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REPORT SUMMARY 
 

REFERENCE NO -  15/505823/FULL 

APPLICATION PROPOSAL 

Demolition of existing residential dwelling, ancillary outbuildings, pool house and bunker to 
incorporate a 76 bed health and wellbeing facility, 20 independent extra care lodges with 
associated car parking, landscaping and amenity space along with proposed community access 
of existing lake for recreational and leisure use. 

ADDRESS Owlsnest Wood Tonbridge Road Pembury Royal Tunbridge Wells Kent TN2 4QN  

RECOMMENDATION – REFUSE (see section 11 for full recommendation) 

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL 

 
- The applicant has demonstrated a need for the development, and, where the plan is 

silent or out of date, in accordance with Paragraph 14 of the sustainable 
development should be permitted without delay; 
 

- unless other adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a 
whole or;  

- Specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted – this 
includes Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
 

- The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and therefore the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development does not apply.  
 

- In this case the development is not considered to be sustainable development, on 
balance, due to the adverse impacts on landscape, trees and ecology. 
 

- The proposal is considered to be inappropriate development within the Metropolitan 
Green Belt but the Very Special Circumstances are not considered to outweigh the 
identified harm. 
 

- The harm to the landscape, and character of the area, by virtue of the scale of the 
development, amount, layout and site coverage, would not be outweighed by the 
identified benefits of the scheme. 
 

- The proposal would result in an unacceptable impact on Ancient Woodland. 
 

- The access and parking proposed would be provided in a satisfactory manner in 
respect of highway safety. 

 

INFORMATION ABOUT FINANCIAL BENEFITS OF PROPOSAL 

The following are considered to be material to the application: 

Contributions (to be secured through Section 106 legal agreement/unilateral 
undertaking): N/A  

Net increase in numbers of jobs: 36 Part time, 30 full time 

Estimated average annual workplace salary spend in Borough through net increase in 
numbers of jobs: £403, 962 for the full time, 36 pro-rata for part time staff.   

The following are not considered to be material to the application:  
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Estimated annual council tax benefit for Borough: £3, 371.80 (20 x 168.59)  

Estimated annual council tax benefit total: £33,718.10  (for the dwellings) 

Annual New Homes Bonus (for first 4 years): £20,000 

Estimated annual business rates benefits for Borough: There are not normally business 
rates associated with care homes  

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

Called in by Cllr Sue Nuttall on the following grounds;  

 Impact on the Metropolitan Green Belt 

 Careful consideration of Social Needs Claims 

 The large scale of the development 

 Concern regarding the access to the site 

 Infrastructure, and, 

 Relationship to Pembury Hospital.   
 

WARD Pembury PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL 
Pembury 

APPLICANT Mr Julian Shaffer 

AGENT Quantrum Group 

DECISION DUE DATE 

29/01/2018  

 

PUBLICITY EXPIRY DATE 

22/12/2017 

OFFICER SITE VISIT DATE 

14/08/15, 9/9/15, 25/9/15 & 

01/12/17 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY (including appeals and relevant history on adjoining 
sites): The history related to this site largely relates to domestic extensions and alterations 
except for residential development requested in 1977.  The history is set out below. 

App No Proposal Decision Date 

Owlsnest Wood, Tonbridge Road, Pembury 

96/00804/FUL One dwelling Refused  14.08.1996 

Refused on the following grounds; 

- Contrary to Metropolitan Green Belt policy; 

- Site lies outside the LBD – and; 

- Proposal would cause significant harm to the important landscape character of the High 

Weald Special Landscape area.   

85/01069/FUL Earth bund and grading land.  Granted 28.10.1985 

81/00685/FUL Covered Swimming Pool Granted 07.09.1981 

78/00690 Extension Granted 03.08.1978 

77/00285 First floor bathroom/toilet extension Granted  28/04.1977 

76/00301/REF Outline two detached houses with garages  Refused  

Appeal 

dismissed  

23.06.76 

12.05.1977 

Refused on the following grounds;  

- Location in a rural area – contrary to adopted policy at that time; 

- Contrary to Green Belt policy, impact on amenity due to loss of trees – affected by a 



 
Planning Committee Report 
6 June 2018 
 

 

TPO and unacceptable additional hazards to traffic.   

It is of note that only the swimming pool building and extensions to the main dwelling 

that have been permitted.  The outbuildings have not received planning permission.   

Notcutts Garden Centre, Tonbridge Road, (to the South East of Owlsnest) 

18/00692/FULL Extension to existing garden centre, 

improvements to the front entrance, 

formalisation of existing temporary car park, 

provision of new polytunnel/canopy, creation of 

feature garden, reconfiguration of existing play 

area, planteria and associated storage area 

Pending   

13/00375/FULMJ Temporary garden centre building, external 

sales area and covered goods storage area 

required for 18 months to allow continued 

trading through construction of permanent new 

premises.   

Granted  

 
 

08.04.2013 

13/00056/FULMJ New garden centre with associated parking 

and access 

Granted  09.04.2013 

10/03112/FULMJ New garden centre with associated parking 

and access 

Granted  14.06.2011 

Pembury Hospital Site, Tonbridge Road (To the east of Owlsnest) 

07/2595/FULMJ Redevelopment of the existing Pembury 

Hospital  

Granted  19.10.2007 

Extensive history in relation to the Hospital use of the site, which is classed as a Major 

developed site in the Green Belt.   

 
 
MAIN REPORT 
 
1.0 DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
 
1.01 The application site is on the south side of Tonbridge Road and located within the 

Metropolitan Green Belt and outside the Limits Built development, located to the west 
of Pembury village.  To the north east is the Pembury Hospital, a Major Developed 
Site within the Green Belt.  To the south and south- east is the A21 dual 
carriageway, east is Notcutts Garden Centre and north west is a belt of mature trees.  
  

1.02 To the northern part of the site, there is a large, single dwelling, with a large pool 
building, other outbuildings and bunker.  There is a patio to the side and front of the 
dwelling.  The northern boundary is heavily treed.  There is a Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) located immediately to the north of the site.  Ancient 
Woodland is located inside the site, to the south and south-east of the site.   A TPO 
also affects the south/south-eastern part of the site.  The TPO and ancient woodland 
affects not only trees on the site but also continue on the other side of the A21, to the 
west.   
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1.03 Within the northern section of the site, there is a driveway, which leads from 
Tonbridge Road, through a treed avenue, up to the dwelling, this is located on a 
steep incline.      

 
1.04 The levels drop down towards to south eastern part of the site, towards a lake.  The 

levels even out in the centre of the site where it is proposed to locate 20 extra care 
lodges.  To the north east of the site, the levels rise back up toward Tonbridge Road.  
Levels also rise steeply back up toward Notcutts Garden centre, away from the lake.   
Alongside the boundary with Notcutts is the storage area associated with the garden 
centre use.  The south/south-eastern boundary is treed, and levels rise back up 
toward the A21.   
 

1.05 The northern eastern boundary is enclosed by a close boarded fence.  A footpath 
runs along this boundary, which extends as far as the traffic lights to the north west of 
the existing access, before coming to a halt. 
 

1.06 There is a drop of some 15m in levels across the site from the northern end, where 
the existing dwelling stands, to the south, at the point of the existing lake.   

 
2.0 PROPOSAL 
 
2.01 The application seeks permission for a 76 bedspace care home with communal 

facilities to be sited to the north of the site, in a location where the existing dwelling 
and pool house are sited and 20 separate ‘assisted living’ care lodges.   

 
2.02 The care home is proposed at 2 storeys in height, and finished in cladding, brickwork, 

with feature entrance and briese soleil.  A service entrance is proposed to the north 
of the main entrance.   

 
2.03 The twenty ‘assisted living’ care lodges would comprise three single storey, 2 bed 

dwellings, with a flat/mono pitch roof design and seventeen, two storey, 2 bed 
detached and semi-detached dwellings.  The single storey units would be provided 
to the southern side of the site.  Wetrooms are proposed on the ground floor of 
these two storey units.  The design would incorporate flat, and mono-pitched roofs, 
and utilise a darker, more natural pallet of materials, including timber cladding, a grey 
facing brick, and stone cladding.   

 
2.04 Both the Care Home and the lodges are designed with expanses of glazing.  The 

care home is proposed with be finished with a green roof, permeable paving is also 
proposed as part of the Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SuDs).  An 
underground attenuation tank is proposed to serve the nursing home.   

 
2.05 Within the care home, the ground floor would have a library, dining room, 2 living 

rooms, treatment rooms, hairdressers, along with laundry, plant, staff room, and 
community room.  The first floor also includes library, living rooms and dining room.  
The development seeks to provide community living with dining and kitchen area 
open all year, social facilities in the form of libraries and gardens, health hub, salon 
and treatment rooms.   

 
2.06 The application includes a new main vehicular access off Tonbridge Road, with the 

existing main access being used for pedestrians.  A further pedestrian access would 
be provided to the south east of the site, from the existing lake to Tonbridge Road.  
The gradient would be no greater than 30 degrees. The care home would be 
accessed from the new main access.    
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2.07 An ambulance drop off zone is proposed to the front of the proposed care home, with 
parking to the of the proposed care home.  On plot parking would be provided within 
garages to serve the individual lodges and to the front of the proposed garages.   

 
2.08 Refuse from the Health and Wellbeing facility is proposed to operate its own waste 

management programme as per a commercial facility.  Bin storage for the residents 
refuse is provided throughout the site, and designed to exceed the TWBC cleansing 
team’s waste standards. Mobility scooter storage and charging points would be 
available in each independent living unit.    

 
2.9  Acoustic close boarded fencing is proposed to the west of the site, between the 

proposed Care Home and Well Being Facility and the A21 to the far west.  Timber 
post and rail fencing is generally proposed to the rear of the lodges, to soften the 
transition to woodland.  Post and rail fencing is generally proposed to the frontages, 
whilst privacy screens in the form of close boarded fencing is generally proposed to 
the rear gardens.  New close boarded fencing is proposed to the eastern boundary, 
fronting Tonbridge Road, to replace the existing.  No heights of boundary treatments 
have been provided, however, the timber knee post and rail fencing is shown at a low 
level, whilst the acoustic fencing adjacent to the A21 would be more substantial in 
height.  The Lighting Strategy is to be finalised as part of the detailed design stage.   

 
2.10 The applicant is a development specialist heavily focused on the care and elderly 

living sectors.    
 
3.0 SUMMARY INFORMATION 
 

 Existing 
 

Proposed Change (+/-) 
 

Site Area (ha) 4.66 4.66 0 

Maximum number of dwellings 1 20 ‘Extra Care’ 
Units  

+19 dwellings 
 

Maximum number of bedspaces – 
care home  

 76 bedspace 
care home 

+76 bedspace 
care home 

Approximate Ridge Height (m) 
Care home 

 10.2m  

Approximate Ridge Height (m)   
Single storey dwellings 
2 Storey Dwellings  

  
6.6m 
7.3m  

 

Approximate Eaves Height (m) 
Care Home  

 9.2m   

Approximate Eaves Height (m) 
Single storey dwellings 
2 storey Dwellings 

  
2.8m 
5.2m  

 

Care Home  
Approximate  
Width: East section  
Width: West section 

  
 
36m 
38.5m 

 

No. of Storeys 
Existing dwelling  
Proposed dwellings   
 

 
2 

 
2 
3 single storey 
17 x 2 storey 

 
None 

Net Floor Area  6830.3 sq.m +6830.3 Sq.m 

Footprint Calculations  
Existing  

Existing: 
Existing 

 

 
 



 
Planning Committee Report 
6 June 2018 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed  

Building 
Footprint: 
2302.04m2 
 
Built Floor 
Area: 
2302.04m2 
 
Existing 
Volume of Built 
Form: 
8797.6m3 
 
Existing Hard 
Landscape 
Area: 3077.4m2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed 
Building 
Footprint: 
3989.2m2 
 
Proposed Built 
Floor Area: 
6053.3m2 
 
Proposed 
Volume of Built 
Form: 
27,464m3 
 
Proposed Hard 
Landscape 
Area: 5371m2 

Parking Spaces Care home and 
Lodges  

0 77 +65 

Employees 0 66 +36 part time 
and 30 full time 

No. of Affordable Units None None  No change 
 

 
4.0 PLANNING CONSTRAINTS 
 

LBD – The site is located outside of the LBD of both Royal Tunbridge Wells to the 
west/south-west and outside of the Pembury LBD (to the east with the A228 
separating the site from Pembury)  

 
TPO – To the south west of the site.   

 
Ancient Woodland (ASNW) – A section of Ancient Woodland is located to the south 
side of the site and to the south and east of the pond.   

 
AONB – Located to the north east of the site and across from Tonbridge Road 
(statutory protection in order to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of their 
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landscapes - National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 & 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000). 

