N/

SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

WE OBJECT TO THE STRATEGY FOR
CAPEL PARISH (POLICY STR/CA1)

Report on

Alternatives to
Tudeley Garden Village (CA1/2)
and East Capel (CA3) Developments

In response to the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council
Draft Local Plan under Regulation 18

Prepared on behalf of the Save Capel Brownfield Research Team
Contributors: Nigel Tansley & Jan Mueller

Contact: Nigel Tansley

November 15, 2019



W/

SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel
CONTENT
2 WO 143 o o 11T o1 4T T 3
W = oo T 0 oY= o PP 3
W07 =T o o o ) o ¥ o 41 =S 3
B. Overall Feedback on the TWBC Draft Local Plan ........ccccceeiiiiirenniiiiininnnnisinnnnnennennn, 4
B.1. Decision-Making and DUe DiliSeNCe.......ccccceeiiiiiiiiimmnnniiiiiiiiiiimmmmiiiieiiiiiessssiisssssss 4
B.2. Climate EMergency / Green Bel.......ccccccccceireereeiiiiceisrnneeeeensecsesssnnneeseessesssssnnneesesssssssssnnneees 7
B.3. Disproportionate Impact on Capel Parish ..........cccccvuuuiiiiiiiiiininnniiiiiniinen 9
B.4. Sustainability Assessment of CA1 — Tudeley Village ........ccciirireerenciiiiiiiiinennnesiiiinninneennseennne 10
C. Appropriateness of the Housing Target .........ccivvuiiiiiiiininniiiiniiinennnien. 13
D. Alternative Solutions to achieve the Housing Target......ccccccceiirrrrnniiiininnnnenccinnnnnens 14
D.1. Rejected Sites Suggested fOr REVIEW .........ccciiiiiiiiiemnnniiiiiniiiieenmiiiiieessesesssssss 14
D.2. Brownfield Potential........cccccccveiiiiiiiiiiiimnnniiiiiniiiiiennsiiniiieesssiiiesssssssissssssssssas 17
D.3. Increasing HoUSING DENSILY ......ccciiiiiiiiiiemnniiiiiiiiiiienmniiiniiiieesmsiiiesssssisesssssssas 19
D.4. Alternative HOUSING SOIULIONS ......cciiiiiiieiueiiiiiiiiiiiennniiiiiniiiieesseiiiiniiieessssssisssissessssssssns 23
E. Conclusion & NeXt STEPS ..cciieerueiiiiiiiirnniiiiiiireniiiiiiienniiiiiresssiiiresssssssssresnssses 34
Y o oY= 4T 35
Appendix A. Rejected Sites — Rationale for Reconsideration for each Site.........ccccceeerrirennnnneee. 35
Appendix B. New Brownfield Site List (INterim) ........ceeeeeeeeemeemmeemmeeemeemeeeemmeemmeeemeenmeeemeeemsessseeseee 40
Appendix C. Assessment Comparison of Site 190 vs. CA1 (Tudeley Village)........ccceeeerveereeerreennees 44
PN o] oY= T L D T 10 o o LN 45
Appendix E. Density Calculations.......ccccceeeiiiiiiiiinimnniiiiiniiiiiimiiimmiiemmmseesas 45

Errors & Omissions Excepted

November 15, 2019



W/

SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

A. Introduction

A.1. Report Objective and Content

This report has been compiled in response to Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC)'s proposals
to build an estimated 4,000 houses on Green Belt, productive agricultural land in Capel Parish. We
believe these proposals to be misguided and unsustainable.

The objective of this report is to highlight feasible alternatives that would allow TWBC to achieve its
housing target without resorting to the destruction of over 600 acres of Green Belt land in Capel Parish.

It provides a summary of suitable sites and alternative solutions to building on Green Belt. We have
been pro-active in our search for these sites and solutions. TWBC should be significantly more pro-
active in this regard.

A.2. Report Structure

The report commences with two contextual sections to set the scene:

(1) Section B. provides general feedback on the Draft Local Plan and proposed developments in
Capel. This includes commentary on Plan methodology and decision-making, climate
considerations, the impact on Capel as well as the suitability of the Tudeley site in particular.

(2) Section C. discusses the appropriateness of TWBC's housing target and suggests alternative
requirements.

The core of the report is Section D. which seeks to highlight alternative solutions to achieve TWBC
housing target. Here, we investigate the following topics:

(1) How many sites submitted for development were rejected by TWBC but - in light of the
decision made to develop land in Capel - should be reconsidered?

(2) How many sites in the borough are available for development (brownfield and other
categories) which are not registered on TWBC's system and what is their housing potential?

(3) What is the additional housing potential if land were to be used more effectively for:
(a) SHELAA sites selected by TWBC;
(b) SHELAA sites rejected by TWBC but that we believe should be reconsidered
(d) Brownfield sites already on TWBC's register;
(e) incremental Brownfield and other sites identified in this report;
(4) Are there alternative solutions to improve effective use of land by developments?

In closing, Section E. contains a summary of conclusions and recommendations as well as suggested
next steps which we hope to undertake in conjunction with TWBC’s planning team.
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B. Overall Feedback on the TWBC Draft Local Plan

B.1. Decision-Making and Due Diligence

The TWBC Draft Local Plan (“Plan”) has been years in the making and a lot of careful work and
analysis has been undertaken to reach some well-founded and justifiable proposals. The Strategic
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (“SHELAA”) documents in particular are
generally well thought-out and sound reasons are given for approving or declining sites which had
been submitted by landowners.

However, this makes it all the more striking that the proposed development at Tudeley Village and
East Capel seem entirely inconsistent with - in fact diametrically opposed to - the standard
evaluation criteria, decisions and overall tenets of the Plan. There is a contradiction between the
assessment of sites CA1-3 relative to almost all others. The typical reasons for rejecting sites were
based on environmental, infrastructure and sustainable development concerns — reasons that we
would typically agree with. Unfortunately, when assessing CA1-3 these very same criteria seem to
have been completely disregarded. For illustration, please see Figure 1 below — this is just one
example, but we could cite many more. As a result, we question the objectivity and consistency of
site assessments for CA1-3 as here the Plan seems to employ double-standards.

Figure 1.: Assessment Comparison of Sites 190 vs. CA1 (Tudeley Village)
(Larger version for printing available in Appendix C.)

COMPARING CA1 CAPEL TO THIS SAMPLE PEMBURY SITE. . .
Site ref: 190

Site address: Land south east of ~ Capelisall greenfield, and greenbet, 3 significant distance from any LBD.
Sandhurst Avenue, Pembury
. Allof CAlisin thegreen belt too
| | ha): 3.
Developableares (ha): 3.52 There wasno sensitivity study carried outfor CA1
Parish: Pembury _ CA1bordersand would sffecttheview to and fromthe neighbouring AONB

e
Site Type: Greenfield site adjacentto LBD _ The open fields, hedgerows, woodland of CAl all offera rich ecology

Highway issues: this Pembury siteis next to the A21soroad infrastructure isimmediately accessible: CA1
~ would require excessive transportinfrastructure tobe built.

Potentialyieldif residential: 101

Issuesto consider: Gga’mﬂek considerations; AONB | mponent part:
Sensitivity S(LﬂvfﬁénPE7, part MGB1); Ecological inté&; Highway issués; LocalPlan__— o
recreation designation on partof thesite; In proximityto naxional(yde;gmeﬂ’o&h‘tial
road noise; Adjacent tolimitsto Built Development; ALC: Grade 3 .

~ CAlhas notonly Grade 3 agricultural Iand but significant areas of Grade 2 Iand, allin production. This
Pembury field isnot in productive use.

& There are people’shome on CAl:they have chosen tobe there because they wish to bein arural location,
e not surrounded by housing estates.
Site description: The site consists of an agriculturalfield. Thereare noe&‘m‘g buildings

on the site. The site is adjoined by residential pgoperties, the-A21-and-recrestion fields ™|
and other fields. The siteis mainly bordered by mature hedgerays The siteisnatumlly-——;
splitin two by 3 hedgerow in the middle of the site. There are some mature trees and
shrubs found within the hedgerows. The siteisin proximity to Henwood Green Road——
and National Cycle Route 1B‘Thareisagstnnmp’roﬁd§aaastgme7m1in pjrcelof

land from Hastings Road. Thereis pavement along Hastings Road. Thereisa PublicRight
of Way running through themiddleohhesc‘EThesiEismainylla_twithsomeminor
undulation acrossthesite. The siteis at a higher level relative to the adjacent A24and— |
HastingsRoad. The siteisrelatively enclosed, with some overlooking from the rear of
adjacentresidential properties. =

ity: Unsuit : seery belk

Availability: Available

Sustainability Assessment: Negative land use score isinfluenced by the lossof greep—————

belt (moderste/high} greenfield tand, with grade 3 soilsinthe AONB. Landscape scores

negative because of location of site relative to historic fields and historic famsteads ¢————

within an historiclandscapein the AONB. Noise scores negatively because residentg will
be exposed tohighnoise levels and contribute todeterioration in the existing levels.

Conclusion:Thissiteis considered unsuitable L] potential site allocation.

Reason: Inconjunction with other site st the eastem side of Pembury,
there aresignificant highway impact conggms including on the nearby A21 major

= The neighbouring properties at this Pembury sitearealready doseto other housesand adual carriageway.

CA1 has mature hedgerowstoo, plusancient woodlands.

CA1is not close tos cycle routeand that infrastructurewould need to beincluded inthe plans to corform
to current policies.

For this sitethereis accessto amainroad immediately next toa dual carriageway, which does not apply to
CA1, ebing in the middle of fields.

There are nopavementsinCAl orthe surrounding lanes until Tonbridge or Five OakGreenarereached.

CA1is open countryside: value seemstobe place on asite being protected fromview, but CAlwould be
visiblefrom miles around including the bordering High Wesld AONB and 2 distant view Kent Downs AONE,
the nearest paint of which being only 3.6 miles away.

Despitethe sbove points, this Pembury siteisdeemed asunsuitable.

. CAlgreen belt loss is categorised as ‘high’, has not only Grade 3butGrade 2 soilsand borders on the High

Weald AONB.

CA1 has historic fields, farmsteads and domestic buildings within its historic landscape associated with land
in the neighbouring AONB.

T Existing residents within CA1 would be exposedto high noise levels, high intrusion of residents and

dramatically increased trafficfrom the proposed development.

= Conclusion:compared tothis ideal site in Pembury which has been rejectad by TWBC, CAl shouldbe

rejected onthe same and greater grounds

distributer road managed by HighwaysEngland.

One signifi icting reason that this Pembury site hasbeen rejected: CAlwould need excessive
infrastructure builtand would impact the A21: but this Pembury site has been turned down because of
‘significant highway concerns’ on the A21 fromthis small site.

This also inspired an analysis of ‘rejected” SHELLAA sites which we will return to in Section D.1.
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We are also concerned that TWBC has not completed (or has not had the time to complete) the
due diligence required to adequately assess the Tudeley Village site in detail and the decision to
develop here is ‘built on sand’.

It is astonishing that while careful consideration has been given to Landscape Sensitivity
Assessments for locations across most of the borough, this seem to have been completely over-
looked for CA1. The nearest location assessed was Five Oak Green village. Similarly, CAl is missing
entirely from the various geo- and biodiversity assessments. Considering the over-reliance on
Tudeley / East Capel’s contribution to the overall Plan this is a strange and disconcerting omission.

In researching the apparent absence of a Landscape Sensitivity Assessment for CAl, it became
evident that the Reg 18 Draft Local Plan should build upon the findings of the ‘Issues and Options’
document (published May/June 2017). However, much of the evidence base — compiled prior to
Hadlow Estate offering hundreds of hectares to TWBC — does not address CAl. For this there are
manifold examples:

Issues and Options document

The ‘Issues and Options’ document does not include Tudeley in the Settlement Hierarchy table

and “Traditionally it has been the case that the scale and distribution of housing sites directly follows
from the settlement hierarchy. As commented in the study, however, there are many other factors to
be taken into account when allocating land in the rural areas and settlements of the borough, such
as transport, environmental considerations, landscape and flooding issues.”

It seems to be clear that Tudeley Garden Village was not conceived at this stage.

Evidence Studies for Local Plan Issues and Options
(documents below should have addressed Tudeley if CA1 was to be included in the Reg 18 Plan)

e Landscape Sensitivity Assessment of Countryside around TW (LUC) - published February 2017
This assessment is intended to inform the Local Plan and therefore assist TWBC to identify
potential development areas or sites for allocation. The next step would be a Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment of any site identified for further consideration. The selected study
area by TWBC/LUC “is likely to be considered as part of the Local Plan process”. Tudeley
(CA1) is not even mentioned in this report and therefore not assessed; it can be assumed
that Tudeley was not considered an appropriate site for development prior to Hadlow
Estate offering land. The nearest sub-area considered in the assessment is PW10 which is
identified as having “high” sensitivity to medium-large scale development.

e Settlement Role and Function Study - April 2017
Tudeley is not included.

Evidence Studies for Local Plan after Issues and Options Consultation
(documents below should have addressed Tudeley if CA1 was to be included in the Reg 18 Draft LP)

e TW Green Belt Study - Stage 2 (LUC) - July 2017
There is no recommendation that the Metropolitan Green Belt (“MGB”) boundary is altered
or green belt parcels are released in Tudeley. CA1 falls within Broad Area BA3 and BA4 -
development would cause “very high harm"

e Interim SHELAA (2017)
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The main aim of the interim SHELAA is to provide an initial assessment of all the

sites submitted through the TWBC's Call for Sites 2016... “although the Call for Sites remains
open, it will no longer be possible to include any new sites within the site assessment process
that is informing the "Local Plan (Reg 18 Consultation), as there is insufficient time

to adequately assess such sites.” Site CA1 was not submitted in the Call for Sites 2016 and
therefore not assessed.

SHELAA (July 2019)
Due to the delayed publication of the Plan, there was time to include and assess all these new sites.

However, an assessment of the CA1 site was included in these reports:

e TWABC Landscape Character Assessment (LUC) - commissioned in August 2016, referenced for
Issues and Options document, adopted December 2017
Site CA1 lies within Character Area 13 and character sensitivities, valued features and
qualities, detractors and opportunities and Landscape Strategy are addressed. This
document details the landscape and settlement characteristics at Capel and Tudeley. It
notes the strong association between Character Area 13 and the AONB and "the area
enhances the character of the AONB landscape.”

e Historic Landscape Characterisation of the Parish of Capel (Revision of HLC 2000) - dated
October 2016, published May 2017 (but still stamped Draft in 2019)
Discusses the sharp contrast of early modern/C20 land use in the middle and north of the
parish with remnants of the older medieval farmed landscape to the south. The changes in
the C19 and C20 are shown most clearly along the edge of the Medway valley, but the
underlying structure of remaining field boundaries, old routeways (lanes and paths) and the
dispersed nature of the historic settlement is still present and can be identified here.

