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To the Local Plan Consultation Team 

RESPONSE BY HAWKHURST PARISH COUNCIL TO THE LOCAL 
PLAN (REG 18) CONSULTATION 

Executive Summary 

This submission represents the considered response of Hawkhurst Parish Council to 

the consultation on the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) Local Plan (Reg 

18). This was agreed at a public meeting of Hawkhurst Parish Council on 4th 

November 2019, following work by Hawkhurst’s NDP Group. 

Hawkhurst Parish Council welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the formulation 

of the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan which will have a direct impact on the future of 

Hawkhurst. The Parish Council are keen to be fully involved in order to help shape 

and influence the new TWBC Local Plan in a constructive and useful way. 

There are fundamental issues that prevent Hawkhurst Parish Council offering its 

support for the document as it currently stands.  

These are principally around: 

Failure to follow the National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

 the failure to consider the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

paragraph 11bi and ii to review the Standard Housing Formula housing 

figures for the borough as a whole, due to the significant portion of the Area of 
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Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) within the borough. Thus the failure to 

reduce the housing/development within the borough as a whole; 

 indeed, TWBC decided to increase it by 900 houses borough-wide 

 the failure to consider NPPF paragraph 172 to maximise the call for sites 

opportunities within Tunbridge Wells and Southborough prior to allocating 

housing/development within the AONB; 

 

Failure to consult  

 the limited amount of time for the consultation considering the extent of impact 
of the subject – the future of the borough; 

 the limited consultation - in Hawkhurst only one weekday session between 4 

to 7 pm when many residents could not attend to offer their views; 

 the limited access to the online consultation – not on TWBC home page and 

hidden “four clicks” away buried in the planning section of the website; 

 a complex consultation form to complete that many residents have found 

baffling; 

 

Inappropriate Distribution of Development Policy 

 the failure to consider the results of the previous Issues and Options 

consultation where only 8% supported the “dispersed growth” approach 

proposed by the draft Local Plan, with the most preferred option (60%) being 

a “growth corridor” approach; 

 the entirety of Hawkhurst parish is within the AONB. This means that all sites 
in Hawkhurst are within the AONB. STR /HA1includes a worrying mistake 
from the TWBC Local Plan team who consider that some sites may not be in 
the AONB and reveals a deeper problem with the way TWBC consider the 
parish as suitable for large scale development; 

 the fundamental mistake to include Hawkhurst as an urban area in the TWBC 

draft Local Plan – thus implementing urban strategic planning policies to a 

village in the AONB; 

 the Parish Council also has serious concerns about the scale (a 32%+ 

increase), pace and location of new development being proposed for 

Hawkhurst, most of which is at odds with the aims, objectives and planning 

policies of the made TWBC Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) for 

Hawkhurst; 

 

Failure to proactively engage the Neighbourhood Development plans 

 the lack of conformity with, and recognition afforded by the TWBC draft Local 

Plan for the made TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst; 

 the lack of recognition of the updated NDP for Hawkhurst March 2019; 

 the lack of any coordinated support through the TWBC draft Local Plan for the 

neighbourhood planning process as a means of delivering the aims and 

aspirations of the TWBC draft Local Plan on the ground; 
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Failure to develop appropriate infrastructure 

 the proposed “relief road” is a substandard additional road to facilitate housing 

development within the AONB. It will not relieve anything. It will add to traffic, 

add to congestion and add to air quality problems;   

 the TWBC draft Local Plan has not considered the wider impact on Hawkhurst 

of development in neighbouring areas such as Hartley (an additional 300 

houses), Cranbrook (600 houses) and Rother District (6,180 houses); and, 

 complete failure to consider the lack of current capacity in the sewage system, 

let alone plan for the development proposed in the TWBC draft Local Plan. 
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HPC’s Response to TWBC’s Draft Local Plan 

Response to the Strategy for Hawkhurst Parish 

Hawkhurst overview  

The table below summarises HPC’s feedback on pages 235 to 239.  