 
Ashdown Forest HRA 7km Zone Ashdown Forest 15 Km Habitat Regulation 
Assessment Zone –The site falls outside of the 7km Zone, no consultation with 
Wealden District Council is required.    

 
Metropolitan Greenbelt MGB1 – designation affects the entire site.   

 
Aquifer Protection Zone Aquifer Zone 4 – Covers the north eastern part of the site. 

 

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) – the SSSI reference, is located 
immediately to the north of the application site. 

 
5.0 POLICY AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 (in particular para’s 14, 17, 
47, 49, 50, 54, 55, 79 – 81, 87, 88-91. 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)  

 
Development Plan:  

 
Core Strategy June 2010 
Core Policy 1: Delivery of Development 
Core Policy 2: Green Belt 
Core Policy 3: Transport Infrastructure 
Core Policy 4: Environment 
Core Policy 5: Sustainable Design and Construction 
Core Policy 6: Housing Provision 
Core Policy 14: Development in the Villages and Rural Areas  

 
Tunbridge Wells Borough local Plan 2006 
Policy LBD1: Development outside of the Limits to Built Development  
Policy MGB1: Metropolitan Green Belt 
Policy EN1: Development Control Criteria 
Policy EN13:  Tree and Woodland Protection.   

 Policy EN25:  Development Control Criteria for all development proposals affect the 
rural landscape. 

Policy H2:  Small and intermediate sized dwellings 
 Policy H8:  Affordable housing for local needs outside the defined limits to built 

development. 
Policy R2:  Provision of Recreation open space in new residential development.  
Policy TP3:  Multi-modal access for large-scale residential developments.    
Policy TP4: Access to the road Network. 
Policy TP5: Kent Vehicle parking standards.   

 
Supplementary Planning Documents: 

 
- Affordable Housing SPD (September 2007) 
- Renewable Energy SPD (April 2007) 
- Recreation Open Space SPD (July 2006) 
- Kent Design Guide (2005/2006) 
- Borough Landscape Character Area Assessment 2002: Second Edition adopted 

October 2011.   
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Other documents  

- Green Belt Study 2017 

- Kent Design Guide Review IGN3 Nov 2008 

- Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 
September 2015 

 
6.0 LOCAL REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Two site notices erected to the front of the site, one on the gated access and one on 
the lamppost to the front.(14/8/15)  Site notice erected 25/09/15 advertising the 
application as a departure.   

 
This application was originally submitted when neighbouring letters were also sent, 
these were sent to 8 addresses, including the Pembury Hospital, and Notcutts 
Garden Centre.    

 
This application has also been advertised in the local press.   

 
228 letters/emails of support (5 without addresses) from 194 households, raising the 
following issues; 

 
 Need  

 There would be additional support for the local economy, and provision of 
employment;  

 The location, in immediate proximity to the Pembury Hospital, would be appropriate, 
and compliment the hospital opposite;  

 Proposal would avoid bed blocking, and stress on the NHS;  

 76 bed space nursing home is urgently needed locally, 2 existing homes are full, 
growing demand for such facilities;  

 The facility would provide a transition between the lodges and care home, and would 
provide a higher level of care;  

 The age restricted homes would give choice;  

 Proposal would allow for downsizing whilst remaining in the village;  

 Younger residents would benefit from the release of more housing stock;  

 There is a danger that the site would eventually be used for an inappropriate housing 
development.  
 
Impact on the Environment   

 Proposal would improve the environment, and the development would be well 
screened;  

 It would be reclamation of a deteriorating site, shows efficient use of an already 
developed area, and would result in restoration of the grounds; 

 There would be no negative impacts on the surrounding area; 

 The design is sympathetic; 

 The proposal does not represent overdevelopment of the site; 

 The site does not represent un-spoilt green belt land, and would not close a gap.  
 
Impact on Amenity  

 Proposal would provide amenity, and community access to the lake – recreation 
value;  

 Facility would enable residents to spend their remaining days in beautiful tranquil 
surroundings, close to facilities;  
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 The visual characteristics of the immediate area would not be harmed; 

 The site has a house sited on it and will not extend into the green belt surrounding it, 
- site should be considered brownfield;  

 No existing residents would be impacted upon.   
 
Highways, access and transportation  

 The local road network is already in place and is also served by buses, and the A21 
is being upgraded at present;  

 The journey to work, could be by car or cycle;  

 The suitability of the access is a matter for KCC; 

 There is a good footpath to link the site to the village and Notcutts; 

 Modernisation of the Pembury Hospital, Notcutts and the immediate road system has 
prompted care related development on this site. 

 
The following concerns were also identified; 

 How would access to the lake be guaranteed; 

 Noise from the A21; 

 Concern raised as to whether the scheme would contribute to the Borough’s housing 
supply; 

 Queries provision for those in need of financial assistance?  
 
4 Emails/letters of objection from 3 households/businesses 

 An additional 76 beds would mean nearly 5% of our practice would comprise patients 
in care.  

 The NHS General Medical Services Contract does not resource the level of care to 
sustain the high needs of this group. 

 Patients living at this unit would be within the Waterfield Practice area.   
 It is imperative to ensure the medical needs of the residents can be met- that 

requires an assessment of the level of current medical provision within the locality 
and accurate evaluation of the predicted extra demands and the capacity of the 
system to accommodate this extra work. 

 A full assessment of medical provision for satisfactory care of vulnerable people in 
nursing homes was made in February 2015 and the conclusion was that there was 
no spare capacity.  

 No justification for the development in the Green Belt, 
 Concern regarding the impact on Ancient Woodland,  
 It will make the area busier 
 Proposal would put burden local services, especially local medical services 
 The access looks to be inadequate.   
 Whilst there is a lot of support, there are valid planning objections, planning control, 

design, situation and highways regulations.   
 

One letter neither supporting nor objecting to the proposal but commenting; 

 Profound change from single domestic dwelling, albeit with substantial land, 

 Difficult to determine whether such a complex is required.   

 Is the proposal to be private, 

 Reservations about the negative impact on the geography, undue tree removal,  

 Excessive noise during and after construction.   
  

Following full re-consultation on amended details, 3 site notices were erected to the 
existing entrance, and two further notices along the fence line. These were posted 
01.12.17. Letters were also sent to those that had previously commented on the 
scheme.  The application was advertised in the press.    
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11 Letters of support received on the same grounds as previously submitted; along 
with the following comments;  

 There is a greater need for more quality nursing facilities; and;  

 There is an opportunity to give something back to the community through the 
scheme.  

 
3 letters of objection received; on similar grounds to those previously raised and 
further comments summarised below; 

 Concern regarding the potential for drummed up support, some addresses cannot be 
considered local; 

 Concern for misuse of the footbridge; and;  

 Concern for noise during construction.   

 Concern also raised by the GP service that 10% of all West Kent dementia patients 
are looked after by the Waterhouse Practice;  

 It is not believed that there would be provision for Primary Care medical needs; and  

 Proposal would impact on medical services in the locality. 
 

One letter neither objecting or supporting; on the comments previously made.  
 
7.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
7.01  Pembury Parish Council 

07.12.17 
- Positive amendments to the scheme are noted including improved vehicle and 

pedestrian access and in principle agreement with the hospital to provide facilities to 
overcome bed blocking;  

- PC remain concerned about the loss of the MGB and unconvinced the very special 
circumstances outweigh the loss/harm to the MGB;    

- Concern regarding the traffic flow with the introduction of a further set of traffic lights 
with the existing lights at the hospital;  

- The PC would like clarity regarding the on-going management of the lake; 
- If minded to approve, the PC would be seeking S106 to be used for projects within 

the village to mitigate against the application; and; 
- Would seek clarity regarding S106 funding for GP surgery. 

 
08.09.2015  

7.02 Objects on the following grounds; 
- Application is not compatible with the objectives, scale and enclosed design, with the 

location in the Metropolitan Green Belt, 
- Proposal will not provide tangible help or assistance to the NHS and will present 

unacceptable burdens on the already overloaded Primary Care, 
- Strongly objects to the proposed access/egress of the scheme onto Tonbridge Road 

adjacent to Pembury Hospital ATS junction by means of inadequate Section 171 
Highways Act minor widening of the access road. 

- Disputes the draft S106 Agreement is adequate to safeguard the claimed primary 
rationale of the scheme, care of the elderly.   
 

   Natural England  
7.03 13.12.17 

 Development unlikely to have a significant impact on the SSSI interest features;  

 SSSI informative required that should storage, access or encroachment within the 

SSSI be found to occur as a result of proposals, it would be considered an offence; 

 The site is close to the AONB – the decision should be guided by paras 115 and 116 

of the NPPF; 
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 Natural England’s Standing Advice on protected species should be followed; 

 LPA’s should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity in accordance with the 

NPPF; 

 NE advise, as presented, the proposals have the potential to adversely affect 

woodland classified as Ancient Woodland; 

 The proposals may provide opportunities to incorporate features of design, which are 

beneficial to wildlife; and;  

 This application may present opportunities to enhance the character and local 

distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and built environment.   

(Officer note- the SSSI reference, is located immediately to the north of the 

application site).  

7.04 19.10.2015 
 In respect of Statutory nature conservation sites – no objection raised but informative 

recommended regarding encroachment into the SSSI. 

 Having reviewed the application, Natural England does not wish to comment on this 

development. 

 Recommend consultation with the High Weald AONB Unit.   

 Reference made to Standing Advice in respect of protected species.   

 Opportunities should be sought to enhance biodiversity.   

   Highways England  
7.05 15.10.2015 & 19.12.17 

 It is noted that the revised details make minimal difference to the conclusions drawn 

from the previous Transport Statement, and rely on previous comments;  

 Concern raised that the proposals have the potential to impact on the safe and 

efficient operation of the Strategic Road Network (SRN).  

 No objection raised to the proposal but comment that they would support a 

contribution from the development towards the provision of improved pedestrian and 

cycle routes along Tonbridge Road.   

   Scotland Gas 
7.06 27.11.17 

Comments on amendments, the mains record show there is a 
low/medium/intermediate gas main near your site.  There should be no mechanical 
excavations taking place above or within 0.5m of a low/medium pressure system or 
within 3.0m of an intermediate pressure system.  Confirmation of the position should 
be through hand dug trial holes.  Safe digging practices should be used to verify and 
establish the actual position of the mains, pipes services and other apparatus. 

 
  Southern Water  
7.07 Received 20.10.2015 & 13.12.17 

 There is currently inadequate capacity in the local network to provide foul sewage 

disposal that may result in greater risk of flooding as a result. 

 Additional off-site sewers, or improvements to sewers, will be required to provide 

sufficient capacity.  Informatives recommended regarding sewerage infrastructure 

and grease trap installation, direct consultation with the Environment Agency advised 

regarding private wastewater treatment works or septic tank drainage and SUDS.   

 Southern will rely on consultations with the Environment Agency regarding the 

Source Protection Zone.   
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 Condition recommended regarding disposal of foul and surface water details to be 

submitted to the LPA.   

  Lower Medway Internal Drainage Board 
7.08 No comments received.  
 

Upper Medway Internal Drainage Board  
7.09 21.10.2015 

 The site is outside the Upper Medway IDB’s district but does drain via ordinary 

watercourses to Alder Stream, which is a Main River, which has the potential to effect 

IDB interests. 

 Condition recommended seeking details of surface water drainage, requiring run-off 
to be no more than that of the pre-developed site, with on-site storage to 
accommodate the 1 in 100 year storm event plus climate change, details to be 
assured for the lifetime of the development and should be developed in consultation 
with KCC’s Drainage and Flood Risk Management team 

 
   Environment Agency  

30.09.2015 & 27.11.17 
7.10 Deemed Low risk, No objection raised. 
 
   UK Power Networks  

28.09.2015 & 27.11.17 
7.11  No objections raised.   
  

NHS Property 
7.12 22.02.18 

Comments were previously made without consideration as to the development type – 
C2 Use Class.  It is inevitable that any increase in the local population has an impact 
on the provision and delivery of health care, but due to the development type (C2 
residential Institute), the application for S106 funds must be withdrawn.  Verbally, 
the NHS confirm that they cannot request sums as Doctors receive an enhanced 
price per patient at present to reflect patients living within a residential home setting.  
The CCG are also looking to provide a local enhanced service doctors surgeries can 
sign up to.   

 
7.13 Original comments 

 S106 required for healthcare provisions to improve the health and well being of the 
population. 

 Any increase in local population has a knock-on effect in terms of health case and 
NHS Property Services – S106 sought to meet extra demands. 

 New residents have the right to register with local NHS services and GP’s are obliged 
to accept new patients. 

 A need is identified for contributions to support delivery of investments and 
improvements to the primary care infrastructure to enable support in registrations of 
the new population, in particular to invest in Greggs Wood Surgery and Waterfield 
House Surgery. 