It seems clear that the development at Tudeley was submitted at a very late stage in the process —
probably AFTER the second call for sites - and hence it both post-dated and is excluded from much of
the evidence base compiled in support of the Plan. Given the prominent contribution of Tudeley /
East Capel to the Plan’s housing numbers this ‘knowledge gap’ constitutes a major risk to the Plan.

It has also led to numerous statements during the consultation process that are simply inaccurate.
For example, on pages 8 and 82 of the SHELAA document for Capel the agricultural land classification
is shown as grade 3. And in consultation meetings members of the TWBC planning team referred to
it as “low quality” land. The reality is that there are both grade 2 and grade 3 productive agricultural
lands on this area — one of the few areas of grade 2 in the entire borough! This may be a simple
error, but it is symptomatic of the lack of detailed assessment of the sites in question and extremely
worrying.

There is therefore considerable concern that in relation to CA1-3 TWBC have made a decision based
on a lack of knowledge about the area concerned and seemingly utilising double-standards in
evaluation criteria versus other sites.

On a side note: It is hard not to be suspicious that the inclusion of CA1-3 was primarily driven by the
sudden appearance and convenience of having a willing landowner to provide a large bulk of land as
opposed to being selected based on objective and consistent criteria.
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B.2. Climate Emergency / Green Belt

While the ‘tectonic plates’ of global climate change move slowly, scientific studies have evidenced
the reality of global warming since the 1970s. It is now a generally accepted fact that fighting
climate change will be one of humanity’s defining challenges in the 21 century — including in the
borough of Tunbridge Wells.

In this context —and while this may fall outside the narrow confines of planning criteria — the Plan’s
proposal to sacrifice 600 acres of Green Belt land and >5% of its total Green Belt ‘land bank’ seems
severely short-sighted and frankly irresponsible.

Implementing this will cause irreversible damage to the natural environment, decrease biodiversity,
contribute to pollution and climate change, and deprive future generations of much needed green
space. It inconceivable that such proposals will be deemed appropriate in years to come.

It is also in complete contradiction to TWBC's recent announcement of a Climate Emergency - a
conflict of policies which is not addressed in the Plan.

It is becoming well established that any open area of land, even simple grassed areas, are essential
in carbon capture, so to lose such large swathes of Green Belt is counter to the increasing move for
reforestation.

The crops currently grown in CA1 will need to be grown elsewhere, ultimately leading to new
farmland being created at the expense of woodlands and forests - here or elsewhere in the world.

In addition to needing more — not less — agricultural land in the future, because of the increasing
population, it seems likely that alternatives to fossil fuels will be plant-based, putting even more
pressure on agriculture.

To build large expanses of houses in Capel, or Paddock Wood, or anywhere else on open countryside
—and in fact any undeveloped land in general — is completely opposite to the progress that society is
making in recognising the value of the environment.

Whilst we appreciate the need to fulfil housing requirements and that the National Planning Policy
Framework (“NPPF”) makes allowance for the release of Green Belt land under “exceptional
circumstances”, we propose that

- building on Green Belt land should be an absolute last resort, and not the core contribution and
lynchpin of TWBC’s Plan

- there are viable alternatives that have not been sufficiently explored / rejected and that would
fully satisfy the borough’s housing requirements

- the Plan fails to substantiate a case of “exceptional circumstances” to release GB land

- the proposed development at Tudeley Village in particular is completely inappropriate: vastly
excessive in land use versus the housing numbers proposed and carving a large ‘black hole’ in
the Green Belt — with proposals to swallow surrounding AONB/GB land in future planning
periods

In summary, the existing Plan — whilst based on much detailed work — feels like a tactical process-
driven tick-box exercise. It lacks both the courage and initiative to re-imagine how to make efficient
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and best use of the land in the context of climate change - instead preferring to take the ‘easy
option’ of building on the Green Belt.

We strongly urge TWBC to re-think their planning approach — prioritising the retention of Green

Belt / green-field land and encouraging innovative solutions to redevelop and encourage better
use of developed land at higher housing density.
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B.3. Disproportionate Impact on Capel Parish

When examining the Plan and its supporting documentation it is obvious that Capel Parish —and the
small settlement of Tudeley in particular — is expected to take on a significant proportion of
Tunbridge Wells Borough’s total perceived housing need. The intended allocation for Capel Parish is
vastly disproportionate to its share of the borough’s total territory, population, housing stock and /
or need. This imbalance is neither required nor equitable.

Figure 2. — Comparison of Population vs. Approved Housing by Parish

Parish Population (2011) Approved Housing (Plan)
Inhabitants % of TOTAL Dwellings % of TOTAL

1|Benenden 2,400 2.1% 160 1.0%
2 |Bidborough 1,163 1.0% - 0.0%
3|Brenchley and Matfield 2,863 2.5% 121 0.8%
4| Capel 2,467 2.1% 6,695 42.9%
5|Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 6,700 5.8% 1,214 7.8%
6 | Frittenden 888 0.8% 28 0.2%
7|Goudhurst 3,327 2.9% 48 0.3%
8|Hawkhurst 4,991 4.3% 706 4.5%
9|Horsmonden 2,435 2.1% 258 1.7%
10|Lamberhurst 1,706 1.5% 56 0.4%
11|Paddock Wood 8,253 7.1% 4,175 26.7%
12|Pembury 6,128 5.3% 299 1.9%
13 |Royal Tunbridge Wells 48,324 41.8% 1,615 10.3%
14 |Rusthall 4,976 4.3% 15 0.1%
15|Sandhurst 1,478 1.3% 24 0.2%
16|Southborough 12,459 10.8% 190 1.2%
17|Speldhurst 4,978 4.3% 18 0.1%
TOTAL 115,536 100% 15,622 100%

Note: For simplicity, CA3 housing has been fully allocated to Capel (as no exact split was available). This
overstates Capel’s and understates Paddock Wood’s housing allocation. The total for both parishes is correct.

Whilst only accounting for 2% of the borough’s population, Capel Parish is expected to close to 30%
of the borough’s housing needs. This reflects the Plan’s lopsided nature that proposes to squeeze
ca. 70% of total housing into just 2 out of 17 parishes at the North West boundary of the borough
(Capel and Paddock Wood). This in no way complies with the policy to reflect local housing needs. It
also imposes a vastly disproportionate burden on these two parishes and will irreversibly change the
semi-rural nature of Capel to the detriment of its current community.

We strongly recommend a more equitable distribution of development across the borough.
This should include a better-balanced housing allocation across parishes, a focus on extending
existing settlements where appropriate, a stronger emphasis and leverage of brownfield sites and

the prioritisation of building outside of Green Belt / AONB land.
November 15, 2019 n




W/

SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

B.4. Sustainability Assessment of CA1 — Tudeley Village

Site Characteristics

Turning to CA1 —the site earmarked for the development of Tudeley Village — itself, it is hard to
imagine a site less suited to larger scale development.

Key considerations that make this site unsuitable for situating a Garden Village include:

e Land Status: The land is part of the Green Belt and borders on AONB

e Landscape / Use: The site predominantly consists of high-quality arable land (Grade 2 and
3) that is in agricultural production. It also includes hedging and woodland and supports
several public foot paths regularly used by the both the local community and people from
further afield for recreational purposes.

e Infrastructure: There is no existing electricity or sewage infrastructure to support large scale
development. This would have to be built from scratch at a very high cost

e Services: Development of several thousand houses will lead to substantial new demand for
health and educational services for which there are no existing facilities within Capel parish.
Demand would likely fall on the adjacent Tonbridge and Malling (T&M) borough. Their
facilities already experience very high demand and are unlikely to cope with large increases.
Investment in new schools or GP practices are likely to be required.

e Transportation (1 —on CA1): Apart from 1-2 narrow winding tracks, there is currently no
road infrastructure on the CA1 site. Bus services are very limited / non existing. There are
no cycle paths or walking paths connecting to Tonbridge. All would have to be built from
scratch. Tudeley Road / B2017 which is the main East-West connection (to Tonbridge or
Five Oak Green / Paddock Wood) is already heavily used with long tailbacks at the entrance
to Tonbridge (especially at both roundabouts next to the Schools at Somerhill) during rush
hour / school pick up times.

o Transportation (2 — congestion): Given the type of development envisaged at Tudeley
Village, it is highly likely that this will predominantly cater for regular commuters to London
who will want to use Tonbridge Station. There are currently no suitable bus services to /
from Tonbridge station, and cycle and walking options are unrealistic. It seems clear that
there will be a heavy reliance on cars leading to a large-scale increase in road traffic around
the site. While expanding the B2017 (or building a new road) could conceivably allow faster
traffic flow to / from Tonbridge — this is likely to come to a shuddering halt at the entrance
to and cause gridlock in Tonbridge where there are no opportunities for widening the road
network.

In addition, the plan to build a new secondary school at CA3 is likely to further add to
congestion and air pollution right at the entrance to Tonbridge which already is a traffic
pinch point. TWBC’s assertion that this school will only cater for local pupils and be accessed
through walking or cycling flies in the face of the reality experienced by the existing schools
in Tonbridge — which already has one of the highest densities of secondary schools in the UK.

o Transportation (3 — safety): We would similarly expect a heavy increase in traffic down
Alders Lane to the A228, Hartlake Road as well as the ‘cut throughs’ to the A21 (e.g. Half
Moon Lane). These are narrow winding country lanes with limited visibility and where cars
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can often not easily pass each other. Increasing traffic flow is guaranteed to lead to a much-

heightened risk of accidents.

e Heritage: The site includes the All Saints Church — the only Church globally with Marc
Chagall designed windows — which attracts regular international visitors and would not
benefit from being surrounded by large scale development. It also includes the landowner’s
century old family graveyard. Neither of which is mentioned in the SHELAA assessment

e Other constraints: The site is dissected by an existing railway line. This raises obvious
concerns about how to adequately and safely connect North and South halves of the site.
The only current connections are a small underpass in the middle of the site as well as bridge
over Hartlake Road on the site boundary. Both are single lane and not suitable for the

anticipated traffic increase.

The table below illustrates that from the centre of the site there are currently no direct routes to
nearby key destinations. New roads through the site and to the nearest roads of suitable standard
would only, as pointed out above, enable the anticipated increased traffic congestion to reach

bottlenecks (largely with cross-border concerns) more easily. In addition, it is clear that full research
has not been carried out to establish further critical information.

Distance from centre (miles) to:
road infrastructure of suitable capacity
railway station — Tunbridge Wells
railway station — Tonbridge (cross border)
railway station — Paddock Wood
nearest supermarket — Tunbridge Wells Asda
nearest supermarket — Tonbridge Sainsburys

nearest supermarket — Paddock Wood

as crow flies
1.6
4.8
2.6
2.6
2.6
24
2.7

by existing roads
2.3
7.6
3.7
4.3
5.8
34
4.3

Its own large supermarket similar to Asda at Kings Hill would create cross border issues

Mains water of sufficient capacity not known

Mains sewers of sufficient capacity not known

Land use productive agriculture

Land status green belt

Land contamination not known, Landscape Sensitivity Study not made
Ecological interest not known, Landscape Sensitivity Study not made

Critique of the Sustainability Assessment for STR / CAl

We have already noted that we are in broad agreement with sustainability assessments (“SA”) for
most sites contained in the SHELAA documentation — unfortunately these seem to be wildly

inconsistent with the assessment for CA1-3.
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The scoring for CA1 in particular beggars belief. In our mind, scoring should be ‘negative’ or ‘very
negative’ for all of the following sustainability objectives: Air, Biodiversity, Climate Change,
Health, Heritage, Land use, Landscape, Noise, Travel, Waste and Water.

e Air: How can this be given a “mixed score”? The SA correctly notes that “traffic will increase
substantially” with a “high risk to deterioration of local air quality”. The intent to discourage
private car usage through shared transport is laudable but is not backed up with any
actionable initiatives and is both unenforceable and unrealistic. Increased traffic WILL lead
to poorer air quality — the only question is by how much? =» Score should be very negative

e Biodiversity: How can you say that “constraints are limited”. And it is unclear why the
reference to Ashdown Forest should be relevant for this site. Building a large-scale new
development on 100s of acres of Green Belt land can only be detrimental to biodiversity.
References elsewhere to achieving a “biodiversity net gain” feel like a smokescreen that is
not backed up by anything tangible. And the experience of the Tesco Site where woodland
was removed for a GBP 25,000 contribution in order to score a ‘biodiversity net gain’ is
frankly perverse. This is of course not directly related to CA1 but it does not give any
confidence that environmental concerns will be dealt with the seriousness they deserve =»
Score should be very negative

e Business: We agree with the existing positive score. Though it should be noted that the low
density envisaged for this site may actually make it more difficult to justify local retail outlets
and/or local services (e.g. buses)

e Climate Change: Similar to Air and Biodiversity. Loss of greenfield land and the associated
carbon capture will negatively impact climate change. As will the additional pollution
through incremental development and traffic =» Score should be very negative

o Deprivation: We agree with the existing positive score. And we note the comment that
“maximum scores cannot be applied as the proposals are unlikely to address existing
problems of fuel poverty”

e Employment + Equality: We agree with the existing score.

e Health: We question the positive score here. The provision of sports facilities is a positive.
But to include a consideration that “It was also felt likely that the proposals would include
provision for elderly care services.” seems very strange. This is not a fact or even a promise
but an unfounded assumption that is actually unlikely to happen since the Garden Village
will predominantly attract working families and not elderly people. Also, concreting over the
local Green Belt will destroy the public foot paths currently used by locals for recreational
purposes =» Score should be mixed

o Heritage: Agree with the existing negative score though you could argue that this actually
very negative. TWBC do not seem to have considered All Saints Church at all

o Housing: The maximum positive score for housing is of course the obvious consequence of
concentrating the lion’s share of TWBC housing requirements in Capel Parish. It is hard not
to believe that this is the prime criteria and that assessing / scoring for all other criteria is
just ‘window dressing’

e Land Use: Why is this score not very negative? =» Score should be very negative

e Landscape: Ditto. We do not understand why this is not very negative. Apart from the
destruction of the Green Belt, encroaching on neighbouring AONB, the developments will
also cause ‘landscape scarring’ visible from the North Downs. The existing proposals to
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extend development further into GB and AONB land in subsequent planning periods are
even more worrying =» Score should be very negative

o Noise: We agree with the existing negative score

e Services & Facilities: How can you provide a positive score based on the “likely well
thought-out provision in the new settlement as a result of the master planning process”?
This is wishful thinking and not based on any evidence. A more consistent approach would
be a mixed or no score until there is actually a plan to assess. =» Score should be mixed

o Travel: The positive score feels like a joke. New bus routes would be a good idea but these
have not been defined (nor any new road links to Tonbridge to start with). The feasibility of
any new routes will be undermined by the excessively low density of development at
Tudeley Village. And, as has already been noted, the predominant transportation vehicle
will be the car anyway. The “relatively easy access to train station” comment can only have
been written by someone with zero knowledge of the locality. There are no alternatives to
car travel to Tonbridge station. In mornings / afternoons, Tonbridge is already in gridlock
with no options to increase road width and once there Tonbridge Station and the trains are
already at full capacity = Score should be negative / very negative

e  Waste reduction: While we appreciate this may be out of TWBC’s immediate control, not
applying any score seems wrong. Of course, building a large-scale development here will
lead to more waste =» Score should be negative / very negative

e Water: The mixed / positive water score is unclear and feels strange. This again seems to
be based on anticipated improvements due to “substantial demand for water and
wastewater treatment”. In reality, there will be greater water usage and greater waste
water generation that at best will be mitigated so as to have no incremental negative effect.
But even this cannot really be credited since there are no proposals to review =» Score
should be negative

In summary, we believe the scoring methodology for CA1 to be flawed and inconsistent with the
overall rationale / criteria / logic employed in other SHELAA sustainability assessments. The
actual scores for CA1 should be predominantly negative or very negative as the site is entirely
unsuitable for the development intended.