Hawkhurst overview 

  Hawkhurst 
Highgate 

Hawkhurst 
(the Moor) 

Gills Green 

Conservation 
area 

 Change east 
to west of 
centre 

Change village 
pond to church 
pond 

 

     

Transport – rail 
(shortest 
distance to by 
road) 

There is no 
bus service to 
Etchingham 
station. 
Generally, no 
buses link to 
train times 

   

     

Health 
facilities 

 Hawkhurst 
Community 
Hospital 
serves West 
Kent and 
beyond not 
just Hawkhurst 

  

  Dentists, 
Osteopath 
private not 
NHS 

  

     

Retail   Change retail 
very limited to 
no retail 

Delete close 
by (Great 
House is in 
Gills Green) 

     

Services  Change three 
to two small 
village halls 

  

     

Recreational   Add Royal 
British Legion 

Remove 
cricket club 
(moved to Gills 
Green) 

 

   Only 1 tennis 
court 

 



125_N_191030_TWBC-LP-Response_  5 of 22 

 

Response to Policy STR/HA1: The Strategy for Hawkhurst Parish 

> Response: The introduction to this overarching policy for the village makes no 

mention of the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst, that is the statutory planning 

document for this area. The NDP was endorsed by the local community at 

referendum and runs until 2033 yet is not used as the starting point for such an 

important policy within the draft TWBC Local Plan. This is a major oversight and 

needs amending in subsequent drafts. We would argue that the essence of 

STR/HA1 should be drawn directly from the content of the TWBC NDP for 

Hawkhurst as this is a “live” planning document that has the support of the local 

community. 

1. Approximately 681-731 new dwellings will be delivered on seven sites (*) 
allocated in this Local Plan in the plan period (Policies AL/HA 1-4, 6 and 9). (*) Of 
these sites, the following already has planning permission: AL/HA 5 for 25 
dwellings. 

 
> Response: We disagree with the scale (increase of 32%+), pace and location 
of the housing numbers, for the reasons given in this response.  

 
2. Additional housing may be delivered through the redevelopment of appropriate 

sites and other windfall development in accordance with Policy STR 1. 
 

> Response: There are a number of concerns regarding TWBC’s approach to 
windfall site as compared to other Planning Authorities, such as South Downs 
National Park. 
 
Firstly, in line with other Planning Authorities such as South Downs National 
Park, windfall should be included in the housing allocation for the parish rather 
than additional housing. 
 
Windfall developments, by their nature, are unpredictable and unplanned – the 
community wants planned predictability from the system and is not getting it. This 
could be achieved by setting a maximum amount of windfall development for 
each Parish. 
 

3. For those developments expected to be delivered before the relief road 
(reference criterion 4 of Policy STR 1) is fully operational, the applicant will be 
required to demonstrate with clear evidence that there is sufficient capacity at the 
Hawkhurst crossroads (junction of A229 and A268) to serve the proposed 
development, as at this point in time the Highway Authority does not consider that 
there is sufficient additional capacity at this crossroads. If it is not possible for the 
proposal to demonstrate sufficient capacity, then the proposed development will 
not be implemented until after the relief road is fully operational. In these 
circumstances, contributions will be required towards the provision of the relief 
road. 
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> Response: The “relief road” (as described in section 3) of this policy raises 
serious concerns, as follows 

 

 the proposed “relief road” is a substandard additional road to facilitate housing 

development within the AONB. It will not relieve anything. It will add to traffic, 

add to congestion and add to air quality problems; 

 we understand from the developer the proposed substandard additional road 

is not to A road specifications;  

 where did the idea originate from? No statutory agency responsible for major 
road infrastructure has endorsed this concept as a sensible response to the 
need to create sustainable travel patterns; 

 no statutory agency has asked for such a large and expensive piece of 
infrastructure to be built in the heart of the village, that is covered by heritage, 
conservation designations within the AONB; 

 the proposed relief road is this not part of a regional infrastructure 
programme, supported by Kent CC, Highways England, Sustrans and other 
agencies;  

 how will the road and its alignment provide any relief from traffic congestion? 
From what is understood about the alignment (as seen in the current planning 
application) it makes no sense in terms of diverting through traffic to any 
significant degree. It is impossible to see how any relief from the effects of 
through-traffic can ever be delivered by this project; 

 the proposed alignment will add to problems experienced in the village as the 
north-eastern section of the village will be cut off from existing retail and 
community services; 

 the “relief road” is not identified by KCC, the Highways Authority for Kent, in 

their infrastructure and growth programme; and, 

 the TWBC draft Local Plan has not considered the wider impact on Hawkhurst 

of development in neighbouring areas such as Hartley (an additional 300 

houses), Cranbrook (600 houses) and Rother District (6,180 houses). 