 A contribution of £59, 976 is sought 
 

 Kent County Council Highways 
 30.01.18 
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7.14 Details received as previous request, including swept path analysis and update of the 
RSA.  The Signals Team and The Agreements Manager have been consulted and 
these details are considered acceptable.   

 
7.15 A useful summary of staff numbers confirm that the proposals for the care home are 

in keeping with the expectations of SPG4 and also care workers visiting the lodges 
will be additional staff and are likely to use visitor spaces across the site. 

 
7.16 The applicant has included the proposed works along the NHS service road within 

the red line. A financial contribution is still awaited from colleagues.  As before, a 
Grampian Condition would be required.   

 
12.01.18 

7.17 The access arrangements to this site have been the subject of extended discussions 
with the highway authority and latest revisions are contained within the Transport 
Statement Addendum.  The proposed layout on plan SK190717 P1 includes creation 
of a second signalised junction with the hospital service road that can be linked with 
the signals at the main hospital junction to minimise overall delays on the main road.  
The proposals include pedestrian crossing facilities.   

 
7.18 The KCC Signals team have confirmed that the proposals are acceptable in principle.  

The works will require modification of the existing signals at the main hospital 
entrance so that the operation at the junctions can be co-ordinated together and 
upgrading of the existing pedestrian crossing facilities and provision of high friction 
surfacing on all approaches a the new junction.  The submission should also include 
details of the swept path analysis for this revised layout.  RSA stage 1 and 
associated plans should be added as an appendix to the latest TA document.  
Auditor should also comment on the revised layout.   

 
7.19 The proposal requires third party NHS land that should be included in the red line, to 

include in the Grampian Condition.  Subject to the additional information, the 
highway authority would not seek to raise objections to the proposals.  A Grampian 
condition would be required to cover off site works.  In respect of parking, details 
regarding shift patterns have been requested.  With regard to the lodges, the 
highway authority would not generally support this arrangement with the provision of 
garages and tandem parking spaces.  Amendments have not been forthcoming.  
However, KCC Highways is mindful the development would remain private and that 
this is not a constrained site and it is unlikely that any overspill parking would occur 
on the highway.  Conditions required, Grampian condition to cover off site works, 
ensure the provision of parking and turning areas and removal of the existing 
entrance.   

 
 02.10.15 

 The access arrangements as submitted are unsatisfactory,  
 The access is considered to be too close to the signalled junction. 
 It is recommended that consideration is given to incorporating the access into the 

signalled junction.  
 The proposed access as submitted, would be unsafe for vehicles wishing to right turn 

into and right turn out of the proposed development.   
 In respect of parking and servicing, it would appear that the ambulance bay would be 

used for servicing.  Such developments usually have high usage of the 
ambulance/minibus bay but also deliveries are usually high.  Details of a typical 
delivery schedule are sought.   

 In terms of parking, the details of the number of staff to be employed, including shift 
changeover, is sought, critical to the calculation of the parking requirements.  The 
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Highway Authority need a better understanding of how the site is to be operated.  
There appears to be an under-provision at present, which may also affect trip 
calculations.   

 A Stage 1Road Safety Audit is also sought, prior to determination.   
 The Transport Statement refers to a report that was prepared in 2014 by WYG for a 

smaller development and there appears to be inaccuracies in tables 8 and 9 that 
present the same data.  

 The TRAC for larger vehicles is tight in places and separate servicing arrangement 
can improve success of a scheme by not block access to the front of the site.  

 The developer is aware that the highway authority, TWBC and Highways England 
seek to improve the sustainable links in this location.   

 
   KCC Strategic Planning 
7.20 Library contribution sought for £1,056.35 – condition also requested regarding 

provision of Superfast Fibre Optic Broadband.   
 
  KCC Lead Food Authority 
7.21 13.02.18 

 No objections are raised to the application as it is felt that it can be progressed 
without increasing the risk of flooding but it should be noted that KCC as lead flood 
authority, have concerns with regards to the methodology used and lack of 
consideration given to the use of infiltration; 

 At detailed design stage it would be expected that the drainage system would be 
modelled using FeH rainfall data in any appropriate modelling or simulation software; 

 As of 19 Feb 16 the EA published new guidance on how to use climate change 
allowances in flood risk assessments; 

 New allowances for peak rainfall intensities have implications for drainage design and 
should be included within any drainage strategy; and;  

 Advice provided regarding the detailed design, and conditions are recommended 
seeking details of a SuDs scheme, details regarding infiltration of surface water, 
protection of vulnerable groundwater resources and details of a verification report.   
 

7.22 06.12.17 
Comments can be summarised as follows; 

 Climate change allowance does not comply with the most up to date climate change 
requirement by the EA dated 19 Feb 2016.  

 KCC will generally require the use of up to date FEH data set within detailed design 
submissions; 

 The report does not clearly describe the impermeable areas considered for storage 
calculation and Greenfield run off rate calculation or how the permeable pavement 
contributes to the drainage strategy.  

 Schematic drainage plans do not show any treatment arrangement for surface run off 
from the road areas; proposed site layout shows plenty of opportunities to provide 
SuDs features such as Swales and infiltration basins to meet water quality and 
quantity requirement; 

 The report indicates that infiltration tests carried out in one of the trial holes have a 
fairly good infiltration rate.  Infiltration mapping suggests infiltration SuDs may be 
possible on this site; 

 Holding objection recommended for further information.  
 
7.23 20.10.2015 

 No objections to the proposed development but further details will be required 

regarding the proposed drainage to demonstrate the impermeable areas would not 

increase the on-site and off- site flood risk.   
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 KCC Land Drainage should be consulted to ensure they are content with the 

applicant’s intended discharge of run-off from this site to the wider network of 

drainage ditches.   

 SuD’s generally welcome but it is disappointing to note the use of subterranean 

geocellular structure not open infiltration/attenuation drainage features. 

 Condition recommended regarding the need for details of sustainable surface water 

drainage scheme to be submitted to the LPA.   

  TWBC Housing  
7.24 15.03.2016 

 The TWBC Housing Department conclude that there is insufficient detail to conclude 

that the development is an extra care development. 

 The information provided indicates that the homes will be sold on an open market 

leasehold arrangement, which does not fall within the definition of ‘affordable 

housing’ in the NPPF. 

 The applicant quotes policy H8, there is no evidence that the homes would be an 

affordable cost.   

 Extra care housing is a relatively new concept, the application is for leasehold extra 

care housing, of which there is very little in the Borough.   

 The Charterwood Planning Needs Report specifically excludes sheltered housing 

from the supply analysis.  This supply could be factored into the housing need 

assessment. 

 There is no evidence to support the claim that the low cost of the assisted living care 

housing will allow the residents to fund their own private health care and live longer.    

 Support the application for the care facility for older people, but based on the 

information supplied, the 22 units could attract an affordable housing requirement as 

they appear to offer individual dwellings for sale and designed as a C3 development.   

 No evidence that the dwellings would be affordable as defined in the NPPF. 

 
 TWBC Planning Policy 

 The proposal would need to demonstrate that the final bullet point of para. 89 of the 
NPPF would be met.   

 Annual monitoring indicates TWBC are more than meeting the SHMA C2 
requirements.   

 
TWBC Environmental Protection 

7.25 01.12.17 
 No objection raised.  Further consideration has been given to land contamination and 

noise.  The Acoustic report provides some background levels for day and night.  It 
states that the report has been used to inform the design of the development, 
however, no details as to how have been provided.   

 
7.26  The contamination report appears to be standard homecheck type report with 

additional comment with no site walkover survey, which is not compliant with CLR 11 
model procedures for the management of land contamination and would not satisfy 
any elements of the condition.  Conditions requested regarding internal and external 
noise levels and contamination requested.   
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 (14.10.2015) 
 The ground investigation submitted with the application identifies pockets of 

contamination on the site, an appropriate method for dealing with this contamination 

has not been supplied. 

 A condition is recommended requiring submission of an appropriate remediation 

strategy.   

 Informative regarding the Mid Kent Environmental Code is also recommended. 

 TWBC Conservation 
7.27 Comments not required in this instance. 
 
 TWBC Trees 
7.28 31.01.18 
 Comments on the amended plans can be summarised as follows; 

 Still do not agree that there is sufficient justification to warrant development in the 
ASNW or the buffer strip because either the degraded state of part of the woodland 
edge, or other developments in/close to the ASNW which must be taken on their 
merits; 

 Pressure on the trees at the northern end of the site, but this might have been more 
acceptable if other parts of the application did not also have such a large potential 
impact; 

 Issue of impact on tree cover, at the proposed access – from the road itself and 
secondly the sight lines; 

 Level changes in the RPA’s of trees G47, G142 and G144 appear great enough to 
cast doubt on the ability of these trees to survive.  Other trees would also be 
removed.  Concern regarding pressure on trees in  close proximity to units 1 and 2 
still stand and the impact on the character of the site would be worsened by the 
removal/pressure on trees resulting from the new entrance and associated works; 

 The tree officer is still unable to support the application.  
  
04.03.16 

 Most of the site is wooded, with the exception of the northern section. 
 Woodland TPO over much of the Western side of the site, part of the woodland is 

also classified as ASNW. 
 The layout would result in the removal of a large number of trees including some of 

those protected by TPO as well as within the ASNW. 
 Objection to the loss of woodland, particularly ASNW.  
 Impact on the wooded area would be significant and the character of the site would 

be changed.  
 There are areas very close to retained trees and may result in future pressure to 

prune or remove trees (units 1-2, 11 and 18).  Units 1-2 would be so close to the 
road that their position would fundamentally change that part of the local area and 
any future works to trees, further amplifying change.   
 
TWBC Landscape and Biodiversity Officer  

 
7.29  15.05.18 

Final comments can be summarised as set out below;  

 The HIS is included but is not definitive.  GCN have been found on an adjacent site 
and recent studies indicate that 1 in 3 ponds in the High Weald are likely to have 
GCN and even under the HISHSI it predicts generally that 1 in 5 average ponds will 
have GCN.  Recognising the site is part of an ecologically isolated parcel of land this 
may reduce the likelihood but perhaps the greatest concern is that there is no 
information at all on the large pond although various factors will have to have been 
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surveyed as described as a fishing pond and there is nothing to suggest that this will 
change post development.  As previously stated it is unclear what the management 
proposals are.   

 Regarding reptiles – results are provided but there is no plan showing where the tins 
were placed which would be helpful.   

 In respect of ancient woodland – reference is made to the woodland appearing on 
the inventory but these comments remain pertinent in that it does not evaluate that 
which will be lost or affected or provide any indication of or discussion on suitable 
buffer zones.  Management recommendations (section 5.2) do not address the 
woodland management itself i.e. woodland structure, harvesting, long term objectives 
etc. and recommends an imported grass mixture which is inappropriate.   

 Comment previously made that a more detailed LEMP would be required providing 
detail of Landscape and Ecological Management Plan, with such extensive area of 
habitat it would be advisable to have an indication of the proposed management and 
means of implementation and have this secured to the development - further details 
could then be conditioned.  

 In conclusion, there is a strong desire to see further, more detailed, proposals and in 
particular there is an absence of an overall objective for net gains for nature - that is 
not considered even though it may be possible on this site.   
The question is whether it is possible to overcome all of these concerns via 
conditions or legal agreement.  There are a number of concerns regarding details of 
mitigation, questions about surveys and lack of detail on management objectives and 
responsibilities that are in themselves sufficient to warrant refusal in that not all 
material matters may have been considered in coming to a planning judgement 
although it is not suggested that EPS licences would not be granted by NE.  
consequently it is a matter for the decision maker to conclude as to whether this can 
be addressed through condition.  The impact on the ancient woodland is in itself a 
reason for refusal as this is not justified or evaluated within the ecology work and 
cannot in the L & B Officers view be overcome by a condition.   
The L & B Officer does not agree with the applicant and is of the view that certain 
matters  cannot be left to condition and would therefore recommend refusal on the 
grounds of the impact on the ancient woodland and lack of information on site 
ecology and mitigation and management proposals for biodiversity sufficient to 
ensure no net loss.   
 

 18.10.16 & 12.03.18 – Summary of comments; 

 Since previous comments, the significant change has been the additional entrance 
opposite the FM access for the hospital, which gives rise to additional landscape and 
ecological effects on the site over and above the previous scheme through, further 
loss of trees and habitat, weakening of the boundary screening and further 
urbanisation of the road.   

 The Arboricultural report has been updated to take account of this.   

 Highways improvements shows removal of unspecified planting in the grounds of the 
hospital along the FM access and replacement with living wall – no details have been 
supplied and as this is on third party land it may be difficult to secure and manage in 
the long term. 