C. Appropriateness of the Housing Target

It seems that TWBC have used predictions based on 2014 data, rather than more recent projections
from mid 2016 released in May 2019. These more recent figures produce lower anticipated housing
needs than those used by TWBC to forecast the Plan’s housing requirements. It is likely that the
difference between these values represent a figure significant enough to make the proposed
development at CA1 unnecessary. More detailed information is available from reports submitted by
other teams of the Save Capel Campaign.

We strongly recommend re-evaluating TWBC'’s housing target based on latest available data in
order to avoid excessive development to the detriment of the environment and the communities
affected.
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D. Alternative Solutions to achieve the Housing Target

D.1. Rejected Sites Suggested for Review

How many sites submitted for development to TWBC SHELAA (Strategic Housing and Economic
Land Avadilability Assessment) were rejected but, in view of the decision made to develop land in
Capel, should be reconsidered?

Based on the SHELAA documentation, there was a total of 437 unique sites submitted for inclusion in
the SHELAA process. Of these, 323 unique sites were rejected by TWBC.

In the light of TWBC’s proposal to develop Tudeley Village, we reviewed a total of 90 ‘Rejected Sites’
across a representative sample of 3 parishes (Capel, Pembury and Tunbridge Wells). The purpose of
the review was to contrast the rationale for rejecting proposed sites versus the approval for CA1 /
Tudeley Village in terms of consistency.

While we found ourselves in agreement with TWBC’s assessments in a majority of cases, we also
observed a striking inconsistency between the approval of Tudeley Village versus the rejection of a
large number of sites.

As a result, we strongly recommend for TWBC to review 43 ‘rejected’ sites and to reconsider these
for inclusion in the Plan INSTEAD of Tudeley Village. Note that this includes sites located in the
Green Belt / AONB that in an ideal world we would prefer not to develop at all. But given the need
for affordable housing, the 43 sites suggested below are much preferable, better integrated into
existing settlements and significantly less damaging to the environment than building at Tudeley
Village.

In total, these 43 sites provide a developable area of 87 ha with a total incremental housing
potential of ca. 2,270 units in three parishes alone. This is based on TWBC’s proposed housing
numbers and density estimates (which we believe are too low) for each site.

The parishes analysed account for ca. 50% of the total borough population. If extrapolating to the
total borough, we would expect to find over 4,500 potential housing units that should be reviewed
and reconsidered — and developed in preference to building Tudeley Village.

Disregarding the development proposal for CA1, the decision of rejecting these sites seemed
appropriate. But as a result of then comparing them with building on large areas of Green Belt
productive farmland we ask that the sites listed below should be reconsidered. Together they make
a significant contribution towards the numbers of homes for TWBC's plans which should be
considered as an alternative to building on open countryside.

We would ask TWBC to review its analysis and re-consider these 43 “rejected” sites for inclusion in
the plan.
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Figure 3.: Rejected Sites proposed for Reconsideration — Overview by Parish

Parish

Save Capel Request to Review

Sites (#)
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Area (ha) (dwellings)
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Figure 4.: Rejected Sites proposed for Reconsideration — By Site

Site Address: Parish / Location: Developable Housing Yield if Residential

Area (TWBC original figures)

(Rejected by
TWBC)

1 Land at and to the rear of 50 Whetsted Road, Five Oak Green, TN12 6RT Capel 1.62 49

48 Bramley House, Five Oak Green Road, Five Oak Green, Capel, TN12 6TJ Capel 0.7 21

141 Site south of Badsell Road, Paddock Wood, TN12 6QR Capel 0.33 Less than 10
143 Land at Tolhurst Road, Five Oak Green Capel 0.7 21

156 Bracken Dale, Maidstone Road, Colts Hill, Capel, TN2 4AL Capel 0.25 Less than 10
216 Land at Moat Farm, Whetstead Road, Five Oak Green Capel 1.06 32

307 Land to the north of Badsell Road, Five Oak Green, Kent Capel 3.79 114

329 School field, Finches Farm, Five Oak Green, Tonbridge, Kent Capel 7.31 219

330 Finches Farm, Five Oak Green, Tonbridge, Kent Capel 0.34 10 or less

331 Forstal Field, Finches Farm, Five Oak Green, Tonbridge, Kent Capel 2.95 88

418 Capel Grange Farm, Badsell Road, Five Oak Green, Kent Capel 1.45 44

453 Land off Hartlake Road, Tudeley, Tonbridge, Kent Capel 0.69 21

Late site 10 Orchard Brook, Five Oak Green Road, Five Oak Green Capel 0.67 20

28 Land on the eastern side of Woodside Road, Pembury, TN2 4BG Pembury 0.89 27

64 Land at Woodside House, Woodside Road, Pembury TN2 4BG Pembury 1.55 47

190 Land south east of Sandhurst Avenue, Pembury Pembury 3.52 106

191 Land north of Henwoods Mount, Pembury Pembury 3.19 96

208 Romford House Farm, Kings Toll Road, Pembury, TN2 4BE Pembury 5.68 170

290 Abbots, Woodside Close, Pembury, Kent Pembury 0.91 27

332 Priory Farm, Romford Road, Pembury, Kent Pembury 5.77 173

354 Stone Court Farm, Stone Court Lane, Pembury, Kent Pembury 1.95 59

367 tzirl('! to the southwest ot Woodside House, Woodside Road, Pembury, Pembury 0.92 28

379 Land at Henwood Green Road, Pembury, Kent Pembury 1.98 59
iﬁfc(al_t?::l Pl Woodsgate Comer, Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Kent Pembury Not fo be.alloc_ated for
AL/PET7) residential

91 RTA Joinery, Rear of 5 Birling Road, Tunbridge Wells, TN2 5LX Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.23 Less than 10
99 Land at Pembury Road, Tunbridge Wells Royal Tunbridge Wells 6.57 197

104 3 Lonsdale Gardens, Tunbridge Wells, TN1 1NX Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.09 Less than 10 units
105 5 Lonsdale Gardens, Tunbridge Wells, TN1 1NX Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.1 Less than 10 units
114 Land at Sandown Park, west of A21 Royal Tunbridge Wells TN2 4RT Royal Tunbridge Wells 9.74 292
D e e T g R o els 1.5 o

145; SALP . . .

AL/RTWA3 WA Tumer Factory Site, Broadwater Lane, Tunbridge Wells, TN2 5RD Royal Tunbridge Wells 1.36 41

165 Pantiles Car Park, Major Yorks Road, Tunbridge Wells, TN2 5TP Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.77 23

;Zes iz\ie)rlaps with gz‘L,JvrrtLL_I(_)fr?beriigl.ea\r;vdeltI;t_}FZZreSaF:I(E)f Sandstone House, 44 Broadwater Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.46 Less than 10 units
206 54a Culverden Down, Tunbridge Wells, TN4 9SG Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.66 Less than 10 units
226 St Mark’s Recreation Ground Frant Road Tunbridge Wells, TN2 5LS Royal Tunbridge Wells 1.07 32
f\‘t%fxé;’ Land at Rifle Range, Warwick Park, Royal Tunbridge Wells, TN2 5FD Royal Tunbridge Wells 1 Less than 10 units
258 TN2 and adjacent land, Greggs wood Road, Sherwood, Tunbridge Wells. = Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.06 Less than 10 units
280 Land at The Midway, Nevill Court, Tunbridge Wells, Kent Royal Tunbridge Wells 4.02 121

328 Land at Eridge Road & Eastlands Close, Royal Tunbridge Wells, Kent Royal Tunbridge Wells 0.73 22
?osr?ngzi::t? :iio \I;\;:md to the east of Halliwell Nursing Home, Kingswood Road, Tunbridge Royal Tunbridge Wells 04 12

400) ells, Kent

:i(:: ;gg including I‘;vaer;litc};et:f east of Halliwell Nursing Home, Kingswood Road, Tunbridge Royal Tunbridge Wells 297 89

411 Land at Sandown Park between Pembury Grange and A21, Royal Royal Tunbridge Wells 5.51 165

Note: Please find detailed rationale for re-consideration for each site in Appendix A.

Tunbridge Wells, Kent
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D.2. Brownfield Potential

How many sites in the borough are available for development (brownfield and other categories)
which are not registered on TWBC’s system and what is their housing potential?

As of November 2019, TWBC’s existing Brownfield Register contains 34 sites with a total of 884
proposed dwellings. Of these, 22 sites have been permissioned and are included in the Plan with a
further 2 sites under review. This would yield a total of only 500 housing units from brownfield sites.
In other words, currently ‘brownfield’ fails to make a meaningful contribution to the Plan.

While the brownfield potential in the borough is constrained, we believe that the existing Register is
far from complete and there is a MUCH larger brownfield potential that needs to be identified and
evaluated as a priority BEFORE resorting to building on Green Belt / AONB land. We do not believe
this effort has been undertaken to date.

As a result, we have commenced a survey to identify untapped brownfield potential. This is ongoing
and will go on into 2020. This report includes interim results of potential sites and the associated
housing units for 4 parishes (Tunbridge Wells, Southborough, Speldhurst and Capel). The survey will
be extended to other parishes and we intend to provide updated results to the borough’s planning
team in due course.

We urge TWBC to collaborate in this initiative to proactively identify brownfield potential /
already developed sites with a poor use of space and to proactively engage landowners to
contribute to the Plan.

Overleaf please find interim summary results for new, incremental Brownfield sites (for further site
details including exact location and commentary, please see Appendix B):
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Figure 5.: New Brownfield Site List (Interim)

Ref Location Parish Size Potential Housing
(hectares) Yieldat30dph

1|West of A21 half mile south of Kippings Cross roundabout |Brenchley & Matfield 13.0 390
2 |North east of junction Sychem Lane and Alders Road Capel 1.9 56
3 |West of Whetsed Road, north of last dwelling, 400m from | Capel 0.6 18
4 |North of Badsell Road, east of Orchard Business Centre Capel 0.6 18
5|Capel Village Hall, Falmouth Place, Five Oak Green Capel 0.2 5)
6 [Adjacent to Orchard Business Centre, Badsell Road, Five |Capel 0.1 3
7 [Industrial building, Five Oak Green Road, opposite Capel 0.1 2
8|West of A228 Maidstone Road opposite Capel Cottage Capel 0.0 1
9|Kings Head Pub, Five Oak Green Five Oak Green 0.1 2
10|Blantyre House Goudhurst 5.7 172
11 [Hawkwell Farmhouse, Maidstone Road Pembury 0.3 8
12 |Car Park of Tunbridge Wells Leisure Centre, Off St Johns  |Southborough 0.7 21
13 [Land next to 136 - 138 Speldhurst Rd Southborough 0.4 13
14|Land + Garages between Sir David Park and Keel Gardens |Southborough 0.1 4
15|Langton Geen Village Hall Car Park, Speldhurst Road Speldhurst 0.4 11
16 [Colebrook Park, Land at A21 and Longfield Rd. Tunbridge Wells 19.7 590
17 [Land / Car park at Knights Park Leisure Park (140) Tunbridge Wells 2.3 69
18| Off Birling Road -in Industrial Area Tunbridge Wells 2.2 65
19 [Sainsburys /Homebase - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 1.5 45
20|South side of A264, Langton Road opposite All Saints Tunbridge Wells 1.3 39
21|B&Qoff Longfield Rd. - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 1.1 34
22 |Garage area at end of Birling Drive Tunbridge Wells 0.8 24
23| Car Park at Culverden Square, off St Johns Road Tunbridge Wells 0.7 20
24 |Marks & Spencer / Halfords / Homesense, Off Dowding Tunbridge Wells 0.6 19
25| AXA PPP office car park, corner of Camden Rd & Forest Tunbridge Wells 0.6 17
26|Asda, Longfield Road - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.5 15
27 |Grass area between Elphicks place and Forest Road Tunbridge Wells 0.5 14
28|John Lewis off Kingslanding Way - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.4 12
29 (Behind ABP, Broadwater Lane - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.4 11
30(South side of Dowding Way and railway, accessed via lane | Tunbridge Wells 0.3 10
31|Tunbridge Wells Shopping Park off Longfield Rd (TK Maxx, | Tunbridge Wells 0.3 9
32 |Baldwins Lane, north off North Farm Road, opp High Tunbridge Wells 0.3 9
33 |East of St Johns Rd TW near to sports centre on opposite |Tunbridge Wells 0.3 8
34| Wickes, Off Longfield Road - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.2 7
35|Behind WA Turnersin Broadwater Lane - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.2 6
36 [North east of junction North Farm Road, Chapman Way, |Tunbridge Wells 0.2 6
37 [John St Car Park, just off west of St Johns Rd, opp sideto |Tunbridge Wells 0.2 5
38|Car parkin Camden Road, between Beulah Road and Tunbridge Wells 0.2 5
39|Tunbridge Wells Royals Indoor Bowls Club - Car Park, Tunbridge Wells 0.1 4
40|Tunnel Road Tunbridge Wells 0.1 4
41 |Car park in The Beeches (road) off Sandhurst Road, behind | Tunbridge Wells 0.1 4
42 |Calverley Court Car Park, off Calverley Park Gardens Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
43 |Linden Park Road, Tunbridge Wells - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
44 |Hobbycraft, Longfield Road - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
45|The Old Coach Park, Linden Park Road - Car Park Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
46| Car Park off North Farm Road / Holmewood Rd Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
47 |Beach St Car Park — off Beech St / Camden Road Tunbridge Wells 0.1 3
48 |Salvation Army Car Park, on junction between Bayall Tunbridge Wells 0.1 2
49| Garden Street Car Park, off Camden Road Tunbridge Wells 0.1 2

Note

: For exact location details and commentary — please see Appendix B
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To date, we have identified 49 potential brownfield sites with an incremental housing potential of
ca. 1,800 dwellings.