 

4. The Gill's Green Key Employment Area will be safeguarded for future 
employment (B1, B2, B8) use in accordance with Policy ED 1, in order to 
maintain employment opportunities in the locality. Further expansion opportunity 
of employment floorspace is allocated in Policies AL/HA 8, AL/HA 9 and AL/HA 
10). All future development proposals will be designed and located so as to retain 
the existing landscape character of Gill's Green and its surrounding area and will 
include landscape management schemes to deliver this requirement. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council fully support this aspect of the policy.  

 
5. A small amount of housing will also be provided at Gill's Green (included in total 

above). 
 

> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy.  
 
6. All development proposals will be required to establish the impact of the 

proposed development upon the Flimwell crossroads (junction of A21 and A268), 
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and if necessary, provide contributions towards works to this junction to mitigate 
that impact. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council cannot support this aspect of the policy without 
including the “impact of the proposed development upon Highgate Crossroads.” 
In addition, the Parish Council has concerns that the funds taken from 
developments in Hawkhurst will be funding strategic highway projects, in another 
county. In essence, the Flimwell junction is a poor junction now and should be a 
regional priority for Highways England. 
The proposed policy will reduce funding in Hawkhurst for local mitigation that will 
benefit Hawkhurst or leave other community projects at a parish level with 
reduced funding. 

 
7. All development proposals will ensure that landscape gaps between individual 

areas of the parish are retained to prevent coalescence of development, preserve 
the setting of heritage assets and help protect the wider historic environment. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy but is 
concerned that recent track record of development creep (Birchfield) and the 
scale of development proposed by the draft TWBC Local Plan will make this very 
difficult to deliver.  
Why not introduce a “green gap policy” and support for local trusts / Parish 
Councils / Councils taking ownership to prevent development creep? 

 
8. Where a site is within the AONB, it should be demonstrated that the proposal will 

make a positive contribution towards achieving the objectives of the most recent 
AONB Management Plan and show how relevant guidance from the AONB Joint 
Advisory Committee has been considered to meet the high standards required of 
the other policies in this Plan for the High Weald AONB landscape. 

 
> Response: The entirety of the parish is within the AONB. This means that all 
sites in Hawkhurst are within the AONB. This is a worrying mistake from the 
TWBC Local Plan team and reveals a deeper problem with the way TWBC 
consider the parish as suitable for large scale development. Nevertheless, we 
fully support this commitment, but think it should go further - there should be an 
expectation that all development in the AONB will fully meet the objectives of the 
High Weald AONB Management Plan. 

 
9. The following public car parks within Hawkhurst, and as defined on the draft 

Policies Map, will also be retained in accordance with Policy TP 4 Public Car 
Parks: North Grove and Fowlers Park. 

 
>Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy. However, there 
needs to be recognition that the current level of parking in Hawkhurst is 
inadequate for current demand. Therefore, significant additional parking will be 
needed to accommodate the proposed level of development.   

 
10. Maintenance and enhancement of, and/or linkages to, public rights of way or the 

local strategic cycle network in accordance with Policy TP 2: Transport Design 
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and Accessibility; to include contributions towards the proposed Bedgebury to 
Sissinghurst cycle path route. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy, but these are 
long-distance routes, primarily for recreational purposes and needs to link to safe 
short distance utility trips – e.g. between where people live, where they go to 
school, where they shop and so on.  

 
11. Provision of allotments, amenity/natural green space, parks and recreation 

grounds, children’s play space and youth play space in accordance with the 
requirements of Policy OSSR 2: Provision of publicly accessible open space and 
recreation. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy and it links to 
our Tree and Hedgerow policy. However, it highlights a lack of green open space 
in the Highgate part of the parish as identified within the TWBC NDP for 
Hawkhurst. The proposal to build on Hawkhurst Golf Course only makes this lack 
of green space, recreation and sporting facilities even more of a concern and 
completely undermines this policy. 

 
12. Retention of an appropriate mix of uses within the defined Primary Shopping 

Area, as defined on the draft Policies Map in accordance with Policy ED 11 in 
order to retain and enhance its role as a local service centre. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council fully support this aspect of the policy.  

