base and 
referred to as an SPD in the draft 
heritage policies). 

This section is very good and goes into 
the detail that we can’t Borough-wide.  
It would be helpful to refer to the HER 
to bolster this in terms of the common 
heritage asset typologies in the Parish. 
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Page 69 ‘To retain the local historic 
settlement pattern’ – suggest 
change to ‘respect’ 

It is considered that ‘retain’ is not fully 
possible or policy compliant. 

Page 71 Reference to Kent Historic England 
Index needs to be more robust. 

Is it easily accessible enough to make 
this a requirement?  Without evidence 
as to its robustness it could be 
challenged. 
 

Page 73 
 
Policy HD4.2 
Protect, Conserve 
& Enhance the 
Historic Public 
Realm, part C 

Reads: “c) Proposals that enhance 
the architectural interest of 
Cranbrook town centre, providing 
they demonstrate a sensitive and 
appropriate scheme of exceptional 
quality which respects local 
materials, site, and context, will be 
supported.” 
 
Consider deleting ‘of exceptional 
quality’ as this is felt to add very 
little to the policy requirement or 
consider setting out how this is to 
be judged/determined. 

For robustness. 

Policy HD4.2 Suggest referencing Historic 
England’s Streets for All guidance. 

To give further weight and national 
context to the policy. 
 

Page 81 Policy 4.6 
item (c) 

Suggest using some terminology 
from the farmstead guidance. For 
instance, the aim is to not alter 
those local farmstead layout 
typologies and related field systems 
which have not been altered to 
date, rather than using the word 
curtilage as that has different 
meanings in law. 

 

To ensure the correct terminology is 
used.  

Page 81 Policy 4.6 
item (e) 

Is this suggesting that conversion of 
unconverted barns and sheds is 
discouraged?  Sometimes this is the 
only method for securing their 
optimum viable use, in terms of 
buildings coming out of economical 
as farmsteads cease usage or 
change farming practice. 
 

For clarification.  

Page 81 4.26  Again it would be useful to 
reference the Historic Environment 
Review. 
 

The HER picks out the vulnerability of 
these types of assets. 
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Policy HD4.8 It would be a good idea to broaden 
this to a ‘Heritage at Risk’ policy 
with Providence as the main 
subject. 
 

This gives a hook for other potential 
heritage at risk and support for their 
reuse/repair etc in any proposals.   

Policy HD4.10 a This might be too restrictive. And 
contemporary materials that reflect 
the colour palette, etc? Also, it has 
been very, very difficult to resist 
modern materials which attempt to 
replicate vernacular materials.  

 

Currently too restrictive – requires 
flexibility.  

Page 90 
 
Policy HD4.10 The 
Design of New 
Buildings Within or 
Within the Setting 
of Conservation 
Areas 
 
Part b) 

Reads: “b) Development that 
would rise above the roofline of 
existing buildings or contrast 
negatively in terms of form and 
choice of materials with the existing 
roofscape will not be permitted.” 

Amend to read ‘will not be 
supported’ 

 

For clarity, given that TWBC is the 
determining authority for any planning 
applications. 

Policy HD4.10 b The first part of that sentence may 
be unachievable (rising above the 
roofline) and is too broad.  There 
may be instances where this would 
still be appropriate in the context.  
Suggest expanding the end of the 
sentence to read ‘contrast 
negatively in form and materials…’ 
 

To be more specific and achievable. 

Page 90 4.44 Other NDPs have included their 
local lists within the text or as 
appendices. 

This would help the Borough to easily 
identify these in decision making 
process rather than waiting for the 
Borough’s own list to be produced. 
 

Chapter 5 Access 
and Movement 

  

Page 97 
 
Policy AM5.1 The 
Pedestrian 
Environment 
 
Supporting text 
para 5.6 
 

This lists locations of concerns re 
pedestrian crossing points – has 
KCC Highways commented on these 
locations? 

For robustness. 
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Page 100 
 
Policy AM5.2 
Pedestrian Priority 
& Public Rights of 
Way 
 
Part a) 
 

The A229 – beneficial to identify the 
road name in the document (this 
policy and in any reference to the 
A229 plan wide). 

For clarity. 

Page 101 
 
Policy AM5.2 
Pedestrian Priority 
& Public Rights of 
Way 
 
Supporting text, 
para 5.9 

First sentence: 5.9 “All applications 
should refer to the Kent County 
Council Rights of Way Improvement 
Plan (ROWIP).” 
 
Set out what the NDP expects from 
this – so ‘to inform development 
proposals’ for example. 

For clarity. 

Policy AM5.2, 
paragraph a), p100 
Policy AM5.3, 
Paragraph a), p102 

Is it referring to all applications or 
just developers? 
‘All’ new developments are 
expected to invest… 

Clarification required. 
 
Suggest rewording, as ‘all’ may be 
unreasonable.  
 

Policy AM5.3, 
paragraph b), p102 

Are there specific circumstances to 
which the contributions will be 
sought? 
 

For clarity. 

Policy AM5.5 
Paragraph b), p105 

The policy wording “will not be 
supported” seems a little bit 
unreasonable, could there be 
exceptions? 
 

For greater flexibility. 

Policy AM5.6, 
p106 

How will the applications 
demonstrate that they seek to 
protect and enhance the rural 
lanes? 
 

Further clarification. 

Page 107 
 
Policy AM5.7 Car 
Parking Provision 
 
Part a) 

Reference to the parish-wide 
parking strategy – NDP to set out 
what is expected from developers 
(e.g. financial contributions towards 
production of the strategy/findings 
arising from this?) and clarify which 
developments will be required to 
do so. 
 