This brownfield potential is based on only 4 out of 17 parishes, accounting for ca. 60% of the
borough’s population. Extrapolating for the total borough, this would lead us to expect a total
brownfield potential of ca. 3,000 incremental housing units. We will seek to confirm the total
brownfield potential - bottom up and supported by specific sites - in due course.

It should be noted that the housing figures stated above are based on a conservative density
assumption of only 30 dwellings per hectare. Some of the sites included have the potential to cater
for a much higher density — and thus more housing units - which we will cover in the next Section.

D.3. Increasing Housing Density

What is the additional housing potential that sites might offer if land is used more effectively?

The general standard for housing density that TWBC seem to have utilised in the Plan is 30 dwellings
per hectare (dph). While this is in line with national planning guidelines, in the context of the
proposed sacrifice of Green Belt land this strikes us as decidedly unambitious and unjustifiably low.

Given the announcement pf a national climate emergency, it is imperative to make best use of finite
land resources — this means to exploit (to be) developed land to its full potential and to conserve
valuable agricultural and Green Belt land.

Developing at higher densities would sharply increase the housing yield per hectare thereby
reducing the need to build on greenfield land.

This especially applies to Tudeley Village where the proposed densities of 15-30 dph are very low,
effectively gobbling up a much larger amount of Green Belt land than needed. On a side note: This
also indicates that the intention for this site is not to build affordable housing (the real local need)
but to provide executive homes for London commuters.

The following sections and figures show how increased housing densities can more easily satisfy the
stated housing requirements. While this simulation is by necessity based on top-down estimates -
and may not be desirable / feasible in many cases - it clearly illustrates the vast opportunity to
increase housing yield through increased density, thereby foregoing the need to sacrifice scarce
Green Belt land. See Appendix E for a summary of methodology used.
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(1) SHELAA sites approved by TWBC

Increasing density for all approved sites to a minimum of 40 or 50 dwellings per hectare, would
yield additional housing of 5,000 to 10,000 units respectively. This alone would negate the need
to develop at Tudeley Village / East Capel.

Figure 6: Housing Potential / Density Elasticity for Approved Sites

Dwellings - Density Elasticity

Approved Dwellings at Approved Dwellings if Approved Dwellings if

Original Density increasing densitytoc.40 increasing densitytoc.50
dph dph

1[Benenden 160 213 267

2 |Bidborough - - -
3|Brenchley and Matfield 121 161 202
4|Capel 6,695 8,927 11,158
5|Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 1,214 1,534 1,855
6 |Frittenden 28 37 47
7|Goudhurst 48 64 80
8|Hawkhurst 706 941 1,177
9|Horsmonden 258 344 430
10|Lamberhurst 56 75 93
11|Paddock Wood 4,175 5,567 6,958
12 |Pembury 299 392 498
13 |Royal Tunbridge Wells 1,615 1,836 2,073
14 [Rusthall 15 15 25
15|Sandhurst 24 32 40
16 [Southborough 190 253 317
17[Speldhurst 18 24 30

18|Outside borough boundary - - -
TOTAL 15,622 20,416 25,249

Note: For simplicity, CA3 housing has been fully allocated to Capel (as no exact split was available). This
overstates Capel’s and understates Paddock Wood’s housing allocation. The total for both parishes is correct.
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(2) SHELAA sites rejected by TWBC but we feel should be reconsidered.

Increasing density for the 43 rejected sites that should be reconsidered (see Section D1) to a
minimum of 40 or 50 dwellings per hectare, would yield additional housing of 1,000 to 1,900 units
respectively.

These include windfall sites rejected by TWBC, but we felt should be reviewed because even though
they fall below the 0.25h threshold they still represent a contribution to the overall housing numbers
and there are developers who specialise in these smaller sites.

Figure 7: Housing Potential / Density Elasticity for Rejected Sites (Selected Parishes)

Parish Dwellings - Density Elasticity

Rejected Dwellings at Rejected Dwellings if Rejected Dwellings if

Original Density increasing densitytoc. increasing densityto c.
40 dph 50 dph

Benenden

Bidborough

Brenchley and Matfield
Capel

Cranbrook and Sissinghurst
Frittenden

Goudhurst

Hawkhurst
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(3) Brownfield sites on TWBC’s register

Potential uplift by flexing density for sites on TWBC’s current Brownfield Register is limited — as
noted above the Register only includes a limited number of sites and these are typically already on
reasonably high density. Increasing density for already permissioned sites would probably only yield
an incremental 25-30 units. Even when including sites that are pending or where the decision is
unclear, this would only generate an additional 50 units at higher density.

Figure 8: Overview of BF Register 2019 by Status

BF Register 2019 - Sites (no) Size (hectares) Proposed Density (dwellings
status Dwellings (no.) per hectare)

Not permitted 1 0.03 12 400.0
N/A 9 4.67 350 74.9
Decision Pending 2 2.5 42 16.8
Permissioned 22 8.3 480 57.8
Total 34 15.5 884 57.0

Figure 9: Housing Potential / Density Elasticity for BF Register by Status

BF Register 2019 Dwellings at original Dwellings if Dwellings if
density increasing density to increasing density to
40 dph or below (ca. 50 dph or below (ca.
x 33%) X 66 %)
Permissioned sitesonly 480 503 508
Decision Pending 42 50 50
N/A 350 360 365
Total 872 913 924

(4) Brownfield and other sites that we have located;

When reviewing the newly identified 49 brownfield sites (see Section D2) — these currently yield ca.
1,800 units at 30 dwellings per hectare. Increasing density to 40 or 50 dph which is possible for a
number of these sites would generate an additional 600 to 1,200 housing units.

And as stated above this analysis only covers a subset of the total borough so we would expect there
to be further upside.

Figure 9: Housing Potential / Density Elasticity for newly identified BF sites

Newly Identified BF Sites Dwellings at 30 dph  Dwellings if Dwellings if
increasing density to increasing density to

40 dph 50 dph
New Sites 1,793 2,391 2,988

There is clear opportunity to achieve higher housing yields, to optimise the use of land and to
decrease the need to build on Green Belt by a moderate increase in housing density.
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D.4. Alternative Housing Solutions

In this Section we would like to expand on the topic of how to achieve TWBC’s housing target
through alternative solutions than building on Green Belt land. In the section we will return to the
topic of housing density, cover a better use of car parks and then turn to a number of specific
locations which we believe hold a large housing potential.

THE CASE FOR DENSITY

TWBC's ‘Distribution of Development Topic Paper’ was encouraging in its examples of locations
where it had increased density from the original number of dwellings proposed in planning
applications, and apparently had taken steps to encourage higher density by various means.
However, we have found numerous instances where density of housing throughout the borough
could be increased from the 30 dwellings per hectare (dph) to 40 or even 50 dph without
compromising the acceptability to the occupants.

The Garden Village concept was an admirable one, at the time of its introduction at the beginning of
the 20™" century. One of its main attributes was that of space: wide, tree-lined boulevards, large
gardens front and back, for families to grow their own home-grown vegetables.

A century later, we are running out of space, as confirmed by the wish of TWBC to use valuable
agricultural land to resolve the problem of housing required in anticipation of an increase in
population / households. The issue of needing that land to feed the increasing population does not
seem to have been taken into consideration.

Land is now a luxury and needs to be used much more efficiently and carefully.

It is therefore encouraging to see that there are locations both in nearby boroughs and in our own,
where these higher densities are successfully being used.

e |n Tunbridge Wells a new estate is being built with luxury homes, a feeling of spaciousness,
and a density of 40dph.

e Another group of buildings in Tunbridge Wells has recently been built at 68dph.

e InTonbridge, there is an estate part of which attractively fronts onto the river, which takes
up 1.27ha with 97 dwellings which gives a density of 76dph — excluding the flats at the
entrance to the estate.

e Again, in Tonbridge, again adjacent to the river, are flats with a density of 100dph.

In Section 3, we have demonstrated that by merely increasing from 30 to 50dph a significant number
of dwellings can be built upon the SHELAA sites submitted to TWBC.
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The Plan includes a majority of estates being built at low densities: there is plenty of housing stock
available of that size but a constant (local) demand seems to be there for affordable housing. By that
it is not meant homes that are part of a scheme, but simply homes that can be bought
conventionally, with a mortgage as the first step on the ladder.

There are figures which indicate a significant number of young — and no longer so young — people
who cannot afford to move out their parents’ homes.

Similarly, the numbers of people getting divorced is significant and many of those need to downsize.

Equally there are plenty of people who have retired, or their families grown up and left the home
and the parents wish to downsize.

As a result, a general increase in density of housing would seem to mitigate many of the demands of
housing in the borough.

In fact, this is encouraged by the NPPF: in section 11: Making Effective Use of Land, in item 123(a) on
page 37 is specifies ‘plans should contain policies to optimise the use of land in their area and meet
as much of the identified need for housing as possible. This . . . should include the use of minimum
density standards for city and town centres and other locations that are well served by public
transport. These standards should seek a significant uplift in the average density of residential
development ... There is every reason to include rural locations too because they often have
pockets of high density, for example traditional terraces of farmworkers cottages. There is even
more reason not to waste space in a rural location.

CAR PARKS

In addition, it seems to be traditional that car parks generally must be visible to all. The floor space
of retail units is greatly increased by the space required for open air car parks.

It is acknowledged that the car rules all and there is a strong feeling that its presence is too much of
a significant part of the visual scene, in addition to taking up valuable space.

For future retail developments it would be far more effective to require car parking to be beneath
instead of next to retail units. This would improve the shopping experience for shoppers because
they would no longer be exposed to all weather conditions simply to go shopping. In eliminating

surface car parks, shops could be closer together, enabling an indoor mall concept which seems to
work well in town centres. In doing this, more retail units could be built within the area allocated.

Existing retail car parks could have accommodation built above the space, releasing pressure on the
housing need. The car parking would be retained, and residents would be in a prime location,
reducing the need to actually have a car. While construction is taking place, it would be possible for
a temporary structure adding a second floor to be located in the other part of the car park so that
parking spaces are not reduced.

With that in mind, it was interesting to note that car parking was likely to be reduced by a possible
retail development in Tunbridge Wells:
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The SHELAA site number 140, at Knights Park, in its Sustainability Assessment says: “A slight positive
score for Air reflects the probability that intensification of leisure use will involve loss of some
parking spaces thus forcing users to consider the alternative modes of transport that already exist
and would be further improved by this allocation”.

As a side issue, there are few existing alternative modes of transport that are suitable.
For residents of Five Oak Green, there are no direct buses that serve Knights Park.

A minority of Five Oak Green inhabitants might be prepared to wait for a bus, travel slowly to a bus
stop, get off, wait for the next bus and catch that: or perhaps to cycle, but those figures would be
low indeed. The same would no doubt apply for residents of the proposed CA1 development.

Therefore, parking is and will continue to be needed and requires space. This is a good example
where the parking can be retained with a building above the car park.

In response to the desperation that forces TWBC to consider building houses upon open
countryside, measures need to be put in place to consider surface car parks as residential potential
(building above to retain the car parks).

This would be in line with the NPPF Para 11: Making Effective Use of Land (page 35) item 118(d):
‘promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would
help to meet identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained and available sites could
be used more effectively (for example converting space above shops, and building on or above
service yards, car parks, lock-ups and railway infrastructure)’ plus a footnote ‘As part of this
approach, plans and decisions should support efforts to identify and bring back into residential use
empty homes and other buildings, supported by the use of compulsory purchase powers where
appropriate.’

Combining car parks with residential, or where appropriate commercial or leisure, would solve
multiple issues, including the policy mentioned in the TWBC Parking Strategy document to improve
parking provision.

POTENTIAL IN SPECIFIC LOCATIONS

There are several sites in the borough with exceptional potential for development — both local to
Tunbridge Wells and further removed. Below we explore a number of selected sites that we believe
could make a significant and yet untapped contribution to achieving the Plans’ housing ambition.

1. Blantyre House

Looking at the specification for Garden Villages, one of the criteria seems to be that it should ideally
be separate from neighbouring large towns.

The former Blantyre Prison fits that particular requirement and is of a reasonable size, especially if
considered in conjunction with the neighbouring SHELAA site number 325 which is in the Cranbrook
and Sissinghurst parish. At the nearest point they are only 300m apart.
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As far as we can tell the property is owned by TWBC or the government and seems to be 77ha. Site
325 is about 40ha developable area, so that totals 117ha. At a density of 30 dph that offers 3,510
dwellings.

CA1’s potential yield is 2,500-2,800 so there is room for CA1 plus some of East Capel, at Blantyre /
site 325, at just 30dph.

Staplehurst Station is 11 minutes drive away, with its connection to Ashford International and the
high-speed rail link to London and also the continent. Cranbrook is 10 minutes drive away.

However, Blantyre has at this stage not been included in TWBC's allocations despite, according to
their report in the Distribution of Development Topic Paper, page 22:

e ‘Location has the benefit of being outside of some key constraints and is within reach of the
mainline rail at Staplehurst’

Because:

e ‘However, the scale of site was too small and the site was not submitted in the call for sites
and thus this option did not become available for appraisal.” (At this stage, the prospective
Tudeley site, now known as CA1, had not been submitted to the SHELAA scheme either.)

There is no mention of the neighbouring SHELAA site 325, despite the potential together with
Blantyre outlined above.

So even though the site is owned by the government, borough council, other government associated
bodies or combinations thereof, i.e. it is public land, it has not been offered up as a solution to the
borough council / government’s housing problems.

As pointed out in NPPF page 35 paragraph 119, ‘Local planning authorities, and other plan-making
bodies, should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward land that may be
suitable for meeting development needs, including suitable sites on brownfield registers or held in
public ownership, using the full range of powers available to them. This should include identifying
opportunities to facilitate land assembly, supported where necessary by compulsory purchase
powers, where this can help to bring more land forward for meeting development needs and/or
secure better development outcomes.’

It would no doubt be possible for the two sites to become a unit without losing too much of the
woodland west of Roundgreen Lane. However, if it was deemed unworkable because of the
separation between the two sites, that in fact would equally apply to the CA1 Capel site which is
divided very effectively by the railway.

2. East Pembury
Referring to the illustration below, site 375 in green has been approved by TWBC.

However, site 190 was not approved even though it was just the other side of the Hastings Road. It
seems logical to include 190 in the TWBC Plan because it is a natural infill and accessible directly

from the A21.
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Sites 191, 208, 290, 28, 64, 332, 367 are individually remote, accessing only onto unsuitably narrow
Woodside Road, and Romford Road for 332.

However, if access is possible between sites 190 and 191 it would be feasible to connect these sites
to the others above with a spinal road connecting them all (see the blue line in Figure 10 below).