 Comments on the Landscape Design Statement; Similar to previous submission, 
showing new access and deletion of two units; 

 Information does not fully explain or acknowledge the likely harm to the ancient 
woodland or provide a clear vision for its future management.  As such the scheme 
is asking for an unspecified harm to ancient woodland to be offset by unclear 
benefits.  Consequent the L & B Officer is unable to support the application on 
grounds of harm to ancient woodland; 
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 Policy allows for such harm to be outweighed by other considerations but the 
difficulty in this case is knowing what the harm is.  

 Landscape appraisal – Updated February 2017 – appears generally unchanged apart 
from revised plan showing the additional access; 

 Conclusions are the same as those previously drawn, that there is usually some 
disagreement between practitioners about the scale and extent of effects regarding 
extent and severity of views but the report is confused and there are significant gaps 
to the extent that the L & B officer would place little reliance upon it; 

 The overall, the view that over time and with good management, the site can be 
enhanced to overcome a degree of harm, is not unreasonable; 

 Owing to the present use and condition the site is considered to have some capacity 
for development but landscape harm will in the short and medium term be very 
significant and will go directly to the concerns raised in the Borough Landscape 
Character Assessment.  The question is how much harm and will the mitigation be 
successful.   Currently the extent of harm is unclear due to the lack of certain 
information and the weight to be given to the mitigation is limited again due to the 
lack of information.   

 The L & B Officer cannot support the application and concludes that it fails to 
conserve and enhance a sensitive landscape and sit is contrary to CP4 and the loss 
of ancient woodland is not yet justified or adequately mitigated for.   

 Arboricultural Report May 2017 – refers to works “within the vicinity of” ancient 
woodland but gives no clear plan or assessment of the ancient woodland.  Fig 1 
shows the extent of the TPO but not the ancient woodland.  The Landscape Design 
Statement show the extent of the ancient woodland indicating that a section of road is 
within the ancient woodland and that further roadways and three properties are partly 
or wholly within the notional 15m buffer zone.  There are references to landscape 
and visual effects but these are not backed by technical assessment or detailed 
explanation. 

 Bat Strategy – No author or company name – makes references to that appear to 
make it specific to the project but does not have any reference name, number or 
code or project title or plan.  Significant concern is the reference to mitigation being 
provided within a pitched roof that does not exist on the site.   

 This is a site with a number of roosts and at least seven species present and a 
proper detailed mitigation was requested via comments in March 2016.  
Disappointing that this has not been produced.  Whilst it may be conditioned later – 
the Council cannot be confident that the scheme will successfully mitigate the impact 
on bats and other species and result in net gains for nature.   

 Conclusion – the site does have some capacity for development but in order to come 
to a view that a scheme might outweigh landscape and ecological harm it is important 
to firstly fully understand the harm and to be certain that necessary mitigation can be 
secured.  At present the level is harm is not clear and it is not clear what the 
mitigation will be and how it will be secured.  It is certain that an area of Ancient 
woodland inventory will be lost and that a number of bat roosts will be destroyed and 
that there will be some localised landscape harm in the AONB.  The application 
cannot be supported.   
    
18.10.16 

 There appears to be a general assumption that a small loss/incursion can be 
tolerated as overall management will be improved, difficult to agree when there is a 
lack of information.  A key concern would be the garden relationship with the 
woodland boundary and how this would be controlled, occupants are likely to have a 
different view on management within and on their garden boundaries; 

 Level information and impact on woodlands is also a concern; 
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 The size of the buffer will depend on what effects are likely to arise from the 
development, in this case, this concerns relating to disturbance from lighting, disposal 
of garden waste, run off from garden areas containing nitrates and chemicals and 
immediate and future pressure on tree management owing to concerns of safety or 
lighting.  These concerns do not appear to have been addressed; 

 Loss of Ancient woodland can be outweighed by benefits such as a balancing 
argument must be transparent setting out more clearly the harm then the benefits 
otherwise the decision maker would be left to err on the side of caution and take a 
precautionary approach – and in this case lead to a refusal; 

 It is clear from the plan that there would be significant incursion into the ancient 
woodland or indicative buffer; 

 New work does address some of the earlier criticism but much is still missing;  

 No clear plan of communal space and garden space;  

 Access to the lake is technically feasible, but will require significant engineering;  

 The review of the Borough landscape Character Assessment fails to note the 
objectives and main elements that detract from the landscape (Local Character Area 
14);  

 Local Character area 14 is largely within the MGB and High Weald AONB, both 
designations offer a high level of development constraint;  

 The objectives for the this character area including that development should not 
impact on remote, secretive and empty forested and heathland character; 

 Conserve the forested character of Pembury village and its setting,  

 Extensive industrial estates and other developments on the north east edge of RTW 
already impinge on the rural character and the urban visual influence should not 
further encroach into this area.   

 Detractors include the following; impact of busy main roads cutting through the 
landscape introducing background noise, visual intrusion and movement.  Ensure 
locally sensitive screen planting, in association with development along main road 
corridors;  

 Vulnerability of visual effects of the development beyond the AONB boundary.  
Enhancements to consider further opportunities for woodland planting around the 
town of RTW to help integrate this urban edge into the forested landscape and 
provide a measure of screening from the AONB.  

 Severance of Pembury Village from its forested setting by the road bypasses and 
vulnerability of severed land to development.  Seek further opportunities to 
re-integrate Pembury village into its forest setting part of the landscaping of 
infrastructure….retention and management of areas of woodland and pasture 
severed by the bypass is a priority.    

 In terms of visual receptors the report does not make it clear which receptors are 
affected e.g., walkers, workers, drivers  and how. 

 The report is muddled, but the view that over time and with good management, the 
site can b enhance is probably reasonable. The landscape harm will be in the short 
and medium term very significant and will go directly to the concerns raised in the 
Borough Landscape Character Assessment.  The question is how much harm and 
will it be successful, extent of harm is currently unclear and weight to be given to 
mitigation is limited.  The development fails to preserve and enhance a sensitive 
setting, so is contrary to CP4.   

 
09.03.16 

 Drainage Strategy refers to the use of the lake and possibility of other drainage 
ponds and buried attenuation tanks.  Such features can have significant landscape 
impacts.  

 
The following missing information would be useful; 
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 Workings for the HIS for the GCN as GCN have been dismissed. 
 Survey results for reptiles.  
 Concern at the absence of any detailed assessment of the ancient woodland with 

reference to the Inventory.  It appears that ancient woodland will be lost but the 
report does not evaluate the area to be lost in terms of quantity or quality. 

 Very little information on the lake in terms of current usage and ecological value, and 
possible improvements.  This is an important factor in the management plan and 
relevant to the sustainability of the scheme and relates to the site management 
details of which are limited in terms of how to secure and fund.   

 Bat report carried out by suitable professionals, show a good level of activity with at 
least 4 species present.  Its seems probable that a suitable scheme of mitigation can 
be devised but the existing scheme raises concerns regarding compatibility of the 
design features proposed, bat boxes needs to be in conjunction with a scheme of site 
management, which is unclear at present, like for like alternative mitigation would not 
be replicated for the open structures or the bunker.   

 Sensitive approach to lighting is suggested, no real detail but could be conditioned. 
However, an indicative light use plan would be helpful and would form the basis for 
the condition.   

 The argument that the roost would deteriorate without the development is rejected, 
but the Landscape and Biodiversity officer would accept that the favourable 
conservation status of the site can be maintained with appropriate mitigation.    

 It is not clear how the green space, woodland and lake will be secured and managed 
for the lifetime of the development and what the objectives will be in terms of 
landscape, ecological mitigation, landscape and ecological enhancements and 
access and recreation.  It is important to understand fully in order to rely on 
predicted mitigation measures. 

 The submitted Landscape Design Statement is illustrative, with broad concepts.  A 
more detailed plan should be provided at this stage so the scheme can be properly 
understood.   

 Absent is any assessment of impact on the landscape and visual resource.  Whilst 
outside the AONB it is immediately adjacent to it.  The landscape character is 
compromised but there are still strong and visible features.   

 
7.30  TWBC Environment Officer 
 22.10.15 

 The development is committed to meeting a number of energy targets, that includes 
Code for sustainable Homes Level 4 and 6% reduction in carbon emissions, 12% 
reduction in carbon emissions beyond 2010 Building Regs, Non-res – Minimum of 
‘very good’ BREEM rating, 10% energy through inclusion of low and zero carbon 
technologies, which are ambitious and commendable and should be conditioned to 
secure.   

 The Energy statement should recognise the biomass boiler as ‘Feasible’ and idea 
carried through to the detailed review.   

 Due to the vulnerability of the users of the site, the design and layout should be 
considered given the noise impacts. 

 Broadly agreed with the remaining options for renewable energy. 
 Detailed review described in the Energy Statement should be carried out at the 

earliest opportunity.  
 The developer should seek to impose a target to reduce water usage by 110 litres 

per person per day.   
 The location of the development meets many of the criteria for a development 

location to be considered sustainable.   
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 CPRE 
7.31 27.08.15 

 There is an advantage in the sites location but question whether very special 
circumstances exist to justify this development in the Green Belt, Outside the Limits 
to Built Development, on a site containing ancient woodland and close to a SSSI.   

 Recognise that the site is an island of Green Belt and ancient woodland, but it is an 
important piece that prevents coalescence of Tunbridge Wells and Pembury and the 
hospital, forming several functions listed in Para 80 of the NPPF, it is not agreed the 
A21 is sufficient for this purpose.   

 Concerned about the impact on the Ancient woodland and protected species. 

 Ask that the Borough Council looks carefully at the argument that insufficient C2 
exists, and alternative sites outside the MGB and AONB that may come forward 
before sites such as this. 

 Access to the lake is insufficient to justify ‘very special circumstances’.   
 

The Pembury Society 
7.32 04.12.17 

 Previous comments still stand, large development in the MGB that would replace a 
single dwelling; 

 Government policy remains, to protect the MGB; 

 Local GP’s have a high number of dependent patients registered with them; and 

 Satisfied with the revisions to the access.  
 
(24.08.15) 

 Green Belt should only be developed in exceptional circumstances. 

 Even if considered brownfield, it is not considered that such a large development in 
the Green Belt can be justified, even if needed in the wider area.  

 Precedent – the Green Belt is there for a purpose.   

 Appears to be a severe problem with the access.   

 Dangerous and impractical access.   

 At busy times the queue extends back, past this access, concern that the movement 
would be severely restricted.   

 Pembury already has two large care homes, a third would put pressure on GP 
provision.  

  Kent Wildlife Trust  
7.33 11.12.17 

 Not convinced regarding sacrifice of the MGB and ancient woodland or the need to 
disturb protected species. 

 Remain opposed. 
 
7.34 (comments based on original documents). 

 Disturbed by the loss of semi-natural ancient woodland and grassland habitat; 
absence of some protected species survey information; prescriptions for the future 
management of undeveloped parts of the site;  

 No indication as precise extent and location of the woodland to be sacrificed and no 
‘exceptional’ justification for its loss, as required by NPPF para 118.  

 NPPF para 108 requires compensation should be made for the loss of its ecological 
interest and no overall loss of ecology.   

 Proposals for the enhancement of grassland are limited.  
 

Comments on updated survey work; (4.05.16) 

 No convincing argument has been put forward to justify the sacrifice of ancient 
woodland and the need to disturb protected species, “community need” is not a 
justification. 
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 No reasoned justification has been put forward to justify each 
mitigation/enhancement/management plan should demonstrate how measures and 
procedures have been derived from key objectives appropriate to the site and its 
habitat. 

 No firm commitment has been made to implement mitigation/enhancement 
suggestions. 

 Remain opposed to the grant of planning permission.  
 
Royal Tunbridge Wells Civic Society 

7.35 8.03.18 – This application fundamentally conflicts with Green Belt policy and the 
preservation of the Ancient woodland, and the intensive development of part of the 
site could only be justified by very significant social or environmental gains.  We find 
this site completely unsuited to the intended use, on grounds of traffic generation, 
noise and effect on green space, and development of any kind here prejudges the 
outcome of the Local Plan review and site allocations process.  The Civic Society do 
not think the proposal to allow the public access to the lake and woods is effective in 
the absence of public rights of way.  

 
8.0 APPLICANT’S SUPPORTING COMMENTS (summary of key points) 
 
8.1 The proposals provide a 76 bedroom health and wellbeing facility includes of 

community use treatment rooms, kitchen and laundry facilities, and 20 independent 
extra care lodges. 

 
8.2 The proposals provide various highway improvements to the entrance, access for the 

local community to the existing lake and improvements to the informal walk around 
the lake. 

 
8.3 S106 Draft Heads of terms outline a commitment to care, community use of the site 

and contribution to the provision of sustainable transport to the local area.   
 
8.4  The freehold will be maintained and thus control of any potential pressure to remove 

trees will be retained.   
 
8.5 Evidence of the need for the development and the suitability of its location has been 

included in the Needs Analysis document.  This very special circumstance is also 
contributed to by the community offerings.  