For clarity. 

Chapter 6 
Business and 
Employment 
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Policy BE6.3, p113 “and which can demonstrate that 
they are designed in ways sensitive 
to their town and/or landscape 
settings” - is this necessary?  
 

Other policies in the plan cover this 
element. 

Chapter 7 Housing   

Page 119, paras 
7.9 and 7.10 

These both refer to the Turnden 
site and associated Public Inquiry. It 
is suggested that these paragraphs 
are updated now that the Public 
Inquiry has taken place and the 
decision is awaited. 
 

For clarity. 

Policy HO7.1, 
paragraph c), p121 

What does actively promote mean, 
and can entry-level housing be 
defined? 
 

For clarity.  

Page 121 
 
Policy H07.1 
Affordable Homes 
in Sustainable 
Locations 
 
Supporting text, 
para 7.8 

This refers to 1 and 2 bed units and 
units of 4 bed+ units, for clarity it is 
suggested that a line be added 
about any need or otherwise for 3 
bed units. 

For clarity. 

Page 122 
 
Policy H07.1 
Affordable Homes 
in Sustainable 
Locations 
 
Supporting text, 
para 7.14 

This text is a repeat of text in para 
7.13 so can be deleted. 

Not needed. 

Policy HO7.2, p123 Paragraph a) This should refer to 
M4(2) and M4(3) building 
regulation standards. Viability will 
also be a consideration. See Policy 
H6 in the SLP for example wording.  
 
The title ‘Lifetime Homes’ is 
outdated by the latest Building 
regulations. We also note that the 
link provided in the ‘Housing 
Appendix’ to Habinteg does not 
work. 
 

Further detail required. 

https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Building_regulations
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Building_regulations


CSNDP Reg 16  
Page no./Policy 

TWBC Officer Comments Reason for recommendation 

Policy HO7.3, p124 The first and last bullet points may 
not be necessary as they are 
covered by other policies in the 
plan. 
 

For simplification. 

Accessible & 
Lifetime Homes, 
p126 

This should refer to M4(2) and 
M4(3) building regulation 
standards. Viability will also be a 
consideration. See Policy EN6 in the 
SLP for example wording.  
 

Further detail required. 

Chapter 8 
Community & 
Culture  

  

Policy CC8.3, 
paragraph b) and 
c), p131 

All of paragraph b) may be better 
placed in the supporting text. 
 
Paragraph c) “should be sensitive to 
its built and landscape” is 
unnecessary as the plan is taken as 
a whole. 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Policy CC8.4, p132 “The space should be sensitive to its 
built and landscape setting” – 
Again, it is not necessary to include 
within the policy as the plan is 
taken as a whole 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Policy CC8.5, p133 Paragraph b) may be better placed 
in the supporting text.  
 
Again, paragraph c) “should be 
sensitive to its built and landscape 
setting” is unnecessary to include as 
the plan is taken as a whole. 
 

To improve legibility of the policy. 

Page 133, 
 
Policy CC8.5 New 
Village Hall for 
Sissinghurst 
 
Part d) 

Requires developer contributions – 
text needed to set out what 
developments should make this 
contribution. 
 
It is noted that a replacement hall is 
to be delivered as part of Local Plan 
Policy AL/CRS6. Planning 
application 21/03914 is pending 
decision. 
 

For robustness and clarity. 

Chapter 9 
Infrastructure 
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Policy IN9.1, p139 Paragraph a) – we question if the 
policy is enforceable – 
developments won’t have any 
power over mobile companies to 
increase their coverage. We 
recommend changing the policy to 
supporting applications which 
achieve better mobile data 
coverage.  
 

To ensure the policy is deliverable.  

Page 139, 
 
Policy IN9.1 
Provision of 
Enhanced 
Broadband & 
Mobile Data 
 
Part a) 

Reference to “adequate mobile 
data”. 
 
This would be better worded as 
‘suitable mobile data’ 

To ensure policy requirement is worded 
in a more positive way. 

Page 140 
 
Policy IN9.2 
Provision of 
Electric Vehicle 
Charging Points 
 
Parts a), b) and c) 

Part a) – specify the types of 
development covered by this policy 
requirement. Consider removing 
the word applications at the end of 
the wording as its unnecessary.   
 
 
Part b) – what is the NDP expecting 
developers to do/provide? It would 
be worth stating what type of 
charger, and also, the fact that 
double chargers are best practise in 
public places. Perhaps the wording 
‘appropriate charging points’ could 
be used in the policy with more 
detail in the supporting text? 
 

For clarity and robustness. 

Policy IN9.3, p141 In the context of new development, 
could the policy be combined with 
reference to the importance of 
energy efficient design? i.e. 
following the fabric first approach? 
Energy efficient design is one of the 
objectives of the NDP. 
 
“local biomass facilities” – does this 
biomass facilities that source fuel 
locally? Could be made clearer for 
clarification.  
 

To further strengthen the policy.  
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The supporting text could have 
something added in about the 
importance of tenure blind 
development here. PV is the most 
popular choice for developers and a 
very visible way of distinguishing 
between market housing and 
affordable. 
 

Policy IN9.4 
supporting text, 
p142 

Paragraph 9.12 – we recommend 
mentioning climate change and the 
need to adapt to worsening problems 
in the future that we are already 
committed to.  

 

To strengthen the policy.  

 

 