This also applies to the group comprising 379, 367, 64, 332 (and 458 already approved by TWBC). If
they are all available, they could access (see green line) via 458 onto Henwood Green Road.

If the eastern bloc was not workable via sites 190, 191, etc. it might be accessible via 458, depending
on whether it was felt that Henwood Green Road would have the capacity to cope with additional
number of houses. Or the same could work in reverse if access via site 458 on Henwood Green Road
was not possible.

Sites at this location would have immediate access to the A21 meaning that most traffic would exit
from the development at this point, even traffic heading northwards beyond Pembury, because it
would no doubt be faster to route along the A21 and then the A228 Northern Pembury Bypass than
cutting through Pembury itself.

The total allocation for these sites according to SHELAA documents totals 674 dwellings.

Figure 10: Draft Proposal for Eastern Pembury sites working in conjunction
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3. Pembury Road, Sandown Park

Close to the western side of the A21 / A264 junction, on the northern side of Pembury Road are sites
99, 411 and 144. Once again, if these work in conjunction with a road combining all three, or at least
two of them, either from Sandown Park or preferably from the A264 so that traffic to/from the
development has direct access to the A21, these three sites combined would offer 654 dwellings
according to the SHELAA documents.

These sites combined would offer even better access than the eastern Pembury sites to the A21, the
A264 and to Tunbridge Wells (via bus, bike and on foot).

4. A21/A264, Tesco Site

On the eastern side of the A21 / A264 junction is the Tesco supermarket site which was initially
proposed for one of the termini for a Park and Ride scheme. A feasibility study was instigated by
TWBC but discounted on the basis that it would require too great a subsidy to be worthwhile
considering. In researching the documentation, it seems unlikely that an express bus service from
Pembury to Tunbridge Wells (i.e. non-stop to / from Tunbridge Wells centre from the proposed park
and ride site) was considered, serving not only a park and ride at the Tesco site but the approved
SHELAA sites along the A21 totalling 260 properties at TWBC predicted numbers in addition to
Pembury village itself .

Offering car parking space for the ‘park and ride’ would also provide the opportunity to build above
the car park - one or two storeys — which would have been an ideal location for commuters by car,
having direct access to the A21 and A264.

In addition, even having dismissed the ‘park and ride’ scheme, the site would still have been ideal for
residential purposes for the above reasons.

The site is of 4.78ha. At a housing density of TWBCs standard figure of 30 dph, there is potential for
143 dwellings. At 40dph, 191 and at 50dph, 239. If four storey flats of 50 sqm were constructed
with parking for occupants on the ground floor, these could potentially supply 600 apartments in a
key location immediately accessible to an excellent road infrastructure. When compared to the
proposed CA1l in the middle of green fields with currently no infrastructure for access, this seems an
excellent choice of site for residential purposes.

Instead, the site is in an advanced stage of the planning permission process for a car sales showroom
(when there are already more than adequate choices available in this market)

5. Liptraps Lane, near to High Brooms Railway Station

Even more local to Tunbridge Wells, site number 238, the Sports Field off Liptraps Lane has a
developable area of 3.92ha, out of a gross 4.22ha. The predicted yield is 60 dwellings. At the usual
30 dph density this indicates that half the playing field will be retained. If that is the case, increasing
to 50dph would substantially increase the area of land remaining for leisure use.
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Alternatively, making the most of the 2 ha representing half the area, 50dph would increase the
yield to 100 dwellings.

However, being right next to High Brooms Station, a 5 minute walk away along Clifton Road and up
the footpath to the station, this would be an ideal location for commuters, and this could justify the
higher yield that a series of apartment buildings would produce.

In the lower field alone, three blocks of 50 sqm apartments over 3 floors plus parking at ground level
would yield 126 apartments in 0.5ha, a density of 252 dph.

In this lowest field, the buildings would not be close to the dwellings at the south or east of the field;
the north would be unlikely to be visible from the road and the west elevation would face the
railway and industrial estate beyond. For this reason, the height could probably extend beyond four
storeys.

If a second series of apartments were placed in the centre field that would double the yield to 252
dwellings, from an original anticipated number of 60.

6. Former Gasworks in Sandhurst Road

SHELAA site reference SALP AL/RTW10, the former gasworks site in Sandhurst Road, has been
approved for development and it is encouraging to see that at a size of 1.78h the anticipated yield
would be 170 dwellings, a density of about 95dph. That compares with the estate in Tonbridge
mentioned earlier and would anticipate a similar arrangement with conventional town houses,
hopefully with parking of cars beneath the dwellings to maximise leisure space for residents.

There is more potential on this site however.

Like the playing field above, it is convenient to High Brooms Station, a 2 minute walk in fact from its
nearest point. Due to the neighbouring houses, the buildings on the outer edge of the development
should not be overbearing, but in the central part similar figures could be produced to the playing
field with a series of flats, so that would be 126 dwellings in the apartments at 252 dph in the central
part plus the outer edges at 95 dph which would produce 121 dwellings: so 373 apartments
compared to the original 170 dwellings.

Traffic from these sites would be anticipated to be lower than for locations in the countryside or
outskirts of Tunbridge Wells due to the proximity of transport infrastructure such as High Brooms
Railway Station and nearby buses. There are cycle lanes, and it would be a half hour walk to the
Victoria shopping centre.

Taking into account the employment situation in this ward, these two developments might be
considered large enough to justify small shops to serve this community and the neighbouring area
and could also incorporate other services such as a surgery, which would provide employment
locally. In addition, some of the space available could be devoted to offices instead of residential,
which would similarly provide work for local people.
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7. SHELAA site numbers 57, 101 and 43 (southern part south of woodland) comprising the
Colebrook Estate, located north of Longfield Road, east of Kingstanding Way.

Planning permission has been sought for this group of sites, for various commercial proposals, none
of which appear to have included residential factors.

This is a large site and ideal for residential purposes for the following reasons:

e Infrastructureis in place;

e Together they offer a site with access both to Longfield Road and to the A21 directly onto
the slip road which makes an ideal entry/exit for traffic for the site, without affecting
Longfield Road.

e |nthis prime position adjacent to A21 commuter traffic for north, east, southward directions
would not need to affect Tunbridge Wells;

In addition:

e Bus service into Tunbridge Wells for local commuters to Tunbridge Wells to the train
stations;

e Trains to London and the coast from High Brooms Station, within bus / cycle / walking
distance;

e Large food supermarket within bus / cycle / walking distance

e Wide range of other shops and leisure facilities within bus / cycle / walking distance

e Tunbridge Wells centre within bus / cycling distance: even walking is not unrealistic at 50
minutes.

e Site 57 has a developable area of 16.91ha, site 101 6.98ha and the southern part of 43
7.16ha: 32.05ha. At 30 dph that’s 960, at 40 pdh 1200, at 50 dph 1500 dwellings.

e With the sloping site the lower parts adjacent to the industrial estate on Kingstanding Way
would suit apartments of perhaps six storeys.

e The visual concerns of a series of tall structures would be not significantly greater than the
very visible roofs of the neighbouring industrial estate.

The site actually offers an exciting opportunity for a different type of accommodation which
although not common, can be built using conventional methods — a Hybrid Building.

Basically, a row of ten terraced houses, single or twin storeys, with a patio area. On top, another
row, of the same size but set back, their patio being on the roof of the house below. Several layers
upwards give a terraced effect. The inner part of the house accesses onto an internal ‘street’, similar
to the walkways in a shopping precinct. A similar arrangement backs onto the first, creating a
triangular section. Within the heart of the section is space for shops, cafes, surgeries, gyms because
rarely do these need external windows. Even office accommodation could be included: many office
staff don’t have a view out the window, and even then, it’s not dramatic. With the technology now
available, large display screens could give the impression of windows, with any sort of much better
view than another building. The structure would be of a standardised columns and beams
construction so that internal walls would not be load bearing, so could be moved and removed as
required, thus future-proofing the building for changing and developing needs.

Potential: if the hybrid buildings comprised a row of ten 50 sqm apartments on each of two
opposing sides, eight storeys high, each block could provide 160 apartments on a footprint of

November 15, 2019




N/

SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

50x60m. Two blocks fit in a hectare so 320 dph. 32h available: 10,240 units of fifty sq m
apartments.

That’s plenty of room for trees and open space, with the shops and facilities within the building, the
car park on the ground floor, so the residents need never get wet while living there.

Figure 11: Basic concept of the HiBrid Building

© Nigel Tansley

The patios of the apartments would be hung with flower tubs so the overall impression of the
building would be of merging with the countryside, hence reducing the visual impact of the building.

This is not a new idea.

Below is the Alt-Erlaa estate in Vienna. Built in the 1970s it is held as an example of a community
project that is an outstanding success. People are on waiting lists to live there.

This is the description in one website (1): ‘Every apartment . . . opens out on to a generous balcony
which terminates in a half-drum planter, wide and deep enough for small trees. A low-tech
integrated watering system recycles rain into the planters, which retreat at each level according to
the hyperbolic curve of the building form.’

Courtesy Stefano Boeri Architetti (2)
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And below is Liuzhou Garden City in Southern China, one of a series of similar projects currently
being built around the world.

From a magazine article (2):

‘Instead of completely getting rid of the trees to build houses, the city’s design
accommodates the surrounding greenery. Homes and commercial buildings will be covered
with trees, with gardens on the balconies of every floor, and rooftops that are home to
miniature forests.’

Stafano Boeri, the architect: ‘I have been working on the idea of urban forestation for
years,” says Boeri. “In those areas of the planet where it is still necessary to build new cities,
we are planning real forest cities for a maximum of 150,000 inhabitants.’

(courtesy Science Focus Magazine)

Liuzhou Garden City © Stefano Boeri Architetti

The overall design addresses the visual aspects of the development, assisting it to merge with the
countryside with green spaces and green terraces where a taller building is used, and in the case of
substantial sized buildings adapt a more natural contour so that instead of vertical walls there is a
flowing increase in height, in anticipation of climate change and high winds, so that these flow over
rather than hitting the front of larger developments and also helping the development visually to
merge better with the countryside.

These innovative concepts should allay any concerns regarding the site being within the AONB. In
addition, the AONB seems to include the neighbouring Kingstanding Way (also the Tesco site at
Pembury which has just had its wooded area removed) and is between an industrial estate, a scrap
yard, a dual carriageway and roundabout. The field itself is unproductive and unmaintained though
a few areas of ancient woodland add aesthetic value to the site. The addition of wooded areas
between the buildings would enhance the environment in that respect. The site would not be visible
from neighbouring residences and from a distance — if designed to merge with the countryside its
view would be relatively insignificant amongst the wider area and should be less noticeable than the
conspicuous roofs of the industrial estate which have already compromised the long-distance view.
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For these reasons the AONB status at Colebrook should be relaxed, particularly when this might be
an excellent alternative to building on green belt, productive arable fields in the middle of the
countryside and where the infrastructure required will require significant additional funding on top
of the usual commitments by developers to local needs.

In summary — and as shown below in Figure 12 — the housing potential for these (groups of) sites is
over 10,000 units.

Figure 12: Housing Yield for Selected High Potential Sites

Sites Dwellings (#) Commentary
Blantyre plus site 325 3,510 At 30 dph
East Pembury group of sites: 674 At TWBC's figures for each site
Pembury Road, Sandown Park 654 At TWBC's figures for each site
A21/A264 junction, Tesco site 143 At 30dph: 600 apartments in four storey flats
Liptraps Lane 60 At TWBC’s figures: 126 apartments in four storey flats

Former Gasworks, Sandhurst Road 170 At TWBC’s SHELAA figures for that site. Could be 373
apartments in a mix of flats and housing at TWBCs
figures

Colebrook Estate 5,000 Up to 10,000 apartments plus accommodation for
businesses, retail, leisure etc. by using the Hibrid
Building concept

Total 10,211

The diagram below compares CA1 with these sites relative to nearby transport infrastructure and
essential retail outlets.

Figure 13: Proximity to Transport/Retail - Comparison of CA1 and High Potential Sites

CA1 Capel Blantyre plus site 325 East Pembury Pembury Road, A21/A264 junction, Liptraps Lane Former Gasworks, Colebrook Estate:

2,500-2,800 3510 dwellings sroup of stes Sandown Park Tesco site 60 dwellings Sendhurst Rosd 960 houses
at 30dph 674 dwellings group of sites 143 dwellings at TWBC's figures or 170 dwellings at 30dph or
at TWBC's figures 654 dwellings at 30dph or 126 apartments 3t TWBCsSHELAAfigures  ¢5 000 apartments

for each site at TWBC's figures. 600 apartments i four storey flats for that site or plus businesses,

(miles) to: i .
for each site i 373 dwellings retail, leisure etc.
in a mix of flats,
plus housing at TWBC's figures

Distance dwellings
from centre of site

2.3 miles 2.0 miles 0.5 miles 0.3 miles 1.4 miles 1.9 miles
A26 A262 A21 A21 A21 A21
Nearest A road 1
Towards Tunbridge Wells|  Towards Cranbrook towards London towards London towards London towards London towards London towards London
and Mai and the coast and the coast and the coast and the coast and the coast and the coast
33 35 14 01 [} 16 10 14
A21 A229 A264 A264 A264 A264 A264 A264
Nearest A road 2 towards London Towards Lamberhurst | Towards Tunbridge Wells | Towards Tunbridge | Towards Tunbridge Wells | Towards Tunbridge Towards Tunbridge Wells Towards Tunbridge Wells
and the coast and Maidstone wells and Maidstone wells and Maidstone and Maidstone
and and
37 47 42 21 25 04 02 13
Railway station 1 Tonbridge Staplehurst Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge Wells High Brooms High Brooms High Brooms
(cross border)
Railway station 2 43 41 42 21 25 22 17 32
Paddock Wood Marden High Brooms High Brooms High Brooms Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge Wells
6.6 86 51 58 55 48 40 38
Railway station 3 High Brooms Paddock Wood Paddock Wood Paddock Wood Paddock Wood Tonbridge Tonbridge Tonbridge
(cross border) (cross border) (cross border)
76 198 58 48 48 5 B .
Railway station 4 Tunbridge Wells Ashford Tonbridge Tonbridge Tonbridge Paddock Wood Paddock Wood Paddock Wood
(cross border) (cross border) (cross border) (cross border)
34 39 1s 05 o 07 12 03
Nearest supermarket Tonbridge Sainsburys: Spar, Staplehurst Tesco Pembury Tesco Pembury Tesco Pembury Asda Tunbridge Wells Asda Tunbridge Wells Asda Tunbridge Wells
(cross border) (cross border)
e et et 43 44 3.2 18 19 25 24 18
Waitrose, Paddock Wood Co-op, Cranbrook Asda Tunbridge Wells Asda Tunbridge Wells Asda Tunbridge Wells Tesco Pembury Tesco Pembury Tesco Pembury
58 85 49 27 31 29 23 14
[(CUSEVRL SISl Asda, Tunbridge Wells | Waitrose, Paddock Wood | Sainsburys Tunbridge | Sainsburys Tunbridge |Sainsburys Tunbridge Wells| Sainsburys Tunbridge | Sainsburys Tunbridge Wells | Sainsburys Tunbridge Wells
Wells Wells Wells
s own large supermarket similar to| 123 51 a8 29 a8 a5 38
Asda atKings Hill would create
LSRR EERN oo border icsues with TMBL | Asda, Tunbridge Wells | Waitrose, Paddock Wood | Sainsburys Tonbridge |  Sainsburys Tonbridge | Sainsburys Tonbridge sainsburys Tonbridge sainsburys Tonbridge
(cross border) (cross border) (cross border) (cross border) (cross border)

Together, and in some cases individually, these high potential sites provide a realistic alternative
to building at Capel.
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E. Conclusion & Next Steps

In reviewing the Plan and the parts of the borough we have been able to research to date, we have
come to the conclusion that there are better alternatives to building at Capel:

If a Garden Village has to be the chosen option, we advocate building this in a location where it
would be less intrusive on neighbouring boroughs. Blantyre Park is a possibility, although it would
affect nearby Staplehurst regarding through traffic and commuters using the station.