 
8.6 The use class would be C2 in its entire and addressed in the Operations Statement.  
 
8.7 The potential impact on the Green Belt is further supported by our proposed Visual 

Impact details.   
 
8.8 The development proposals are intended to be “future proof” with wet rooms, wide 

corridors and potential for stair lifts.   
 
8.9  The proposal includes cycle provision, with cycle stores  
 
9.0 BACKGROUND PAPERS AND PLANS 

891- 101 B Existing location plan  
891 – 102 A  Existing topographical survey 
891- 103 A Constraints and Opportunities  
891- 104  Existing photographs 
891- 201E  Proposed location Plan  
891- 202 F Proposed site plan 
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891- 301A Care Home ground floor plan 
891- 302A Care Home first floor plan  
891- 303A  Care Home roof plan  
891 – 304 A Care Home elevations  
891- 401 A Units 1 & 2 Elevations and Plans 
891- 402 A Units 3 & 4 Elevations and Plans 
891- 403 A Unit 5 Elevations and Plans 
 
891- 405 A Unit 7 Elevations and Plans 
891- 406 A Unit 8 Elevations and Plans 
891- 407 A Unit 9 Elevations and Plans 
 
891- 410 A Unit 12 Elevations and Plans 
891- 411 A Units 13 & 14 Elevations and Plans 
891- 412 A Unit 15 Elevations and Plans 
891- 413 A Unit 16 Elevations and Plans 
891- 414 A Unit17 17 & 18 Elevations and Plans 
891- 415 A Unit 19 Elevations and Plans 
891- 416 A Units 20 & 21 Elevations and Plans 
891- 417 A Unit 22 Elevations and Plans 
891- 701  Proposed materials  
891- 501 A  Existing site sections  
891 – 502 D Proposed site sections 
891- 503 B  Existing and proposed Street scene  
891- 601 A  Ancilllary Building details  
AG2080-14-01 Exploratory hole location plan 
TCP1 – ON  Tree protection Plan  
Sk190717-1 P1 – New signalised junction  
 
The proposal is supported by the following documents: 
Operations Statement and Care Home Operations statement 
Design and Access Statement  
Planning Statement  
Area Schedules  
Planning Needs May 2016 
Access Statement  
Flood Risk Assessment 
Travel Plan  
Transport Statement October 2017 
Foundation Statement 
Ecological appraisal and Phase 2 surveys updated October 2015 
Phase 2 Bat Survey and Mitigation Survey 
Arboricultural Implications and Assessment and Method statement.  
Energy Statement  
Drainage Strategy Statement 
Landscape Design statement Feb 2017 
Noise Survey  
Contamination Report   
Report on Ground Investigation  
Statement of Community Involvement 
Pre-application submission  
Landscape Appraisal Feb 2017 
Signed Legal Opinion  
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10.0 APPRAISAL 
 
 Principle of Development 
 
10.01 The site lies outside of the limits to built development (LBD), within the countryside 

that is designated Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB) where there is a general 
presumption against development.  Policy LBD1 states that outside the LBD 
development will only be permitted where it would be in accordance with all relevant 
local plan policies.  Core Policy 2 sets out a presumption against ‘inappropriate 
development’ within the Green Belt, as supported by the NPPF.   

 
10.02 The NPPF, para 88, comments that when considering any planning application, local 

planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 
Green Belt.  ’Very Special Circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to 
the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations.   

 
10.03 The proposal is considered to constitute more than just a replacement for an existing 

building, involving a substantial increase in the scale and footprint of the proposed 
care home and lodges compared to the existing buildings on this site.  However, 
para 89 of the NPPF sets out a number of exceptions being for the following 
purposes; 

- Agriculture and forestry; 
- Outdoor sport and recreation as long as it preserves the openness of the green belt 

and does not conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 
- The extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 

disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 
- The replacement of a building, provided the new building is the same use and not 

materially larger than the one it replaces; 
- Limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs; 
- Limited infilling or partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites 

(brownfield land) whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings) which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and purpose of including land within it than the existing development.   

 
10.04 The NPPF states that previously developed land is land which “is or was occupied by 

a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land (although it 
should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed)”, and 
excludes “land in built-up areas such as private residential gardens”.  In this case, 
the site is not located in a built up area and therefore is not excluded from the 
definition of previously developed land.  In the High Court case Dartford Borough 
Council v Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government, it was concluded 
that residential gardens outside “built up areas” were “brownfield”.   

 
10.05 Previous Inspectors, when considering development within the MGB, have 

considered the degree of containment within the site, the concept of openness 
encompasses not only the visual aspects but its spatial implications.  In effect, 
openness in Green Belt terms means that land within it should remain, on the whole, 
free from development.   

 
10.06 Limited infilling is not defined within the Framework, however scale, massing and 

solidity can be taken into account when making an assessment on this matter.     
 
10.07 In this case, the volumes of the existing buildings on the site of some would be 

replaced with buildings far in excess of the existing buildings on the site, with volume, 
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floor area and hardstand increases far in excess of the existing, in addition, the 
development would be spread over a wider area than existing.  At present the built 
form is concentrated on the northern part of the site.  The proposal, due to its 
substantial increase in volume and scale of development, is unlikely to be considered 
limited infill in the ordinary meaning of the word.  However, there existing buildings 
on the site, the existing dwelling, pool house and outbuildings, and, in the ordinary 
meaning of the word, it would be reasonable to conclude that the development would 
comprise “the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites 
(brownfield)” subject to there being no greater impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development”.   
 
Impact on Openness and purpose of including within the Metropolitan Green Belt  

10.08 The proposed Care Facility and independent lodges would result in buildings of 
substantial scale and massing, but also associated hardstanding, internal roads, a 
new access and acoustic fencing, when compared to the existing single dwelling, 
pool house and associated outbuildings on the northern part of the site.  The 
proposal would result in a greater impact on the “openness” of the Metropolitan 
Green Belt and therefore is considered to be inappropriate development.  
“Openness” is the absence of development such as buildings and hard surfacing, but 
also relates to the extent of development and its physical effect on the site, there is a 
spatial effect as well as a visual effect.  The proposal would result in development 
across a much wider part of the site, than exists currently as one residential dwelling.   

 
10.09 The development proposed would result in significant development of the care home 

and the lodges, but also the roadways, changes in levels to create foundations for 
the development and the formation of the access.  A footway down to the lake is 
also proposed that is likely to require significant engineering.  The new access 
proposed would also result in significant urbanisation.   

 
10.10 In terms of views into the site, a Landscape Appraisal has been prepared by suitable 

professionals, however, there are gaps in the evidence.  The Landscape & 
Biodiversity Officer is of the view that there are likely to impacts on views in the short 
to medium term.  The views do not cover winter views and omit the address the 
impact from the footpath 100m to the north.  The Landscape Appraisal sets out that 
from the Tonbridge Road there would be no views into the site.  The montage does 
not set out how many years after construction, the montage is meant to represent.  
The visual impacts are not clear, however, the site at present appears largely free of 
development from outside of the site.  However, the montages do indicate 
development will be seen, and it is likely to be more notable in the winter months.   

 
10.11 In terms of built form, the scale of development would far exceed that which exists in 

the site.  Currently the site is occupied by 8797.6m3 of built form, to be replaced by  
27,464m3. The site is only contained by roads, but not other built form in which to 
draw reference from.  The taller elements of the development would be located on 
the high land levels.  The proposal would result in significant development on a 
relatively undeveloped site, and would result in a large complex, adding to the large 
complexes at Pembury Hospital (major developed site) to the north and Notcutts to 
the east.  The proposal would result in a significant and permanent incursion into the 
countryside.   

 
10.12 The proposal would have an adverse affect on openness and therefore by definition, 

the proposal would be harmful.  The level of harm in this instance, from the impact of 
the development and the loss of ancient woodland is likely to be high.  The 
Character Assessment particularly draws on the landscape and importance of the 
trees on the site but it is considered necessary to consider the impact on the 
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purposes of designating the land within the MGB.  Section 4.19 of the Applicant’s 
Landscape Appraisal deals with the effect on the green belt and comments that 
“although the proposal would have some limited impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt, the new development would not be visible from the wider landscape.  
Moreover, the site is located between two main roads and does not form part of an 
extended area of open land.”  There is no clear assessment against the role and 
function of green belt land of this site in the wider green belt context and that the 
location may contribute to the importance of the Green Belt.  In addition, the lack of 
visibility does not directly relate to openness.    

 
10.13 The 2017 Green Belt Study, a document that is part of the background evidence to 

the local plan review, comments that this parcel is largely tree covered, with one 
isolated dwelling.  The parcel abuts the urban edge of Pembury, and the A21 forms 
the western edge of the parcel.  The extensive woodlands are commented upon.  It 
is recognised that the parcel extends towards Pembury, and takes in the hotel to the 
north east, but not the hospital.  The contribution is set out below;  

 

Purpose Comment 

1 – Check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas 

The parcel is adjacent to the large built up area and 
has a degree of separation from both the 
settlement and the wider countryside.   
 
The rating is considered moderate. 

2 – Prevent neighbouring towns 
merging  

Development of this parcel would result in 
significant narrowing of the physical gap, but the 
A21 and associated tree cover would preserve a 
sense of separation 
 
The rating is considered moderate. 

3 – Assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment 

The parcel has a degree of separation from both 
the settlement and the wider countryside, but 
openness is compromised by urbanising 
development within it. 
 
The rating is considered relatively weak.  

4- To preserve the special character 
of historic towns 

The parcel does not form part of the setting of an 
historic town. 
 
The rating is weak or no contribution. 

5 – Assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land 

Individual parcels are considered to make an equal 
contribution to this purpose and so have not been 
assessed.  
 
Not assessed.   

 
10.14 The application site is included within a parcel that has a degree of separation from 

the settlement, and provides a moderate contribution towards checking unrestricted 
sprawl.  However, part of this contribution comes from the tree screen, that is likely 
to be impacted upon by the proposal.  It is considered that the openness has already 
been compromised by urbanising development within it.  The weaknesses are in part 
from the existing development.  Whilst the A21 does form a strong edge, the parcel 
still forms a moderate contribution towards the MGB purposes. 
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10.15 The proposed siting of this development is within the Green Belt and not abutting the 
LBD, but outside of the LBD.  The trees currently make a contribution, and the 
impact from this development on the trees and landscape has not been sufficiently 
clarified.  Therefore the harm is considered to be high and therefore the very special 
circumstances would need to correspond to this level of harm.  It is considered that 
the proposal, would comprise redevelopment of a previously developed site. The 
development would affect the permanence of the open aspect on this part of the site 
due to the scale of development proposed along with the access, further exacerbated 
by the loss, and potential loss, of trees. It is therefore necessary for Members to 
consider whether VSC exist in this case, relative to the high level of harm to the 
openness that has been identified.    

 
Very Special Circumstances. 
Need 

10.16 Merely because a proposed development is by definition inappropriate does not 
mean that there is a prohibition on it.  Very special circumstances is a matter for the 
decision maker in the exercise of their judgement.  In this case, there are a number 
of matters that may comprise very special circumstances.  The identified need could 
be such a circumstance, Paragraph 159 requires local planning authorities, through 
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), to identify the range of types and 
sizes of accommodation likely to be needed by the population. The Sevenoaks and 
Tunbridge Wells Strategic Housing Market Assessment September 2015 indicates 
that the population of persons aged over 65 accounts for 18% of the population in 
Tunbridge Wells, and the number of residents aged over 65 is expected to grow 
substantially - 61% in Tunbridge Wells to 2033, with particularly strong growth 
expected in those aged over 75, driven by improved life expectancy.   

 
10.17 The SHMA goes on to state that a growing older population and increasing longevity 

is expected to result in a substantial growth in people with dementia and mobility 
problems – in Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells people with mobility problems is 
expected to increase by over 6000 and an increase of more than 2,500 persons with 
dementia to 2033.  Some of these households would require adaptations to 
properties to meet their changing needs whilst others may require specialist 
accommodation or support, there is clear evidence of need for properties which are 
capable of accommodating peoples changing needs.   

 
10.18 It is also relevant that the SHMA highlights a need for all types of housing in the 

Borough, including specialist housing for the elderly.  Specialist housing includes 
sheltered and extra care housing.  The SHMA estimates a need for an additional 
1,400 specialist dwellings for older persons over the 2013-33 period.  This forms 
part of the overall housing need.  The SHMA goes on to say that decisions about 
appropriate mix should take account of the current stock, other local needs evidence 
and policies regarding accommodation and care for older persons.  An “indicative” 
figure of 796 bedspaces over the 2013-33 period is identified for care/nursing home 
bed spaces for older persons, that is a separate need from the assessed overall 
housing need as it relates principally to a C2 Use Class.   