 
13. The loss of local shops, community facilities, and green spaces, will be resisted 

(particularly in The Moor) in accordance with Policy ED 12, and the provision of 
any new retail development, community services, and open space, recreation 
facilities, etc. will be supported to meet local needs in accordance with other 
policies within the Plan. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy although it 
should be noted there have been no local shops at The Moor for several years. 

 
It is expected that contributions will be required towards the following if necessary, to 
mitigate the impact of the development: 
 
a. Primary and secondary education. 
 

> Response: We could support this policy if it focused on Hawkhurst Primary 
education. We are concerned that the proposed layout for site HA4 has not been 
fully thought through, with areas safeguarded for school expansion not adjacent 
to the current school. Why is this? Furthermore, due to lack of pupil numbers, will 
KCC be able to request s.106 funding for secondary schools near Hawkhurst? 

 
b. Health and medical facilities - it is anticipated that the two existing medical 

practices at Hawkhurst will combine. An allocation for a new GP practice to 
replace and re-provide the existing services provided by the Wish Valley Surgery 
and the North Ridge Medical Practice is set out in Policy AL/HA 5 (Fowlers Park). 
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> Response: There is a very specific requirement on medical provision when 
compared with the vagueness on education. This needs to be addressed in 
subsequent versions of the local plan. What is the fall-back option if AL/HA 5 
Fowler’s Park is not deliverable? 

 
c. The provision of buildings and spaces to provide cultural infrastructure. 
 

> Response: There is a very specific requirement on medical provision when 
compared with the vagueness on cultural infrastructure. This needs to be 
addressed in subsequent versions of the local plan and focus on the cultural 
provision within the Hawkhurst Community Centre. 

 
d. Improvements to highway and transportation infrastructure will be made in 

accordance with individual site criteria set out in Policies AL/HA 1 to AL/HA 10. 
 

> Response: We emphatically disagree. Any improvement to highways and 
transport infrastructure should be linked to the overall aims, values and objectives 
of the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst and not site-by-site policies. Where in the 
TWBC Local Plan is there an overall access and movement plan for Hawkhurst 
parish?  
 
There is further concern that TWBC has not considered access and movement 
infrastructure on a wider basis. For example, any development in Sandhurst will 
impact on Hawkhurst; developments in Hawkhurst, Cranbrook, Sissinghurst and 
Goudhurst will all impact on each other. People travelling by car south from 
Cranbrook will go through Hawkhurst and anyone in Hawkhurst travelling towards 
Maidstone will go through Cranbrook. Where is the evidence that the impact on 
the Hawkhurst crossroads has been considered in the other strategic policies? 
 
This is completely the wrong policy. A joined-up Highway and transport 
infrastructure plan is required as part of the sustainability plan for the borough as 
a whole. 
 
It should be noted that KCC Highways see no strategic need for the proposed 
“relief road” as part of the Hawkhurst Golf Club proposal. How can new 
infrastructure be made in accordance with individual site criteria, if those site 
criteria are not supported by the relevant agencies responsible for such 
infrastructure? 

 
e. Improvements to, and increase in provision of, public parking to serve Hawkhurst 

(Highgate). This public car parking could be provided on sites near the settlement 
centre. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy and many 
parishioners feel there is not enough public car parking in the parish.  

 
f. Provision of information panels and installation of public art along the Hop 

Pickers Line. Other locally significant historical features, events, and personalities 
could be recognised as part of this approach. 
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> Response: This is fine but a complete waste of time and energy. The land 
within Hawkhurst, as referred to in this section of policy, is privately-owned. How 
does TWBC propose to access the land and deliver this policy? 
It is a distraction from the real issues facing the parish.  

 
g. The proposed Bedgebury to Sissinghurst cycle path route. 

 
> Response: The Parish Council supports this aspect of the policy. However, the 
section between Hawkhurst and Cranbrook is the section called “the bends” and 
it is impractical to deliver a cycle path. Therefore, the land within Hawkhurst, as 
referred to in this section of policy, is privately-owned. How does TWBC propose 
to access the land and deliver this policy? 

 
h. Provision of a new community facility. Opportunities for this facility to be of a 

design capable of providing sports use will be explored. 
 