Otherwise:

e Explore and fully exploit brownfield sites throughout the borough;

e Distribute the housing allocation along the A21 corridor at, for example, the eastern end of
Pembury, the Pembury Road / Sandown Park area and Colebrook Park;

e Maximise potential near to High Brooms station with sites such as the gas works site and
playing field;

e Ensure that current under-utilised land is developed, such as car parks, building above these
to retain the car park itself, for example on the Longfield Road Industrial Estate and the area
around the Sainsburys / Homebase area;

e Maximise future land usage by eliminating surface car parks, and ensuring that where car
parks are built the airspace above is developed too;

e Increase density of new-build housing to maximise land efficiency;

e Review the design of larger developments to incorporate new concepts to improve living
conditions so that residents do not have to experience weather conditions just to go
shopping or to their car (i.e. simply a development of shopping malls extended to residential
situations);

We propose to continue searching for suitable sites and considering other solutions, but it is felt that
rather than being re-active, TWBC should be even more pro-active in its search for these.

We sincerely hope that TWBC will review their concept of building on green belt, productive arable
land in the open countryside with unique historical and cultural considerations and little in the way
of infrastructure and re-consider locating developments of varying sizes throughout the borough
using existing infrastructure and making best use of under-utilised land.

With this challenge comes the opportunity for TWBC to propose innovate solutions which might
become the blueprint for other boroughs to follow, evolving to the next generation the principles of
the current century old garden city principles.
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Appendix

Sites

CAPEL

11

Appendix A. Rejected Sites — Rationale for Reconsideration for each Site

TWBC reason for rejection:

There are landscape concerns
associated with this site.

The rear part of the site is an
encroachment into the countryside
beyond which would be logical

Response relating to the site

Not sure what the concerns are except that the outer boundary of the site would be little
further than the nearby housing and their gardens.

Response relating to CA1

CA1 would destroy rather than encroach the
countryside that the encroachment limitations on
the village sites are designed to avoid.

There are landscape concerns
associated with this site. The rear
part of the site is an encroachment
into the countryside beyond which
would be logical

This site adjoins late site 10 and the same reasoning applies as for that. The view of the
landscape would not change much, this site being surrounded by existing development. To
minimise intrusion, buildings would best be north of a line between the outer limits of nearby
houses. Together the two sites would enable a total space available of 1.37ha and a potential
for 41 houses according to TWBCs figures.

CA1 would have far greater effects on the landscape
than infilling situations

The site is currently remote from a
settlement centre. Any yield likely
from this site is likely to be of a
scale not considered suitable for
allocation. It could be considered as
part of a reasonable alternative for
an urban ion of Paddock

The site is only 0.7 mile from Five Oak Green centre and 1.7 miles (1.4 on foot) from Paddock

CA1 would be equally remote from a settlement

Wood centre and the mainline railway station with destinations to London and the coast. Th
is no pavement but nevertheless pedestrians, including schoolchildren, frequently use the road
to walk between Five Oak Green and Paddock Wood.

. Even a as large as prop:
would not provide the amenities found in nearby
towns so the traffic impacts would be substantial.

There are landscape concerns
associated with this site. The site is
an encroachment into the
countryside beyond which would be

The view of the landscape would not change much, this site being surrounded by existing
development.

CA1 would have far greater effects on the landscape
than infilling situations

156

The site is remote from a settlement,
centre and is unlikely to be
sustainable in this context.

The remoteness from a settlement centre would be regarded as a positive by many people.
However, it is on a main road serving Tunbridge Wells (5.9 miles) and Maidstone and close to
Five Oak Green (1.6 miles) and Paddock Wood (2.9 miles) with its mainline railway station.

CA1 would also be remote from a neigbouring
settlement: from its centre Five Oak would be 2.5
miles, Paddock Wood Station 4.2 miles, Tonbridge
Station (out of TW borough boundary so cross-
boundary issues) 3.6 miles. Tunbridge Wells centre
would be 7.4 miles. So CA1 would actually be more

216

There is a heritage and landscape
concern, the site being in proximity
to historic farmsteads and forming
part of the landscape setting of the
settlement. There is also concern
about the ability to provide an
appropriate means of access to the

Local opinions vary regarding this site because it is located on productive agricultural land and
would intrude upon that. However the view from the wider part of the countryside would be
change only minimally, being already one of a built up area because the site backs onto an
existing row of houses. There appears to be an access, along a single track carriageway
currently serving the neighbouring farm who presumably own this site.

Local concerns are far greater about the heritage
and landscape concerns relating to CA1.

307

There is a landscape concern that
this site would erode the green gap
between Five Oak Green and
Paddock Wood. This is a significant
chunk of a Green Belt parcel the
release of which would cause

The green gap between Five Oak Green and Paddock Wood is a significant reason not to
develop this site. However, being enclosed by the nearby railway to the north, the residential
home to the east, and the church, allotments and community centre with its playing field to the
west, this seems a logical area to infill if developed sensitively, retaining an open or preferably
wooded area at the front, southernmost part of the site where it fronts onto the road.

It is positive that TWBC have chosen not to include
this site for the reasons given, but inconsistent that
they should then approve of the much larger fields

(site 142) adjoining Badsell Road between the A228
and Paddock Wood.

329

There are heritage and landscape
concerns with this site. It lies
adjacent to historic farmsteads and
forms part of the landscape setting
of the settlement.

The issues raised are valid ones but could be with sensitive of the site.
In order to maintain the visual break between the village and the school, the development
should be located at the rearward, northern, end of the site and the open area maintained at
the front or a screen of trees planted to reduce the carbon imprint of the development. The
railway at the northern end of the site would be a noise and slight pollution factor but not an
unacceptable one. Due to the existing height of the railway embankment and the tree cover
upon it the development would be capable of accepting units of up to four storeys high with

parking beneath to maximise efficient use of space.

The issues raised are similar to those of CA1 but with
that site the impact would be significantly and
unacceptably greater.

330

This is a developed site including
farm buildings adjacent to LBD and
is likely to be sustainable in this
context. Any likely yield on this site
however is likely to be of a small

scale that is not considered suitable
PRI

The site in parts is certainly unsuitable, with heritage hoppers huts which should be protected.
However, the eastern end of the site, east of the access to Finches Farmhouse, could be
developed in the same way that the houses on the western, southern part of Nortons Way
'were deemed to be acceptable infill of greenfield land in the mid 1980s despite that fact the at
that time it was thought that green belt land was sacrosanct.

The yield would certainly not approach the
thousands of houses proposed for the CA1 site but
small sites such as this should be used across the
borough in preference firstly to avoid destroying
valuable agricultural land and also to reflect more
local needs of the borough.

There are heritage and landscape
concerns with this site. It lies
adjacent to historic farmsteads and
forms part of the landscape setting
of the settlement.

The issues raised are valid ones but could be add d with sensitive of the site.
In order to maintain the visual break between the village and the school, the development

should be located at the rearward, northern, end of the site and the open area maintained at

the front or a screen of trees planted to reduce the carbon imprint of the development. The
railway at the northern end of the site would be a noise and slight pollution factor but not an
unacceptable one. The site would not be immediately adjacent to the railway, with a 50m wide
field between it and the railway.

There is some PDL on the site. Due
to uncertainty about land
availability over the Plan period, it is

The solar farm part of the site is separate to the boundary of the site shown. As there are.

would not be c:
by a development of residential buildings. Although the farm buildings appear to serve the

existing agricultural / industrial buildings on site the visual

c for

ling fields, the use of these for a solar farm reduces that need.

As this is previously developed land this would be a
far better use of land than destroying agricultural
land as in the CA1 proposal.

This site is remote from the
settlement centre and unlikely to be
sustainable in this context. It could
be considered in the context of the
Tudeley new settlement reasonable

The site is in the centre of the settlement of Tudeley. Tudeley is a small hamlet of a few
scattered houses. It is nearer to Tonbridge (though with cross border issues) at 2.5 miles than is
the centre of the proposed CAL1 site (currently 3.6 miles) and Five Oak Green which is 2.2 miles
in the other direction.

The site is less remote that CA1 which would be the
other side of the railway across a narrow bridge, or
'would need significant infrastructure being built.

Late site 10

There are landscape concerns
associated with this site. The rear
part of the site is an encroachmen t
into the countryside beyond which
would be logical

This site adjoins site 48 and the same reasoning applies as for that. The view of the landscape
would not change much, this site being surrounded by existing development. To minimise
intrusion, buildings would best be north of a line between the outer limits of nearby houses.
Together the two sites would enable a total space available of 1.37ha and a potential for 41
houses according to TWBCs figures.

CA1 would have far greater effects on the landscape
than infilling situations
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Sites

TWBC reason for rejection:

PEMBURY

28

190

191

208

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be unsustainable in
this context. There are also concerns about
access and highway matters

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be unsustainable in

Response relating to the site

[This site i located 0.8 miled (quarter of an hours walk, shorter than from Tunbridge Wells Station to Skinners
School.) Thi
[these sites all adjoin, the challenges of the narrow local lanes could be overcome with a communication road

with the A21 and hence away from Pembury village. There are bus stops serving destinations in many directions
100m from this access to site 190.

The existing house would need to remain and it's immediate ings treated ically because of i

e could potentially work as a group of site numbers 190, 191, 208, 290, 28, 64, 332 and 379. Because applications - horse-gra:

Response relating to CA1

A a field used not for agricultural purposes but for leisure
- it could be argued that to build
CA1 would be far more damaging

@

on the productive field:

leading through these sites with access for cars via site 190 onto Hastings Road at a point very near to the junction|than building here.

listed status (maybe other listed buildings too)

this context. There are al: bout

access and highway matters

In conjunction with other site

In with ites 28, 290, 208, 191, 190 this site would be accessible:

by car easily to A21, Pembury centre (1 mile, 3mins) and Tunbridge Wells;

By foot easily to buses serving eight destinations (0.3 miles, 6 mins)

By bike easily to Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Tonbridge and National Cycle Route 18

Therefore it would be far more accessible to local towns than the proposed site at Capel which currently has
minimal existing infrastructure.

[Would adjoin the boundaries of only 4 properties and be near one property on the other side of the road.
Existing wooded would screen the new from the houses.

There are no ing h for two properti ted from the site by d hedges.
[Although the site i greenfield and some parts being ALC Grade 3 (not regarded as valuable in development
terms) it is not currently used for productive agricultural purposes and would probably be too small to be usable
on an industrial scale.

Being a wild site the location would have ecological value, but would be less sensitive to development than the.
larger areas proposed in Capel. The existing woodland and the small meadow by the stream at the lower part of
the site should be protected, by building only on the underutilised meadow areas.

Being surrounded on three sides by neighbouring houses, this is a logical infill situation and would cause less
harm than sites in the Capel parish.

[Although reference is made to EA flood zones 2, 3a and 3b there is no indication of flooding issues here o in the
[whole of Pembury on th website: https:// for-pl

. Soif there is a locallised risk of
flooding this could easily be mitigated. This is unlikely due to the sloping nature of the site. The Capel proposed
development however indicates parts in zones 2 and 3.

at the eastern side of Pembury, there are
int highway impact concerns.

cluding on the nearby A21 major
distributor road managed by Highways
England

In with other site

sites 375, 191.
[ ions by car i

to A21 100m, 0.8 mile, 1 min, at Kippings Cross.
roundabout), Pembury centre (0.7 mile, 2mins) and Tunbridge Wells (13mins, 3.7miles);

By foot to Pembury centre (14 minutes)

By bus - just outside on street to buses serving eight destinations (60metres, 1 min)

By bike easily to Pembury centre (3 minutes), Tunbridge Wells (20 minutes, 3.7miles on the National Cycle Route
18 which passes 60metres away from the entrance to the site, and Tonbridge via the new dedicated cycle routes
past the hospital and along the A21.

'Would adjoin the boundaries of less than ten properties with no properties on the other side of the road.

Existing wooded ies would screen the new from the roads and reduce the
noise levels from them. The noise levels would be no greater than in nieghbouring Tonbridge, Molescroft Way,
where the houses are adjacent to the A21 and where people do choose to live.
|Although the site i greenfield and some parts being ALC Grade 3 (not considered si
purposes) it is not currently used for produ
usable on an industrial scale.

Noted that there is a local plan designation on part of the site and this could be incorporated in the site o the

ignificant for planning
e agricultural purposes and would probably be too small to be

to the Id to the east of the site which is also currently not used for
agricultural purposes.
|Although the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-urban situation adjoining a main road makes it's change
of use to residential less harming than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, more attractive woods and
productive agriculture in the more rural Capel parish.
In combination with neighbouring sites 290, 208, 191, 190 this site would give them access to the A21
Being on one side by houses, on another side by a playing field, and on the other two
sides by a local road and the A21 this reduces the value of the AONB status so is a logical infill situation and
would cause less harm than sites in the Capel parish.

at the eastern side of Pembury, there are
significant highway impact concerns
including on the nearby A21 major
ributor road managed by Highways
England.

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be in

sites 290, 208, 190.

12 houses, or 96 depending on adjoining site.

In conjunction with neighbouring site 190 this site would be accessible:

by car easily to A21, Pembury centre (1 mile, 3mins) and Tunbridge Wells;

By foot easily to buses serving eight destinations (0.3 miles, 6 mins);

By bike easily to Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Tonbridge and National Cycle Route 18

Would adjoin the boundaries of 19 properties and a playing field. There would be no properties on the other side|
of the road.

Existing hedge boundaries would partially screen the new development from the neighbouring houses.

'High noise levels' are mentioned in sustainability assessment, assumed to be from the A21 nearby which is over
200m away at the nearest point of the plot, with neighbouring houses being nearer.