 
10.19 Para. 50 of the NPPF makes it clear that local planning authorities should plan for a 

mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends… and needs of 
different groups in the community such as older people and people with disabilities.  
At present, records indicate that since 2012, some 442 beds/extra care units (net) 
(with an additional 68 beds with a resolution to permit, at Cornford Court) have been 
permitted. This accounts for a range of care needs, from support on site in self 
contained accommodation, to traditional bed spaces in care homes.  Whilst it is 
commented within the submitted documents that no sites are specifically allocated for 
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C2 Use, it is clear that significant progress has been made towards meeting the 
indicative number set out in the SHMA, over the first 5 years.   

  
 Co-locational siting with the hospital 
10.20 The applicants consider that the location of the site in close proximity to the hospital, 

provides co-locational benefits.  The applicant sets out that the benefits of the 
proximity to Pembury Hospital cannot be replicated.  Along specific locational 
advantages that include; that the site is developed and the tranquil lake provides a 
suitable setting, the applicant considers provides very special circumstances.  The 
applicants have demonstrated a desire to work with Pembury Hospital and propose 
that the benefits are secured through S106 agreement.  These are to include the 
following services to the hospital;  

 

 Provision of 10 units of accommodation for a step down care for patients who need a 
transition between hospital and home, having had surgery (non-orthopaedic) or after 
treatment or acute or chronic medical conditions. 

 End of life palliative care – 5 units of accommodation, and creation and provision of a 
specialist and dedicated End of Life care services for the hospital being available 
from either or both the care home and care lodges, reducing dependence on the 
hospital  - enabling these resources to be redeployed.   

 Skills and training of health and social care staff – ongoing training and development 
of best practice protocols for Doctors and Nursing staff working with dementia 
sufferers or patients approaching the end of their life.   

 Access to on site training facilities and access to Encore’s Clinical Advisory Board.  
 
10.21 It is considered that the applicant can demonstrate a need for the development, there 

is also a clear need identified through the now out of date Core Strategy policies.  
The applicant proposes a clear mechanism, through the s106 to secure the benefits.   

 
10.22 The applicants also have access to 18-20 Tonbridge Road for redevelopment as staff 

accommodation.  This benefit is not unusual and therefore moderate weight can be 
attributed to this.  However, the benefits of the co-locations siting, with the benefit of 
providing 15 beds to the Hospital, provides a unique benefit, that would weigh in 
favour of the scheme.   

 
Employment Generation 

10.23 The proposal would create 30 full time and 36 part time members of staff, bringing 
economic benefits.  Such matters have been taken into the balance of 
considerations when weighing the special circumstances and other benefits of the 
scheme, with the harm by virtue of the impact on the openness of the Green Belt.   

  
Efficient use of land 

10.24 The proposal would make efficient use of the site, provide specialist care in close 
proximity to existing hospital and would replace a number of buildings that can 
potentially deliver the benefits as set out above.  

 
 Community use of the Lakes and grounds 
10.25 The applicant is proposing to provide wider public access to the lake and grounds.  It 

would not however, be an attraction in its own right.  Limited weight can be attributed 
to this element of the scheme.   

 
 Conclusion on the Matter of Very Special Circumstances in the Green Belt 
10.26  Officers consider that the development can be considered “complete redevelopment 

of previously developed sites”, however, the due to the extent of the redevelopment, 
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the impact on openness of the Metropolitan Green Belt and purposes for the 
designation, the proposal would comprise inappropriate development.  The second 
consideration is whether the benefits created by the development clearly outweigh 
the harm so as to amount to very special circumstances.  Weight is to be attached to 
the very special circumstances, however they are not considered to outweigh the 
specific and definitional harm to the openness of the Metropolitan Green Belt.   

 
10.27 The adverse impacts will need to be balanced against the benefits of the proposal in 

this case. The applicant considers the benefits to be the supply of the care home and 
C2 lodges, and community access to the lake that justify the development and will be 
discussed in more detail below.  
  
Whether the proposal constitutes sustainable development 
 

10.28 As Tunbridge Wells Borough cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, the 
NPPF also requires consideration of whether the proposal can be considered to be 
sustainable development.  Policies in relation to the supply of housing are 
“out-of-date” and Paragraph 14 of the NPPF is therefore “engaged”.  Paragraph 14 
sets out that:  

 
“At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and 
decision-taking.  Para 7 of the NPPF sets out that there are “three dimensions to 
sustainable development: economic, social and environmental”. 

 
10.29 For decision-taking this means:  
 

- approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without 
delay; and 

- where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, 
granting permission unless: 

 

 any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole; or 

 specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted 
[Footnote 9]”. (Footnote 9 includes land designated as AONB and Green 
Belt).   

  
10.30 The application would not accord with the development plan by virtue of the position 

of the site outside the LBD, within the Metropolitan Green Belt, the NPPF indicates 
development should be restricted.  It is therefore necessary to consider whether the 
proposal comprises sustainable development and any adverse impact of granting 
permission when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole.   

 
10.31 The key matters for consideration in this case are; 

 

 Whether or not the proposed development would represent a sustainable 
form of development, having regard to local planning policies and the NPPF, 
and particularly whether specific policies in the NPPF (specifically relating to 
the MGB and AONB) within para 14 indicates this development should be 
restricted. 
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10.32 The NPPF sets out that there are three dimensions to sustainable development, the 
economic, social and environmental roles.   

 
10.33 The site is located outside the LBD, and set some distance from the LBD boundary 

and even further from local facilities.  The development would make a contribution 
towards meeting a need in the C2 use Class, however, this is one of a number of 
needs to be met through the preparation of the local plan and should be considered 
on its merits.  The need does not override the needs to ensure good planning and 
design, and to accord with the development plan and NPPF policies in all other 
respects. 

 
 Specialist accommodation considerations (social and environmental role) 
10.34  For the reasons set out above it is considered that the proposal would provide social 

benefits in the form of the provision of specialist residential accommodation, as an 
identified need within the SHMA, development plan and NPPF.  Significant weight 
can be attached to this in considering whether the proposal constitutes sustainable 
development, under the ‘social’ considerations of sustainable development. This 
provides substantial weight in favour of the scheme.    

 
10.35 The use class regarding the care home is considered to clearly fall within C2 use 

class – those in need of care.  The lodges could be controlled by condition and 
would count towards meeting the Borough’s five year housing land supply.   

 
 Location of the site (social and environmental) 
10.36 The sub-text to Policy LBD1 in the Local Plan (para 3.39) sets out that the LBD’s 

purpose is to direct development to built up areas to ensure sustainable development 
patterns.  The site does not abut the LBD – as in the case of some other 
developments permitted outside the LBD – however - the site is not considered to be 
“isolated” in the context of the site and surrounding area and modest weight can be 
attached.      

 
 Employment generation and construction (social and economic) 
10.37 The proposal would result in short term employment opportunities during the 

construction period and up to 30 full time and 36 part time members of staff would be 
employed following occupation of the proposed development.   

 
10.38 The employment generation would accord with the NPPF’s priority to support 

economic growth.  This provides significant weight in favour of the scheme. 
 
 Impact on landscape (AONB) and ecology (environmental role) 
10.39 This will be assessed in greater detail in the sections below, however, in summary, 

the Landscape and Biodiversity Officers raises objections on the grounds of 
landscape and ecology.  To summarise, the submitted documents do not adequately 
demonstrate that the proposal would not result in harm to the landscape, ancient 
woodland or ecology.  There is an understandable rationale behind locating the 
development in this location, in close proximity to the hospital, however, the site is 
within the AONB and the countryside and the tree belt forms part of the landscape 
character.  This would weigh against the scheme.    

 
 Previously Developed Land (environmental role) 
10.40 The northern part of the site is considered PDL which contributes positively towards 

the proposal being considered to be sustainable development, and is seen as a slight 
benefit. However, it should also be noted that makes it clear that it should not be 
assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.  The proposal seeks 
permission for the development of a much wider area than is currently developed.   
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Sustainable construction methods (environmental role) 

10.41  The Environmental Officer comments that the developer is committed to meeting a 
number of energy targets including a 6% reduction in carbon emissions, 12% 
reduction in carbon emissions beyond 2010 Building Regs, Non-res – Minimum of 
‘very good’ BREEM rating, 10% energy through inclusion of low and zero carbon 
technologies, which are ambitious and commendable and should be conditioned to 
secure.   

  
 Summary of whether the proposal comprises sustainable development 
10.42 On balance, given the site’s position in relation to the main urban area, and the social 

and economic considerations providing significant benefits, this development could 
be considered to comprise sustainable development. However, the adverse impact 
on landscape, trees and ecology is significant and does not contribute to sustainable 
development.  As a result the proposal cannot be considered to be sustainable 
development in accordance with the NPPF.  

 
Need for Affordable Housing Provision 

 
10.43  Affordable housing is required to be provided for residential developments (Use 

Class C3) of 10 or more units. However, there are no affordable housing 
requirements for residential institution developments (Use Class C2). Therefore, the 
key consideration on this matter is which use class the proposed development falls 
within. There has been extensive discussion between the applicant and officers.  
regarding the Use Class of the lodges in particular.  The care home is considered to 
be C2 use.   

 
10.44 Para 37 of the NPPG entitled “how should local planning authorities deal with 

housing for older people?” states that:  
 
 “Older people have a wide range of different housing needs, ranging from suitable 

and appropriately located market housing through to residential institutions (Use 
Class C2).  Local planning authorities should count housing provided for older 
people, including residential institutions in Use Class C2, against their housing 
requirement”. 

 
10.45 The NPPG also sets out that;  
 
 “In decision-taking, evidence that development proposals for accessible and 

manageable homes specifically for older people will free up under-occupied local 
housing for other population groups is likely to demonstrate a market need that 
supports the approval of such homes”.   

 
10.46 As set out above, there is an unmet need for housing, with the Borough unable to 

demonstrate supply against the OAN and the government places great weight on 
housing supply and the need to boost housing supply and choice of homes.   

 
10.47 The Use Classes Order sets out the different categories of residential use and makes 

a distinction between residential institutions (Class C2) and dwellinghouses (Class 
C3).  There is considerable case law (at planning appeals and in the courts) on the 
definitions of both.  There is no government guidance on which use class ‘extra care 
housing’ falls into.  It is for the decision maker to decide, depending on the individual 
circumstances of each case, which class a particular use falls into.  
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10.48 The draft Section 106 submitted with the application states that the classification of 
the 20 units as ‘extra care’ is on the basis of the residents in the accommodation 
being provided with 2 hours of personal care per week.  The applicant argues that 
affordable housing is not required. 

 
10.49 The Operations Statement states that occupation of the 20 units would be restricted 

to those over the age of 55 and that 2 hours of care allowance is ‘made available’ to 
one qualifying person in each property.  It is stated in the draft Heads of Terms, that 
a ‘qualified’ person means one person who is or has attained the age of 55 and in 
need of personal care by reason of old age or disablement (including a person of any 
age that is registered disabled under the terms of Chronically and Disabled Persons 
Act 1970).   

 
10.50 The applicants comment that the extra care units would be sold on long leases to 

future occupants.  All occupants of the extra care units would be obliged to sign up 
to an extra care living package and support needs.  The applicant comments that 
the lodges would not be for sale on the open market and adds that the service 
charges, including the minimum care package, that is expected would deter people 
who do not need this type of accommodation – as the costs far exceed a standard 
service charge for a 2 bed property, averaging £180-£225 per week, compared to 
£30 for sheltered housing.    

 
10.51 Care services are to be provided that do meet the definition of extra care housing – 

the document also states 20 units would be made available for the ‘frail elderly’, that 
would be expected to require more than 2 hours care.  Extra care units are to be two 
storey, double bedroom houses, which could be considered downsizing.  Whilst 
these units contain all the necessary facilities and private garden areas to be 
occupied as a C3 unit, the applicant comments that there would be an element of 
shared facilities in that the occupants of the residential lodges can access the 
facilities in the proposed care home.   

 
10.52 There are elements that indicate a C3 use, including the age restriction of over 55, 

self contained accommodation and parking standards.   
 

However, the following elements could be indicators of a C2 Use; 

 Occupiers are assessed to ensure they are ‘in need of care’ and are required 
to sign up to a minimum care package, that can be extended beyond the 
statutory 2 hours;  

 Qualified care and support workers provide care 24 hours a day 365 days a 
year, delivering health and well being services;   

 On site restaurant/Bistro serving meals, 365 days of the year, that can be 
delivered to the homes; 

 Residents lounge, laundry, hairdressing, gym/activity room, and treatment 
rooms for specialist healthcare professionals; 

 Burglar alarms double as personal alarms; 

 Full disability living design; including wet rooms; and; 

 Wheelchair accessibility.   
 