Response: The Parish Council fully support this aspect of the policy. 
  

i. A feasibility study to consider alternative modes of public transport provision to 
serve Hawkhurst; for example, a Demand Responsive Bus service for the parish 
and beyond or community buses with subsequent contributions towards a project 
that delivers the preferred outcome of the feasibility study. 

 
Response: This is fine, but this is only for a feasibility study, not the delivery of 
the actions resulting from the feasibility study – if any are required. What if the 
study says it cannot happen?  

 
j. A study to reconsider road classification within Hawkhurst. 
 

Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy. This is fine, but 
HGVs on roads through Hawkhurst are the problem. The parish wants to divert 
HGVs from Hawkhurst (and the surrounding villages) to improve the quality of 
life, increase safety and reduce pollution, especially air pollution. Who will deliver 
the redirection of HGVs? 

 
k. Provision of allotments, amenity/natural green space, parks and recreation 

grounds, children’s play space and youth play space to include potential for 
expansion and improvement of sports pitch provision at King George V field. 

 
HPC Response: The Parish Council fully support this aspect of the policy, but 
this further lends evidence to the need to retain the Hawkhurst Golf Club, if not in 
its current form, then still as open space. 

 
l. Other mitigation measures identified through the pre-application process and 

planning application. 
 

Response: The Parish Council support this aspect of the policy.  
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Draft Local Plan Consultation - Comments on Allocations 

Policy AL/HA1 - Land forming part of the Hawkhurst Golf Course to the north 

of the High Street 

Hawkhurst Parish Council (HPC) cannot support this policy. 

HPC has objected to the recent planning application for this site. HPC’s comments 

on the application are relevant to this allocation, as are those of other consultees. 

The application is opposed by Natural England (who are of the opinion that the size 

and scale of the proposal and the harm it would cause to the High Weald AONB are 

a matter of national importance), CPRE, WKPS and the AONB Management Unit 

amongst others. 

These objections relate to the size and scale of the application, which aligns with the 

policy in the draft Local Plan, rather than specific details which could be addressed 

through a different planning application. This is one of the largest developments 

proposed for an AONB anywhere in the country. 

Point 3 requires the provision of a new “relief” road through the site. At present, there 

is no evidence that this additional road would improve traffic conditions in Hawkhurst. 

In fact, the available data indicates that this would not be the case. Highways 

England and KCC Highways have both raised concerns over this aspect of the 

current planning application. 

If TWBC retains this policy in future versions of the Local Plan, there must be a 

requirement for an independent assessment of the impact on traffic throughout 

Hawkhurst and how this will impact on air quality. We have particular reservations 

about the increased traffic on the High Street, which the developer’s own traffic 

figures show will be 96% higher in 2033 if the Golf Course development goes ahead 

than if it doesn’t (Table 4-9 of Environmental Statement). 

If TWBC decides to allocate this site, then it is imperative that there is further 

discussion between TWBC, HPC and the developer to protect the open space land. 

Policy AL/HA2 - Land at The White House, Highgate Hill 

HPC could have supported this policy, which retained the non-designated heritage 

asset of The White House and provided approximately 15 residential units. However, 

it would appear that planning permission is likely to be granted for a much bigger 

application that includes the demolition of The White House. 

Policy AL/HA3 - Land to the East of Heartenoak 

Planning permission has already been granted for this site. 

Policy AL/HA4 - Land at Fowlers Park 

HPC has significant concerns about the allocation of this site, which Hawkhurst 

residents have previously fought hard to protect from development. This includes a 

very large housing allocation, which does not reflect residents’ wishes for future 

development in Hawkhurst as outlined in the NDP. 
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HPC recognises that the primary school is already at capacity and understands the 

need for land to be safeguarded for future school expansion. However, we have 

concerns over the location of the safeguarded land and feel this would be better 

placed next to the school. 

HPC recognises that in order to safeguard the land for the school some development 

may be necessary. However, if TWBC is still minded to allocate this site following the 

consultation, then the housing allocation should be much lower given that this is a 

greenfield site in the AONB. 

HPC is aware that this is the GP’s preferred site for their new medical practice. As 

outlined in CM3 of the NDP, HPC supports the provision of a new combined medical 

practice. The Parish Council’s position has always been that this would best meet 

the needs of the village if it was located at the Cottage Hospital. However, we 

appreciate that the GP’s practices are private businesses and they have made their 

decision based on business grounds. 