Although the site is greenfield and some parts being ALC Grade 3 (grade 2 mentioned in the Issues to Consider
but not in the Sustainability data field) it is not currently used for productive agricultural purposes and would
probably be too small to be usable on an industrial scale.

Although the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-urban situation makes it's change of use to residential
less harming than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, equally attractive woods and productive agriculture in
the more rural Capel parish.

[There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic, and it's use does not reflect this history, compared to
the Capel area which has visible and current indications of its historic characteristics in it's clearly seen heritage
with farmhouses and oast houses visible from most parts of the parish and its still current use for agricultural
purposes on fields with an acknowledged medievel heritage.

Noted that there is a local plan designation on part of the site and this could be incorporated in the site or the

tothe 1d to the east of the site which is also currently not used for
agricultural purposes.

Neighbouring sites 28, 290, 191, 282.

this context. In addition, in conjunction
with other site submissions at the eastern
side of Pembury, there are significant
way impact concerns including on the

In with sites 191, 190 this site would be accessible to:

by car easily to A21, Pembury centre (1 mile, 3mins) and Tunbridge Wells;

By foot easily to buses serving eight destinations (0.3 miles, 6 mins);

By bike easily to Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Tonbridge and National Cycle Route 18.
Would adjoin the boundaries of only 1 property, which s also on the Call for Sites list.

nearby A21 major distributor road
by Highways England

hedged would screen the new from thy houses.
[ The site is greenfield with some parts being ALC Grade 2 and is currently used for productive agricultural
purposes.

For this reason, despite the playing field adjacent to the site, it would only be appropriate to use part of the site
for development, the south western of the two fields in this parcel, the other field to remain available for
agriculture.

[There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic, and it's use does not reflect this history, compared to
[the Capel area which has visible and current indications of its historic characteristics in it's clearly seen heritage
with farmhouses and oast houses visible from most parts of the parish and its still current use for agricultural
purposes on fields with an acknowledged medievel heritage.

[The site would be i iti than the areas proposed in Capel, due for example
lto the existing neighbouring houses.

the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-
urban situation makes it's change of use to residential less
harming than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, equally
attractive woods and productive agriculture in the more rural
Capel parish.

[There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic,
and it's current lack of use does not reflect this history,
compared to the Capel area which has visible and current
indications of its historic characteristics i it's clearly seen
heritage with farmhouses and oast houses visible from most
parts of the parish and its still current use for agricultural
purposes.

[There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic,
and it's use does not reflect this history, compared to the
Capel area which has visible and current indications of its
historic characteristics in it's clearly seen heritage with
farmhouses and oast houses visible from most parts of the
parish and its still current use for agricultural purposes on
fields with an acknowledged medievel heritage.

I The site would b less sensitive tc

than the areas proposed in Capel, due for example to the
nature of the field use, the existing neighbouring houses and
the A21.

Being on three sides by nearby

houses, and on the fourth by a playing field, this s a logical
infill situation and would cause less harm than sites in the.
Capel parish.

290

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be unsustainable in
this context. There are also concerns about
access and highway matters

In combination with 191 and 190 would be accessible to A21.

Woodside Road is a narrow country lane so not good for access.

Logical infilling, esp as already developed.

If used in conjunction with 208, 191, 190 leave house and garden as is and use as screen between existing houses
and new development but use end of garden for access between road and site 208 and beyond

[The agricultural land rating of this site is not relative due to it
being a domestic garden. It would not be logical or good policy
to choose productive agricultural land over this site.
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332

TWBC reason for rejection:

The site straddles the boundaries of two
Green Belt parcels the impact of which
would have high harm and very high harm
if released from the Green Belt. There is
also a more general landscape concern due
to the topography of the site. In addition
allocation of this site would not be a logical
infilling or rounding off, and would be a
less logical extension to the LBD.

Response relating to the site

|Adjacent to site 64 and 673, on the opposite side of Romford Road.

in combination with neighbouring sites 64, 28, 290, 191, 190 this site would be accessible to the A21:
by car easily to A1, Pembury centre (1.5 miles, Smins) and Tunbridge Wells;

By foot to buses serving eight destinations (0.6 miles, 13 mins);

Response relating to CA1

[Although reference is made to EA flood zones 2, 3a and 3b
there is no indication of flooding issues here or in the whole of|
Pembury on this website: https; p-f
planning.service.gov.uk/confirm-

By bike easily to Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Tonbridge via National Cycle Route 18.

Would adjoin the boundaries of only 2 properties and be opposite 11 properties on the other side of Romford
Road.

|Although 'Site Description’ mentions 'some pavement along Romford Road but this is sited further west, in fact
there is pavement on the opposite side of Romford Road for two thirds of the site frontage.

Existing wooded boundaries would screen the new from the nei houses.

|Although the site is greenfield and some parts being ALC Grade 3 it is not currently used for productive

d would probably be too small to be usable on an industrial scale.

|Although the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-urban situation makes it's change of use to residential
less harming than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, equally attractive woods and productive agriculture in
the more rural Capel parish.

I There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic, and it's use does not reflect this history, compared to|
the Capel area which has visible and ications of its isti 's clearly seen heritage
with farmhouses and oast houses visible from most parts of the parish and its still current use for agricultural
purposes on fields with an acknowledged medievel heritage.

The site would be I itive to than the areas proposed in Capel, due for example
to the existing neighbouring houses. The wooded areas especially those on the western end of the site should
be preserved for ecology
Reference is made to 'housing in this location would not suit older people due to distance from services' but that
would make a lot of housing in Pembury and elsewhere unsuitable and needs to be added in all data fields for
Sustainability Assessment, unless within a very short distance of amenities. With the introduction of electic
buggies the independence of old people has increased.

summary: Being surrounded on three sides by nearby neighbouring houses, this is a logical infill situation and
would cause less harm than sites in the Capel parish.

d to provide screening for ing houses.

[ TN2%204BG. So if there is a locallised risk of flooding this could|
easily be mitigated. This is unlikely due to the sloping nature
of the site. The Capel proposed development however
indicates parts in zones 2and 3.

Being on three sides by nei houses, this
is a logical infill situation and would cause less harm than sites
in the Capel parish.

367

The site includes some PDL and other built
development, which itis possible may be
converted. Constraints relating to the site
including highway matters mean that any
likely yield is likely to be of a scale that is
not considered suitable for allocation

Green field but seems to be not farmed. Derelict barn in south west corner (ust off site). Adjacent to exisiting houses and

Being partly PDL land partly within the LBD and with

fairly logical infill area. Veery narrow lane access but it would be possible for that to b for alot of
the proposed plot runs parrelel to the Stone Court Lane access.

[Adjoins th 9 rties and be opposite 14 the other side of Stone Court Lane.

|Although 'Site Description' mentions 'lack of pavement along Stone Court Lane', with the format of the proposed site there is|
potential room for widening Stone Court Lane at that point and adding a pavement to the point of access onto the site.
Existing wooded boundaries would screen the new from most of the neig ing houses.

|Although the site is greenfield and some parts being ALC Grade 3 it is not currently used for productive agricultural purposes
and would probably be too small to be usable on an industrial scale.

Although the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-urban situation makes it's change of use to residential less harming
than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, equally attractive woods and productive agriculture in the more rural Capel
parish. It's proximity to th such as singl y , perhaps.
chalet style.

There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic, and it's use does not reflect this history, except for non-historic
redundant farm buildings, compared to the Capel area which current its historic

in it heritage with farmh from most parts of the parish and its sill current use for
agricultural purposes on fields with an acknowledged medievel heritage.

The site would b gically tive than the d in Capel, due for example to the
existing neighbouring houses.

In being adjacent to nei ing houses and ical operations, this is a logical infil situation if used with sensitivity to
its edge of the settlement and would cause less harm than sites in the Capel parish which would be wholly in virtually
unoccupied countryside.

Although reference is made to EA flood zone 2, there is no indication of flooding issues here or in the whole of Pembury on

fields would require

th website: p-for service.gov.uk/confirm-
. So1f there is a localised risk of flooding this

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be unsustainable in
this context. There is landscape concern
and the site forms a significant chunk of a
Green Belt parcel the release of which
would cause high harm if released. There
are access and highway concerns

could easlly be mitigated. The Capel proposed indica
indicates thisis likely to occur again.

Reference is made to 'Stone Court Farm Lane will not be user friendly for those with mobility problems' but that would make
a lot of housing in Pembury and elsewhere unsuitable and needs to be added i alldata fields for Sustainability Assessment,
unless within a very short distance of amenities. With th of electic buggies th old people has
increased.

zones 2 and 3 and experience

Neighbouring Site 64 and 379, adjacent to site 191.

| The existing house would need to remain and it's i treated because of its
listed status (maybe other listed buildings too). The remainder of the plot is natural woodland and would be an
asset to enhance the neighbouring sites 379 and if necessary aid access to the developments on that site.

In conjunction with neighbouring sites 64, 28, 290, 208, 191, 190 this site would be accessible:

by car easily to A21, Pembury centre (1 mile, 3mins) and Tunbridge Wells;

By foot easily to buses serving eight destinations (0.3 miles, 6 mins)

By bike easily to Pembury, Tunbridge Wells, Tonbridge and National Cycle Route 18

[ Therefore it would be far more accessible to local towns than the proposed site at Capel which currently has
minimal existing infrastructure.

Would be near six properties on the other side of Woodside Road.

Existing wooded
|Although the site is greenfield and ALC Grade 2 and 3 (the latter not regarded as valuable in development terms)
it is not currently used for productive agricultural purposes and would probably be too small to be usable on an
industrial scale.

I There are no apparent signs of the landscape being historic, and it's current lack of use does not reflect this
history, compared to the Capel area which has visible and current indications of its historic characteristics in it's
clearly seen heritage with farmhouses and oast houses visible from most parts of the parish and its still current
use for agricultural purposes.

Being a wild site the location would have ecological value, but would be less sensitive to development than the
larger areas proposed in Capel. The existing woodland and the small meadow by the stream at the lower part of
the site should be protected, by building only on the underutilised meadow areas.

Being surrounded on three sides by neighbouring houses, this is a logical infill situation and would cause less
harm than sites in the Capel parish.

Although reference is made to EA flood zones 2, 3a and 3b there is no indication of flooding issues here or in the
whole of Pembury on this website: _https: I rvice.gov.

would screen the new from the houses.

. So if there is a locallised risk of

flooding this could easily be mitigated. This is unlikely due to the sloping nature of the site. The Capel proposed
development however indicates parts in zones 2 and 3.

Il one side, this is a logical infill
situation and would cause less harm than sites in the Capel
parish.

[Although the site is in the Green Belt and AONB, its semi-
urban situation makes it's change of use to residential less
harming than the use of larger areas of Green Belt, equally
attractive woods and productive agriculture in the more rural
Capel parish.

Site is not well related to the settlement
centre and is likely to be unsustainable in
this context. There is landscape concern
and the site forms a significant chunk of a
Green Belt parcel the release of which
would cause high harm if released. There
are access and highway concerns

|Access to Romford Road at north is not mentioned. There is access to the field just at the end of the pavemented
part of Romford Road.

Although there is a value in unmanaged land, between this
site and woodland in a countryside setting and productive
lands this would make the logical choice for

For access to Henwood Green Road, reference is made to depot as if access could be gained to that, although
is not included in the map. Depot is St civil engii road That site (458) has been
approved for development.

development, using sensitivity to the prevai
|the site.
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TUNBRIDGE WELLS

This is a PDL site within the LBD and
is considered a sustainable sits
this context. Any likely yield on this
site is likely to be of a scale that is
not considered suitable for

allocation.

Response relating to the site

Noted that this site is considered sustainable one.
Although a small site it would be possible to build three-storey flats with parking on the ground
floor in this location

Response relating to CA1

The yield on this plus other small sites would be likely|
to contribute a significant number of dwellings to
negate the value of building on green fields in the
middle of the countryside.

99 There are significant concerns about
impact on the landscape and
settlement pattern as well as
concerns that this would result in
coalescence of settlements (Royal
Tunbridge Wells and Pembury). The
site is part of a Green Belt parcel the
release of which would cause high
harm. There are also highway
concerns.

100in There are landscape impact
conjunction |concerns as well as significant
with sites 30, highway concerns

199 and 205

This site in combination with sites 114 and 411 could provide a significant amount of housing.
Issues of coalescence could be resolved with sensitive planning of the site, with the area fronting
Pembury road retained as an open space and trees used not only as screening but to slightly offset
the negative carbon effect of any sort of building development. The visual issues of a development
on this site would also be mitigated by the downward slope of the site, away from Pembury Road.
Site 411 has been described as "landlocked" without its own access, but this could be via this site
99 and beyond to site 114. Access could be onto the main A264 Pembury Road and hence the A21
giving this location excellent travel potential to the north, west and east without affecting
Tunbridge Wells. Because of the heavy traffic conditions in the Pembury Road traffic for the
development would need to be carefully managed: exiting traffic for Tunbridge Wells would need to
turn left towards Pembury and travel 300m to the roundabout to perform a U turn there and take
the Tunbridge Wells exit. Traffic entering from the A21/Pembury direction would need a central
area large enough to keep vehicles waiting to turn right out of the way of westbound through
traffic. The most likely best position for this junction would be opposite the entrance to Oakley
School where the road widens. At this location, the alternative of a mini roundabout arrangement
could be considered, which would ease the exit of traffic from the school in an eastbound direction,
thus enhancing the safety factor for pupils.

Altogether the three sites total nearly 23 ha giving a TWBC yield of 654 houses at 30dph. At 50dph
that raises to 1091 dwellings.

Noted that this site was to be in conjunction with other larger sites covering a significant rural
area. Together with those sites it is correct to reject the whole group, but this site by itself
would be logical land fill being next to a busy road serving the built up area on the opposite side
of the road and because of its proximity at the eastern end to recently built dwellings.

It is not clear whether the significant highway concerns relate to the whole group of sites, as
the yield information does, or whether to this individual site. Other parts of the larger area
'would access only narrow country lanes, whereas this sites access to Speldhurst Road is onto a
wider road serving the streets to the north of the site and leading (340m away) to the main A26
road to Tunbridge Wells at a junction controlled by traffic lights. The site description specifies
the field is in agricultural use but this does not appear to be the case.

“The site is part of a Green Belt parcel the release of
which would cause high harm": the same applies to
CA2 in Tudeley.

Although a greenfield site, this is better option than
fields in productive use in Capel. It is not in or near
the AONB (nearest point 0.6km away) mentioned in
the details. AONB is mentioned but must relate to
the group this site was included within.

104 This site is a PDL site in the LBD and
is a sustainable site in this context.
Any likely yield on this site s likely to
be of a scale that is not considered
suitable for allocation.

Description indicates AONB: being in the centre of Tunbridge Wells the AONB is remote from
this site.