10.53 It is important to consider a recent appeal decision at Balcomes Hill, reference 

15/510395/FULL, commented that there are a large number of terms used to 
describe this type of provision including extra care housing, enhanced sheltered 
housing and assisted living and the Use Class in which they fall depends on the facts 
and circumstances of each case.  The Inspector also commented that he could not 
imagine there would be many potential residents who were not in need of, or not 



 
Planning Committee Report 
6 June 2018 
 

 

anticipating being in need of imminently, at least a modicum of regular care, 
“moreover, reinforcement of the premises-specific culture of care and support would 
be affected by the terms of occupation based on minimum age and minimum take-up 
of care services (albeit limited in terms of hours).”  The Inspector also commented 
the service charges are likely to be well beyond those that might reasonably be 
expected in non-institutional accommodation.  When combined with the scope to 
secure the characteristics through planning condition – it was concluded the units 
were C2.  There are similarities with the current application, albeit that the age would 
be set at 55 and not 65, however, in principle, the applicant’s would need to be in 
need of care, and would be subject to a care package, and higher than average 
service charges, this could be secured through condition/legal agreement if the 
application was recommended for approval.  In such a case, affordable housing 
would not be required.   

 
Summary on principle of development and Housing need 

 
10.54 By virtue of the sites location outside the LBD and within the Metropolitan Green Belt, 

development of the scale, volume, massing and siting, would be inappropriate 
development and unacceptable in principle unless it is demonstrated that “very 
special circumstances” apply.  In this instance it is considered that there would be a 
significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the benefits put forward 
would not amount to “Very Special Circumstances” that would outweigh the harm in 
principle to the MGB.  

  
Visual Impact and Landscape considerations 

 
10.55 As outlined above, the scale of development proposed would have a material impact 

on the openness of the Green Belt over the existing, sporadic, buildings located on 
the northern part of the site and thus is inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  
However, it is also necessary to consider the visual impact of the development and 
its impact on the landscape.  

 
10.56 Policy EN25 makes it clear that outside of the Limits to Built Development, all 

proposals should have; 
 

1. Minimal impact on the landscape character of the locality; 
2. Development proposals should have no detrimental impact on landscape 

setting of settlements, 
3. Should not result in unsympathetic change to the character of a rural lane, 
4. Any new buildings should be located adjacent to existing buildings or be well 

screened, and 
5. Extensions and alterations to existing buildings should respect local styles.  

 
Criterion 1 is of particular relevance in relation to the visual impact of the proposal. 

 
10.57 In terms of the design and appearance, the two storey care home would be of 

significant scale would be located on the highest part of the site, to the north west 
part of the site, where the existing outbuildings are located.  Twenty residential 
lodges would be spread through the grounds to the south eastern parts of the site.  
The design and appearance of the buildings would include flat/monopitch roofs, with 
the height predominantly two storey with some single storey lodges.  There are no 
other buildings that would be retained on the site that the development could draw 
reference from, however, the design approach of the buildings is not considered 
unacceptable.   
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10.58 The existing footprint of 2,302.04 m2 would be replaced by some 3,989.2m2, with 
hard surfaced areas of some additional 5371m2.  The volume of buildings on site 
would be increased from 8,797.6m3 to 27,464m3.  The site is located within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt and the setting of the AONB.  There are also protected 
trees on the site, and ancient woodland.  The site is recognised in the Borough 
Landscape Assessment 2017 as being within the Pembury Forested Plateaux, where 
the woodlands and wooded ghyll are part of the valued landscape.  Part of the 
landscape strategy for Pembury is to conserve the forested character of Pembury 
Village and its setting, of which Owlsnest wood is part, and therefore the site is 
sensitive and functions as part of this setting.  The increase in scale of development 
on the site, and distribution of development across a wider site is considered to be 
significant in this context.   The scale of the care home would be uncompromising, 
with significant expanses of glazing and darker materials.   

 
10.59 The areas of forest that lie within the bypass such as Forest Wood and Marchley 

Harbour Wood are particularly important to the character and setting of the village.  
The Borough Landscape assessment further comments that the extensive industrial 
estates and other developments on the north east edge of Royal Tunbridge Wells 
already impinge on the rural character and the urban visual influence should not 
further encroach into this area.  A firm boundary to the development edge is required 
with appropriate landscape treatments and tree planting.   

 
10.60 The character at present is a largely tree covered area between the A21 and 

Tonbridge Road.  The Landscape appraisal, whilst completed by suitable 
professionals, to a recognised methodology, has gaps of evidence.  The Landscape 
Character Area is one being largely within the Metropolitan Green Belt and High 
Weald AONB (setting of).   

 
10.61 It is not considered that the submission demonstrates that there would be limited 

visual harm, or that the proposed planting would be adequate mitigation for such a 
significant change.   

 
10.62 In addition to the above, the Landscape Character Assessment highlights the need to 

ensure locally sensitive screen planting, in association with development proposals 
along the main road corridors to reduce visual impact and wider infiltration traffic 
noise, integration of the urban edge into the forested landscape and providing a 
measure of screening from the AONB is also highlighted.  The retention and 
management of areas of woodland and pasture severed by the bypass is a priority.  
The Landscape assessment submitted indicates that there will be tree loss and 
glimpsed views, then in similar views it is concluded within the report that there would 
be no view possible.  It does not demonstrate the impact from the A21 or footpath 
100m to the north.  The Landscape and Biodiversity Officer comments that there are 
likely to be filtered views and the Landscape Assessment does not account for the 
winter views.  What is clear is there will be tree loss on the site and the level of 
works would require significant changes to the landscape.  The Landscape and 
Biodiversity officer comments that the report cannot be relied upon.  It is likely that 
the level of works required would result in significant landscape harm in the short to 
medium term and will go directly to the landscape concerns of the Character 
Assessment.  The concern is the level of harm that has not yet been demonstrated, 
and how successful mitigation would be.  The loss of the ancient woodland is not 
shown to be adequately justified or mitigated for.   

 
10.63 In addition to the impact on trees, the identified loss and future pressure on trees, 

there are significant changes in levels across the site that will contribute to the impact 
on the character of the area.  In order to implement such a scheme, there would be 
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significant impact on the levels across the site to create development platforms, 
access and hardstanding.    The access itself would introduce a significant and 
urbanising feature, along with potential earthworks for the building platforms, and the 
impact from the additional pedestrian access to the lake.     The Landscape 
Appraisal screens out views from the A21, when the main new building would be in 
close proximity – some 10 to 20m of the boundary.  During the winter months there 
is likely to be a filtered view.  Woodland management is also likely to open up views 
in the short to medium term.  Views from the new footway 100m to the north, have 
not been included, nor have views from Notcutts, some of which stands on elevated 
land, above the close boarded fence.   

 
10.64 The Drainage Strategy makes reference to the use of the lake and the possibility of 

other drainage ponds and buried attenuation tanks.  Such features can have 
significant landscape impacts and should at least be set out in illustrative form to be 
sure suitable drainage can be achieved but also some indication of the likely visual 
effects of such facilities.   

 
10.65 It is not considered that the contribution of the lodges and care home facilities to 

housing supply would outweigh the harm to the character of the site and the 
surrounding area.  The site at present does form a transition between the AONB and 
countryside to the north, north east and the urban area of Tunbridge Wells to the 
south, south-west.  For the reasons set out above, it is considered that the adverse 
impact on the landscape and visual amenities would be contrary to the Development 
Plan and NPPF.   

 
10.66 In view of the above, it cannot be ascertained that the proposal would have minimal 

impact on the landscape character of the locality, and therefore would be contrary to 
EN25 1).  

 
10.67 The Landscape Character Area Assessment 2017 strategy for this area sets out 

valued features and qualities of the landscape should be conserved and enhanced. 
At present the site is occupied by a single dwelling, with outbuildings.  To the north 
is the Pembury Hospital that is a major developed site within the MGB.  To the east 
is Notcutts Garden centre.  To the north, is woodland, and to the north east and 
south west and further woodlands, located within the MGB.  The Landscape 
Character Area Assessment also comments that development proposals should not 
impact on the ‘remote’, ‘secretive’ and empty forested and heathland character of this 
area, and that new development should have a strong relationship to Pembury rather 
than looking ‘outwards’.  The proposal would change the character of the site, not 
only through tree removal, that would be substantial, but also in the type of 
development proposed.  The proposal would result in a substantial care home, on 
the highest part of the site, with semi-detached and detached dwellings dispersed 
through the site.  As set out above, there is no immediate development to draw 
reference from, however, the proposal would result in a development that would not 
relate to the immediate surroundings.  The individual lodges would appear as a 
housing development, unrelated to neighbouring development that would not relate 
well to Pembury village or the LBD.  The lodges would have boundary treatments 
and some set in large plots, and this would contribute to the domestication of the site, 
which is currently natural in appearance and undeveloped, with existing buildings on 
the site being quite ‘secretive’ and obscured by tree screen.  In addition, the 
dispersed nature of the lodges would appear as sprawl, whilst the access and 
dispersed lodged would increase the presence of development along the Tonbridge 
Road.   
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10.68  The development as a whole would also close the gap between Pembury and Royal 
Tunbridge Wells, and would affect the treed setting to Pembury and Royal Tunbridge 
Wells when viewed from the west and the east, contrary to the aims of the MGB 
policy with the development plan and the NPPF.    

  
10.69 The loss of the trees is likely to impact on the character of the area, but also the type 

of development proposed, its scale, siting and layout.  As a transition area the 
impact would be more acutely felt.  The Landscape Appraisal does not demonstrate 
that the views would be acceptable from along the Tonbridge Road and do not 
sufficiently address views from the A21, and public right of way 100m north, 
notwithstanding the landscape impact, the proposed development would not be in 
keeping with the character of the site or the prevailing patterns of development.  The 
impact on the character of the area, and landscape, is considered would be out of 
keeping and harmful.      

  
 Ecology and Ancient Woodland 
 
10.70 In terms of ecology, the report has been carried out by suitable professionals to a 

recognised methodology, as such the findings are broadly accepted.  However, 
additional information would assist such as the survey results for reptiles, and 
records of Great Crested Newts (GCN) on the adjacent site. 

 
10.71  Concern has been expressed at the absence of any detailed assessment of the 

ancient woodland with reference to the Inventory.  It appears that ancient woodland 
would be lost but the report does not evaluate the area to be lost either in terms of 
quantity or quality.  There is also little in terms of current usage and ecological value. 
Reference is made to the woodland appearing on the inventory but these comments 
remain pertinent in that it does not evaluate that which will be lost or affected or 
provide any indication of or discussion on the buffer zones.  Management 
recommendations do not address the woodland management itself ie woodland 
structure, harvesting, long term objective and recommends imported grass mixture, 
which is inappropriate.  The NPPF at para 118 states:- 

 
 Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 

deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of 
aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and 
benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss;  

 
10.72 The loss of ancient woodland and increased activity in and around it would result in 

its loss and deterioration. This would be from the development itself, the prospective 
residents and the access to the lake for the community. It is considered that the need 
for and the benefits of the proposal, would not outweigh the loss and deterioration of 
the ancient woodland. 

 
10.73 The proposed ecological mitigation relies heavily on a scheme of site management 

details, however, there are no specific details and no suggestion of how such a 
scheme will be secured or funded.  A more detailed Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan – LEMP – would be required but has not been progressed.  .   

 
10.74  In terms of the Bat Survey, both reports address the derogation tests required.  The 

Landscape and Biodiversity officer rejects the assertion the roost would deteriorate 
without the development, but accepts that the favourable conservation status of the 
species at the site can be maintained with appropriate mitigation.   
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10.75 In order for the derogation tests to be met, it must be shown that there is a need for 
this type of development and that there are few places for it to go.  In this regard, it 
is not adequately demonstrated that there is a need for this development in this 
location and that there are few alternatives. There has been a strong desire to see 
more detailed proposals, but the detail has not been forthcoming.  There is an 
absence of an overall objective for net gains for nature, even though it would be 
possible on this site.  The L & B officer raises concerns in respect of details of 
mitigation, questions in relation to the surveys and lack of details on management 
objectives and responsibilities; it is not considered that these matters can be left to 
conditions.  The need is not sufficiently identified to outweigh the potential harm of 
the proposal, in relation to ecology.    

 
 Impact on Trees  
 
10.76 In terms of the impact on trees on the site, most of the site is wooded, with the 

exception of the northern part of the site.  There is a woodland TPO over much of 
the west side of the site, whilst part of the woodland is also classified as Ancient 
Woodland (ASNW).   

 
10.77 The layout would result in the removal of a large number of trees including some of 

those protected by TPO as well as within the ASNW.  The applicants updated 
arboricultural report comments that the visual impact of the proposals is expected to 
be medium to low in the context of the overall tree and woodland cover and their 
sustainable contribution to the landscape and local amenity.  It is further commented 
that all of the trees to be lost are of low quality and value, provide general greening to 
the site but should not be seen as a significant design constraint.  The Tree officer 
objects to the loss of the woodland, particularly the ASNW and comments that the 
impact on the wooded area would be quite significant and the character of the site 
would be changed.  Over 60 trees are shown to be removed, in addition, a number 
of groups of trees are to be removed.  These range from Grade B to U.   