We have been informed that the land for the medical centre has been gifted to the 

GPs regardless of whether any houses are built. Therefore, we cannot support an 

allocation of 100 dwellings on this site. 

We have significant reservations regarding the access to this site through Birchfield 

Grove. It is not easy to exit Birchfield Grove onto the Rye Road. Using this one road 

for additional housing, the medical centre and school site would significantly increase 

the risk of accidents in this location. An independent traffic assessment is required. 

HPC has recently been made aware of an agreement that ensured access to this 

site through Birchfield Grove remained hidden from the prospective purchasers of 

homes in Birchfield Grove until after the development had been sold out. This is 

extremely worrying. 

It is interesting to note that in his comments on the Birchfield Grove planning 

application, the Landscape and Biodiversity Officer raised the concern that the “short 

section of road to the north between units 19/20 is over engineered.” Allocating this 

site with this vehicular access would mean that the ecological mitigation area at the 

boundary of Birchfield Grove will be lost. 

This policy allocates a sizeable amount of land as “Open Space and Landscape 

Buffer”. In the circumstances how can TWBC, HPC and the residents of Hawkhurst 

have any confidence that this will be retained as open space? If TWBC decides to 

allocate this site, then it is imperative that there is further discussion between TWBC, 

HPC and the developer to protect this land. 

Policy AL/HA5 - Brook House, Cranbrook Road 

Planning permission has already been granted for this site. 

Policy AL/HA6 - Land off Copthall Avenue and Highgate Hill 

HPC has always made it clear that it objects to the inclusion of this allocation. This is 

a greenfield site in the AONB and there are no exceptional circumstances to justify 
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its inclusion in the Local Plan. It has an unacceptable impact on the AONB and will 

impact on the designated green space of Little Switzerland. 

HPC’s objections to the planning applications for sites 78 and 419 are a matter of 

record. 

Policy AL/HA7 - Sports Pavilion, King George V Playing Fields, The Moor 

HPC supports this policy. 

Policy AL/HA8 - Hawkhurst Station Business Park 

HPC supports this policy. 

Policy AL/HA9 - Land at Santers Yard, Gill’s Green Farm 

HPC broadly supports this policy, as it recognises the need for employment 

opportunities and the NDP supports the development of an employment hub at Gills 

Green. 

The provision of 38 dwellings is greater than supported by the NDP although the 

opportunity to provide additional land for employment could be considered to 

mitigate this (i.e. be an exceptional circumstance). HPC would like to discuss with 

TWBC whether the housing development could be phased or clustered so that it was 

more in line with the aims of the NDP to ensure that future development takes the 

form of small-scale clusters and is phased over time to ensure a steadier sense of 

change over time, rather than a sense of rapid change (paragraph 7.13). 

HPC recognises the value of housing near employment to minimise reliance on cars 

etc. However, future occupants will be some distance from the facilities and services 

at Highgate and a policy that supported the introduction of local facilities to meet the 

day-to-day needs of residents at Gills Green would be beneficial. 

Policy AL/HA10 - Site at Limes Grove (March’s Field) 

HPC supports this policy. 

 

Response to the Development Strategy and Strategic Policies 

STR1 - The Development Strategy 

Hawkhurst Parish Council has significant concerns in terms of the Development 

Strategy. We have already outlined concerns regarding the calculation of housing 

numbers, the decision to adopt a dispersed growth strategy, and the lack of weight 

given to the AONB status of much of the borough. We believe that TWBC could 

significantly reduce its proposed housing numbers, whilst still meeting its obligations, 

and in doing so, would protect the sensitive landscape of the borough. 

Throughout the many documents produced in support of the Draft Local Plan, it is 
repeatedly emphasised that the potential for development outside the AONB has 
been maximised prior to allocating sites within the AONB. It is hard to see how this 
can be the case when Cranbrook, Hawkhurst and Sandhurst have allocations 
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totalling 1089 to 1561 dwellings on sites that are wholly within the AONB (not just 
within the parishes) compared to allocations of 1222 to 1320 and 135 to 205 for the 
urban areas of Royal Tunbridge Wells and Southborough respectively. 
 