The description does not include plans for the development: if the potential number of
dwellings depends on the current offices simply being converted, this number can be enhanced
by (a) building above the car park at the rear of the property and (b) doing this in conjunction
with adjoining site 105

To convert offices would be the most
environmentally option between that and building on
greenfield, green belt land

105 This site is a PDL site in the LBD and
is a sustainable site in this context.
Any likely yield on this site is likely to
be of a scale that is not considered
suitable for allocation

114 There are significant concerns about
impact on the landscape and
settlement pattern. The site is part
of a Green Belt parcel the release of
which would cause high harm. There
are also highway concerns.

Description indicates AONB: being in the centre of Tunbridge Wells the AONB is remote from
this site.

The description does not include plans for the development: if the potential number of
dwellings depends on the current offices simply being converted, this number can be enhanced
by (a) building above the car park at the rear of the property and (b) doing this in conjunction
with adjoining site 104

Any highway concerns would be minimised by the proposed use for a residential home for the
elderly who would generate far less traffic than a conventional development. Although a
greenfield site, access is via Sandown Park, a good road also used by a school. The nearby
Pembury Hospital is a positive score. This site would be excellent for the use proposed. If the
site was developed in combination with sites 99 and 411 access could be gained via those sites
directly to the A21 which would relieve pressure on traffic turning into and out of the
Blackhurst Lane junction.

To convert offices would be the most
environmentally option between that and building on
greenfield, green belt land

The impact on the landscape here would be
significantly less than those at CAL.

134 (overlap This site is part PDL sited within the
with site LBD and is sustainable in this

175) context. It is a constrained site
meaning that the likely yield on the
site would be of such a scale
considered unsuitable for allocation

Despite this being a constrained site, together with site 175 there would be potential for a
successful build of several dwellings.

A PDL site within the LBD limit would be a far better

top ive green belt agri land
at CA1

145 SALP | There is concern regarding the
AL/RTW13 |deliverability of this site during the
Existing Plan period. In addition the

llocati I use of the site is

AL/RTW13 in|protected by strategic protection of

site employment policy in the Local Plan
Allocations

Local Plan

165 Whilst the site is in proximity to the

main urban area and sustainable in
that context, it is not considered this
site would form a logical extension
to the LBD. Furthermore, allocation
of the site for development would
harm the setting of Tunbridge Wells
and the Green Belt and townscape.
There is also uncertainty about
delivery of the site as it is

Together with the adjoining car parks (not included in the application) this site would have
significant potential not only for residential in a prime position but for commercial applications,
which should satisfy the obligations of the policy

If this was a new development in a virgin part of Tunbridge Wells Common this would not be.
acceptable. However, the site comprises a long-established car park which

This site would provide an excellent opportunity to
provide housing and employment in a prime location
far better than a site such as CAL.

175 This site is part PDL sited within the
(overlaps | LBD and is sustainable in this

with site context. Itis a constrained site
134) meaning that the likely yield on the

site would be of such a scale
considered unsuitable for allocation

Despite this being a constrained site, together with site 134 there would be potential for a
successful build of several dwellings.

A PDL site within the LBD limit would be a far better
alternative to productive green belt agricultural land
atCAL

206 Any likely yield on this site is likely to
be of a scale that is not considered
suitable for allocation. The site
currently has planning consent.

The planning consent is for 8 houses of up to 6 bedrooms in capacity. Instead of these, smaller
houses or indeed flats could be built thus perhaps satisfying the requirement of scale that
would satiscy the allocation level.

Compared to CAL this would be a good site, being
close to local amenties including schools, leisure

activities and bus routes. The mainline train station is
barely over a mile away.
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226

There is a landscape concern about
the allocation of this site

It is assumed that the landscape concern is the loss of a leisure facility. There may be a concern
regarding access because, according to the description, this would be via adjoining playing
fields. However it would be physically possible to access the site from the end of the adjoining
road Dukes Drive where the end of the cul de sac is open to that adjoining boundary. That
newly built estate (within the last year) sets a precedent for this position, extending beyond the
natural line of housing at that point. It is logical that with that site being approved, this site 226
should also be acceptable. The site size is 1.07 ha and the number of houses anticipated at 32.
However, more recent standards indicate a density of 50dph which would make an improved
contribution to the housing needs of the borough.

Itis that there is a

concern about this site, because people can see it
and they enjoy using it for leisure purposes a few
times per week. The concern about the fields being
lost in CA1 is likely to be less because there are
fewer people to see it, which is the whole point of
why land at CA1 should not be spoilt: it is quietly
busy producing food for the people that currently
use site 226 for their leisure: in fact it probably
produces the berries for the blackcurrant drink they
enjoy at half time. NOt being seen by the general
public and therefore not enjoying the same level of
concern in that respect is not a good reason to build
onit.

248 (SALP
AL/RTWS)
Existing site
allocation
AL/RTWS in
site
Allocations
Local Plan

258

The site is a PDL site within the LBD
of Royal Tunbridge Wells and is
likely to be sustainable in this
context. Site constraints mean that
any likely yield on this site is likely to
be of a scale that is not considered
suitable for allocation

Itis also noted "Land contamination (Railway Lane — tracks mainly and Works High Risk)" so it
would be interesting to know what these issues related to. There is an railway close to the site:
do these issues affect other dwellings along the track?

The area of the site is specified as 1.0 ha and the developable size also 1ha which implies the
existing wooded areas would be destroyed. The clear area is the centre is of about 0.24ha.
Because the site is at a lower level than the neighbouring road whih has few neighbours

the site, because it is screened by trees and because there is a railway along one

boundary thus meaning that the development would not be esaily visible, it would be possible
to build flats to perhaps five storeys including parking on the ground floor. With 50m sq flats
plus space for services this would be likely to produce 136 apartments.

Being a site owned by Tunbridge Wells Leisure
Services (according to the sign at the front gate)
ownership would not be an issue.

The loss of leisure facilities would be a negative but
the ability to provide accomodation for 136
individuals / couples / small families would be a
positive and when balanced against the potential
loss of land at CA1 (over 4ha at standard 30dpi
levels) this is a sustainable alternative.

Site is a PDL site within the LBD of
the main urban area of Tunbridge
Wells. The site is sustainable in this
context. Any likely yield on this site
is likely to be of a scale that is not
considered suitable for allocation.

There is currently a single storey building on the site plus a car park. The building incorporates
the TN2 social centre and Sherwood Library. The site is specified as 0.20ha with 0.06ha
developable. If the whole two parts of the building plus the car park were replace by a single
building with parking beneath, the social facilites could be expanded across the whole area on a
raised ground floor, the car park being beneath on a lower level reflecting the sloping nature of
the site, then above the social facilities three storeys of 50sq m apartments, reflecting the
recently built developments neighbouring the site. Three floors of 50sq apartments plus
services over 0.15ha would provide 64 apartments. Alternatively, the first floor could provide
office space, in which case there would be likely space for 500 people at desks (2sq m per desk
+50% for access and services).

To develop this site in a prime position next to shops
and employment would be a better choice than
building on farmland remote from settlements and
which even with some provision would not provide
the ameneties and job opportunities of a central
location such as this.

280

328

There are significant concerns
regarding impact on heritage
matters if this site were to be
allocated, including on the historic
and landscape setting of Tunbridge
Wells. The site is part of a larger
broad area that if released from the
Green Belt would cause very high
harm

This site is a Designated Important
Open Space and is therefore not
suitable for allocation.

Although AONB is mentioned in the details this site is not in the AONB area surrounding
Tunbridge Wells.

The importance of this open space must be for aesthetic purposes and for exercising dogs.

The green fields of which this is a part are
constrained within the greater area of Tunbridge
Wells. There are developments to the west, to the
north and to the south of this area: to the east is
woodland and the open areas of Tunbridge Wells
common but that area is generally regarded as being
separate from the fields of this part. The reference
to "The site is part of a larger broad area that if
released from the Green Belt would cause very high
harm” applies to a much greater degree for the more
extensive lands that the CA1 proposal deems should
be built upon at Capel.

The Important Space designation does not seem to
apply to land at CA1 which is used for growing food.

359 (this site
also forms
part of site
400)

400 and
including site
359

Itis considered that there is a
significant heritage concern
regarding allocation of this site. It is
considered that allocation of the
site would have a negative effect on
the setting of the adjacent Historic
Park and Garden

Itis considered that there is a
significant heritage concern
regarding allocation of this site. It is
considered that ion of the

Together with site 400 this offers an excellent site for a residential home. It is noted that
Wwhereas an empty field (site 114) was considered for C2 and C3 use no mention of this is made
here despite it being next to the Halliwell Nursing Home. The position next to the Dunorland
Park would be an excellent relationship, pleasant for the residents and of minimal intrusion to
the park due to the generally quiet nature of the residents. The buildings would need to be two
storeys maximum and designed to blend with the landscape but would be screened behind the
trees mentioned in the description. The number of dwellings given as 89 represents the TWBC
general standard of 30dph, which is for a house with garden. For accommodation as a
residential home this site would be likely to deliver accommodation for 300 residents which
would release a significant number of dwellings to market where the residents had become
permanent.

Together with site 359 (included within it) this offers an excellent location for a residential
home, being next to and probably associated with the Halliwell Nursing Home and the nearby
Nuffield Health Tunbridge Wells Hospital. It is noted that whereas an empty field (site 114) was
for C2 and C3 use no mention of this is made here despite its location. The p

o

3

site would have a negative effect on
the setting of the adjacent Historic
Park and Garden

next to Dunorland Park would be an excellent relationship, pleasant for the residents and of
minimal intrusion to the park due to the generally quiet nature of the residents. The buildings
would need to be two storeys maximum and designed to blend with the landscape but would
be screened behind the trees mentioned in the description. The number of dwellings given as 89
represents the TWBC general standard of 30dph, which is for a house with garden. For
accommodation as a residential home this site would be likely to deliver accommodation for
300 residents which would release a significant number of dwellings to market where the
residents had become permanent.

Although building in this location might provide a
minimal visual effect from Dunorland Park, it would
be far less an important factor than building on
agricultural land.

Although there is value in this being an area of
"overgrown shrubland/greenfield" regarding
environmental issues, in balance with the destruction
of a wider area of land at CA2 comprising woodland
and agricultural land, this is a preferable option,
especially in offering a prime position for the usage
suggested.

411

There are significant concerns about
impact on the landscape and
settlement pattern as well as
concerns that this would result in
coalescence of settlements (Royal
Tunbridge Wells and Pembury). The
site is part of a Green Belt parcel the
release of which would cause high
harm. There are also highway
concerns.

There are significant concerns about
impact on the landscape and
settlement pattern as well as
concerns that this would result in
coalescence of settlements (Royal
Tunbridge Wells and Pembury). The
site is part of a Green Belt parcel the|
release of which would cause high
harm. There are also highway
concerns.

Coalescence between Tunbridge Wells and Pembury would be unnoticed, with this site being.
remote from the Pembury Road. In addition, the main A21 dual carriageway together with its
embankments and foliage serve as a very effective barrier between the two settlements.

This site in combination with sites 99 and 114 could provide a significant amount of housing.
Site 411 has been described as "landlocked" without its own access, but this could be via site 99
onto the main A264 Pembury Road and hence the A21 giving this location excellent travel
potential to the north, west and east without affecting Tunbridge Wells.

Altogether the three sites total nearly 23 ha giving a TWBC yield of 654 houses at 30dph. At
50dph that raises to 1091 dwellings.

Coalescence between Tunbridge Wells and Pembury would be unnoticed, with this site being
remote from the Pembury Road. In addition, the main A21 dual carriageway together with its
embankments and foliage serve as a very effective barrier between the two settlements.

This site in combination with sites 99 and 114 could provide a significant amount of housing.
Site 411 has been described as "landlocked” without its own access, but this could be via site 99
onto the main A264 Pembury Road and hence the A21 giving this location excellent travel
potential to the north, west and east without affecting Tunbridge Wells.

Altogether the three sites total nearly 23 ha giving a TWBC yield of 654 houses at 30dph. At
50dph that raises to 1091 dwellings.

The "impact on the landscape and settlement
pattern” are aesthetic values: not practical values
such as the loss of agricultural land.

Site CA1 is also a green belt situation: however, not a
parcel but a significant amount of land and in
balance with that, the loss of this site is of a lesser
score.

The "impact on the landscape and settlement
pattern” are aesthetic values: not practical values
such as the loss of agricultural land.

Site CAL is also a green belt situation: however, not a
parcel but a significant amount of land and in
balance with that, the loss of this site is of a lesser
score.

395

This site would form a logical
extension to the LBD and being
located in proximity to the A21 and
the A228 Pembury Road is
considered a suitable site for an
economic use. It also has an extant
planning consent for a park and ride

The park and ride scheme has been dismissed and the site is now in the process of a planning
application for a used car showroom.

This is waste of an opportunity for housing in a key location where commuters can drive to

their destination in most directions without i inga For Tunbridge Wells centre
the cycle lane would encourage that mode of transport if improved. There are bus services in
all directions from the bus stops adjacent ot the site. The site would be suitable for flats with

parking on the ground floor. Four storey flats on that area could provide over 400 apartments

of 50sq m.

Because a park and ride scheme from this ideal
location was deemed unsustainable, it would be
unlikely that a similar scheme could be implemented
for CA1.
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Appendix B. New Brownfield Site List (Interim)
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Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

Assessment Comparison of Site 190 vs. CA1 (Tudeley Village)
(Figure 1 enlarged for legibility)

Appendix C
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SAVECAPEL Alternatives to Tudeley Village / East Capel

Appendix D. Sources

(1): https://spfaust.wordpress.com/2012/08/26/alt-erlaa-architecture-that-serves-a-social-purpose-social-housing-that-looks-feels-like-

luxury-housing/

(2): https://www.stefanoboeriarchitetti.net/en/vertical-forest-en/wohnpark-alterlaa-harry-gluck/

(3): https://www.sciencefocus.com/future-technology/building-for-the-future-three-eco-cities-preparing-for-overpopulation-rising-sea-
levels-and-air-pollution/

Appendix E. Density Calculations

In calculating the potential uplift in housing yield when applying higher densities we modelled the
following scenarios:

e Scenario 1: Increasing housing density by 33% for all sites with a housing density of <40 dph.
Sites with a density of >=40 dph are untouched. This is similar to increasing average density
of 30dph to 40 dph across all sites

e Scenario 2: Increasing housing density by 66% for all sites with a housing density of <50 dph.
Sites with a density of >=50 dph are untouched. This is similar to increasing average density
of 30dph to 50 dph across all sites

As stated, this simulation is by necessity top-down and relatively crude. Individual sites may support
a much higher or in some cases no additional density. However, the simulations clearly illustrate the
large opportunity to increase housing yield through higher increased density which we believe
warrants further investigation.

Supporting files with density calculations by site are available on request.
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