 
10.78 There are areas where proposed units would be very close to retained trees and this 

may result in future pressure to fell or significantly reduce trees.  This would mainly 
affect units 1-2, 18 and 11.  Units 1-2 would be so close to the road that their 
position would fundamentally change that part of the local area, and any future works 
to trees, which may be hard to defend against, would further amplify this change. 
These concerns still stand and the impact on the character of the site would be 
worsened by the removal/pressure on trees resulting from the new entrance and 
associated works.    

 
10.79 The proposals would result in the loss of trees across the site, some covered by TPO 

and Ancient Woodland designations.  In addition to the future pressure to fell and/or 
significantly reduce, the proposal would have a harmful impact on the character of 
the site and the surrounding area, it is considered that the proposal does have the 
potential to have a greater impact on the character of the site and the permanence.  
The proposal does not demonstrate sufficient understanding of the character of the 
area to determine that the benefits of the scheme outweigh the identified harm.  To 
the northern end of the site, the Tree officer considers there will be a lot of pressure 
on the trees, which may have been acceptable if all other parts of the application 
didn’t also have a large potential impact.  There is also potential impact from the 
proposed new access, dealing with significant changes in levels.  The impact is 
likely to come from the road itself and the sight lines.  The Tree officer further notes 
that there would need to be level changes within the RPA’s shown to be protected for 
tree G47, G142, and G144 which appear to cast doubt on the ability of these trees to 
survive.   
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10.80 It is not considered that there is sufficient justification to warrant development within 

the ASNW or the buffer strip.  It is considered that the proposal is contrary to the 
Development Plan and the NPPF.     
 
Highways & Access 

 
10.81 Access to the site has been the subject of extended discussions with KCC Highways 

to seek a solution to the access.  As originally submitted, the access would have 
been retained in its existing location, with an additional pedestrian access.  
However, the access has been amended to create a second signalised junction to 
minimise overall delays on the main road.  The proposals include pedestrian 
crossing facilities.   

 
10.82 KCC Highways have accepted the proposals in principle.  The works would require 

modification of the existing signals at the main hospital entrance so that the operation 
at the junctions can be co-ordinated together and upgrading of the existing 
pedestrian crossing facilities and also provision of high friction surfacing on all 
approaches at the new junction and should be annotated on the plan to be included 
within the Grampian condition.  Following recommendation of the above, along with 
swept path analysis for the revised layout and Road Safety Audit, along with updated 
RSA comments, KCC Highways have no objection to the proposed access subject to 
a Grampian condition to cover off site works.  It is therefore considered that in 
highway safety terms, the access is fit for purpose. 

 
10.83 In respect of parking, KCC Highways have considered the development as a C2 Use 

Class.  Whilst the Highway Authority do not normally support tandem parking and 
garage spaces, they are mindful in this instance that the development will remain 
private and that it is not a constrained site and it is unlikely that any overspill parking 
will occur on the highway.  The applicant has provided details of the shift patterns 
and staff numbers required for the care home which has confirmed that the proposals 
for the care home are in keeping with the expectations of SPG4 and also that the 
care workers visiting the lodges will be additional staff and are likely to use visitor 
spaces across the site.   

 
10.84 In terms of staff at the care home, the following table sets out the numbers on site 

day and night 
  

 Nursing  Care Assistants Persons 

Day  3 15 18 

Night  2 7 9 

Total per day 5 22 27 

 
10.85 In terms of parking numbers, the care home would operate on a 12 hour shift pattern 

from the hours of 8am and 8pm.  Nursing staff will arrive 30 minutes before their 
shift to undertake a handover.  Staffing provision would be calculated using a 
dependency tool and as the home matures staff provision will increase to the 
maximum requirement.  The peak number of staff on site would be 35 at the 
handover period of 7.30am for 30 minutes.  Night staff then leave, and staffing on 
site is reduced until other members of staff such as administration and receptionist, 
arrive at 9 am, taking the day shift to a maximum of 31 staff on site.   

 
10.86 It is noted that the peak time is when the day/night shift hands over, in the morning, 

and that there is a stagger between other members of staff, such as the 
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administration team, arriving at approx.. 9 am.  The staff handover would also occur 
outside of the peak hours.  It is therefore considered that the parking level would be 
satisfactory on the site.   

 
  
 Community services/facilities  
 
10.87 Notwithstanding the proposed potential Use Class of the 20 lodges, the development 

proposes age related development, it is unlikely that there would be children on the 
site and therefore it is considered to be unreasonable to request a children’s’ 
playspace contribution. 

   
10.88 KCC have made a request to secure a library contribution of £1,056.35 which is 

considered reasonable, but has not been secured through an appropriate legal 
agreement due to the lack of a positive recommendation.    

 
10.89 Concern has been raised by neighbouring occupiers and the local surgery that there 

is insufficient capacity in the NHS to deal with this vulnerable category for care.  
However, a private GP practice confirms that they will be providing GP services to 
the residents of the proposed home.  The practice is some 3.5 miles in distance from 
the proposed site.  It should also be noted that the Director of Workforce and 
Communications from NHS Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells Trust support the 
application, in correspondence between the applicant and the NHS, and comment 
that one of the greatest challenges facing the NHS at the moment is the demands of 
an aging population and provide an opportunity to improve the quality of 
accommodation for frail, elderly people.  

 
10.90 A financial contribution had been requested for a sum of £59, 976 towards upgrading 

existing surgeries, that would have contributed to the community facilities offered, 
this request was made through NHS Property services.  However, given the 
proposed use, for C2 residential development,  this request has been since 
retracted.  It is understood that the Doctor’s surgeries receive an enhanced price per 
patient, and such requests are not made where the development falls within a C2 use 
class.      

 
10.91 The Highways Authority advise that the developer is aware that in order to achieve 

sustainable transport links, that contributions would be required, and have not been 
progressed at this time as there were fundamental issues with the access.   

 
10.92  The applicant’s Draft Heads of Terms includes  

 Commitment to restricting the occupation of the lodges in respect of level of care and 
age, ‘a qualified person’.  

 Contribution towards sustainable transport links and, 

 Access to the lake for the community for leisure and recreation.   
 
10.93 A Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) would be required but is not 

included in the Draft Heads of Terms, however, this would be appropriate to seek 
and would comply with CP4 and should therefore be included within the reasons for 
refusal.    

 
10.94 These elements would meet the tests as being appropriate to secure under the legal 

agreement and would enable the scheme to be suitably managed in the future.  
However, in the absence of a completed legal agreement, a reason for refusal on this 
issue should be included.   
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Other Matters 
 
10.95  There are no immediate residential occupiers that would be affected by the scheme.   
 
10.96 In terms of flood risk and drainage, the site is considered to be having a low 

environmental risk and the Environment Agency does not raise any objections.  KCC 
SuDs have also commented that they have no objections to the proposed scheme 
and that they welcome the incorporation of any SuDs measures into proposals for 
new development, however they would encourage the applicant to utilise ‘open’ 
features rather than the depicted crate system.  A more natural surface system 
could be relatively easily developed for this site.   

 
10.97 In regards to drainage, Southern Water commented that there is insufficient foul 

capacity but advised that an informative and condition regarding foul and surface 
water drainage be applied if permission was forthcoming.  However, the applicant 
has subsequently met with Southern Water and identified 4 options identified to 
address the capacity.  It is not considered that this would warrant refusal in its own 
right.   

  
 CONCLUSION 
 
10.98 The Borough is unable to meet its 5 year Housing land supply and the development 

meets many of the criteria for a development location to be considered sustainable.  
The proposal offers housing and community access to the lake area.  However, the 
site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and within the setting of the AONB, 
and as such is offered protection under the NPPF.  Whilst there are some buildings 
on the northern part of the site, the site is in use as a single dwelling, and low 
intensity of use.   

 
10.99 The proposed development, outside the LBD and within the Green belt, would result 

in development that due to its significant increase in scale and coverage would be 
inappropriate development and in principle cause harm to the green belt and its 
purposes for designation. There are not “Very Special Circumstances” that would 
overcome this harm.  

 
10.100 The scale of the development, changes in land levels, tree loss and increase in 

intensity of the use of the site would have significant adverse impact on the character 
and appearance of the site, surrounding landscape and Ancient Woodland.  

  
11.0 RECOMMENDATION – REFUSE for the following reasons: 

 
1. The proposal represents inappropriate development within the Metropolitan Green 

Belt and there are not very special circumstances to overcome the harm from the 
inappropriateness contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework 2012, National 
Planning Policy Guidance, policy MGB1 of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan 
2006 and Core Policy 2 of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Core Strategy 2010. 
 

2. The proposed development by virtue of its scale, coverage, amount of development 
and its proposed use would result in significant tree loss and would introduce 
significant development into this important transition area that would cause significant 
harm to the character and appearance of the surrounding area, landscape and visual 
amenity of the area, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework 2012, 
National Planning Policy Guidance, policies LBD1, EN1 and EN25 of the Tunbridge 
Wells Borough Local Plan 2006, Core Policies 1, 4, 6 and 14 of the Tunbridge Wells 
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Borough Core Strategy 2010 Borough Landscape Character Area Assessment r 
2017. 
 

3. The proposed development would result in the loss and deterioration of an area of 
designated Ancient Woodland that would be contrary to Para 118 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012, National Planning Policy Guidance, policy EN13 of 
the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan 2006 and Core Policy 4 of the Tunbridge 
Wells Borough Core Strategy 2010. 
 

4. The proposed development fails to demonstrate adequate mitigation and 
management proposals for biodiversity, sufficient to ensure no net loss of biodiversity 
on the site.  The development would be contrary to Para 117-118 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012, National Planning Policy Guidance and Core 
Policy 4 of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Core Strategy 2010. 
 

5. In the absence of a completed legal agreement, the proposal makes no provision to 
secure infrastructure contributions, including sustainable transport links, and library 
contributions, a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan and securing the C2 
Use class, 10 units of step down care, 5 units of palliative care and public access to 
the grounds and lake.  As such the proposal would conflict with the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012, National Planning Policy Guidance 2014 and Core 
Policies 1, 4, 8 and 14 of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Core Strategy 2010. 

 
INFORMATIVES 
 

The following plans/documents were taken into consideration when determining this 
planning application;  
 
891- 101 B Existing location plan  
891 – 102 A  Existing topographical survey 
891- 103 A Constraints and Opportunities  
891- 104  Existing photographs 
891- 201E  Proposed location Plan  
891- 202 F Proposed site plan 
891- 301A Care Home ground floor plan 
891- 302A Care Home first floor plan  
891- 303A  Care Home roof plan  
891 – 304 A Care Home elevations  
891- 401 A Units 1 & 2 Elevations and Plans 
891- 402 A Units 3 & 4 Elevations and Plans 
891- 403 A Unit 5 Elevations and Plans 
 
891- 405 A Unit 7 Elevations and Plans 
891- 406 A Unit 8 Elevations and Plans 
891- 407 A Unit 9 Elevations and Plans 
 
891- 410 A Unit 12 Elevations and Plans 
891- 411 A Units 13 & 14 Elevations and Plans 
891- 412 A Unit 15 Elevations and Plans 
891- 413 A Unit 16 Elevations and Plans 
891- 414 A Unit17 17 & 18 Elevations and Plans 
891- 415 A Unit 19 Elevations and Plans 
891- 416 A Units 20 & 21 Elevations and Plans 
891- 417 A Unit 22 Elevations and Plans 
891- 701  Proposed materials  
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891- 501 A  Existing site sections  
891 – 502 D Proposed site sections 
891- 503 B  Existing and proposed Street scene  
891- 601 A  Ancilllary Building details  
AG2080-14-01 Exploratory hole location plan 
TCP1 – ON  Tree protection Plan  
Sk190717-1 P1 – New signalised junction  
  
The proposal is supported by the following documents: 
Operations Statement and Care Home Operations statement 
Design and Access Statement  
Planning Statement  
Area Schedules  
Planning Needs May 2016 
Access Statement  
Flood Risk Assessment 
Travel Plan  
Transport Statement October 2017 
Foundation Statement 
Ecological appraisal and Phase 2 surveys updated October 2015 
Phase 2 Bat Survey and Mitigation Survey 
Arboricultural Implications and Assessment and Method statement.  
Energy Statement  
Drainage Strategy Statement 
Landscape Design statement Feb 2017 
Noise Survey  
Contamination Report   
Report on Ground Investigation  
Statement of Community Involvement 
Pre-application submission  
Landscape Appraisal Feb 2017 

 
Case Officer: Marie Bolton 
 
NB For full details of all papers submitted with this application please refer to the relevant 
 Public Access pages on the council’s website. 

  