The choice to set an arbitrary figure of fewer than 10 units as the “first filtering stage” 
to determine allocation flies in the face of the made NDP for Hawkhurst. This 
conflicts with the guidance on plan-making from the Ministry of Housing, 
Communities & Local Government. “Where a neighbourhood plan has been brought 
into force, the local planning authority should take its policies and proposals into 
account when preparing the local plan. Local plan policies should not duplicate those 
in the neighbourhood plan, and do not need to supersede them unless changed 
circumstances justify this. It is important for local plans to make appropriate 
reference to neighbourhood plan policies and proposals, and similarly for 
neighbourhood plans to acknowledge local plan policies that they relate to.” 
Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 61-006-20190723 Revision date: 23 07 2019 
 
We doubt that Hawkhurst is the only parish to be impacted by this approach, which is 
concerning when the High Weald AONB Management Unit makes it clear that the 
High Weald AONB is a small-scale landscape best suited to small-scale 
development. The cut-off figure of 10 is higher than that used by other Local 
Planning Authorities, which is surprising given the sensitive landscape setting of the 
borough. This figure should be reduced to 5 units. 
 
This is even more concerning given that these sites were excluded from the 
Sustainability Appraisal and, therefore, were not included in the cumulative 
sustainability appraisal for the parish, let alone how this would impact on 
neighbouring parishes. The SHELAA identifies seven such sites for Hawkhurst that 
are considered potentially suitable for development but have not been allocated. The 
majority of these would accommodate more than 5 houses. From Hawkhurst’s 
perspective, this is all the more concerning when sites with similar capacity have 
been included in the allocations for other parishes. 
 
As noted above, the reference to the “relief” road for Hawkhurst is extremely 
misleading. It is an additional road within the village and all references to it as a 
“relief” road should be removed from the Local Plan. 
 
We would question whether TWBC has fully discharged its Duty to Cooperate given 
the concerns raised by TMBC in relation to the draft Local Plan. 
 
STR5 - Essential Infrastructure and Connectivity 
 
Hawkhurst Parish Council supports the principles behind this policy. However, we 
have concerns that this will not happen in practice. There needs to be a guarantee 
that appropriate infrastructure will be in place before development. Infrastructure in 
Hawkhurst has not kept up with the recent development in the village and is already 
beyond capacity - this applies generally to the various types of infrastructure. 
 
However, an area of particular concern to Hawkhurst residents is the lack of capacity 
to deal with sewage in Hawkhurst. This is already operating beyond capacity with 
regular spills into local watercourses. Southern Water currently has no plans to 
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upgrade provision in Hawkhurst and has to date refused to address the concerns of 
Hawkhurst. Therefore, it is rather alarming to read paragraph 3.134 of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which states: 
 

In catchments where waste water treatment capacity may be exceeded in 
future by the proposed levels of growth, this is business as usual for Southern 
Water who will plan, fund, and deliver additional capacity at its waste water 
treatment works to meet demand from new development.  

  
Given Southern Water’s ongoing inadequate performance in this area, this cannot be 
justified. The Local Plan must ensure that the necessary infrastructure is delivered. 
 
STR6 - Transport and Parking 
 
The principles behind this policy are worthy. However, the decision to allocate so 
much housing in parishes at a significant distance from the main urban settlements 
means that there will be an increased reliance on private cars, resulting in worsening 
air quality and increased carbon emissions. 
 
STR9 - Neighbourhood Plans 
 
This policy is extremely weak in terms of describing what TWBC expects of an NDP. 

What should its focus be? Where and how can it complement the LP process? No 

information of this type is included. Yet, it is already known that NDP groups that 

have wanted to engage in site selection and allocation have been actively denied 

this opportunity through the inclusion of draft allocations for the whole of the 

borough. So what do TWBC want to see from an NDP in their borough?  

From a specific Hawkhurst perspective, how can the draft TWBC Local Plan not use 

the content of their own TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst as its starting point for policy 

STR/HA1?  

EN20 - Rural Landscape 
 
We fully support the aims of this policy, but feel that it has been undermined by 
STR1. 
 
EN21 - High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
 
We support this policy, but as stated above there should be an expectation that the 
objectives of the AONB Management Plan are met, not just that there is a positive 
contribution. 
 
EN22 - Agricultural Land 
 
What definition will be used to determine best and most versatile - the DEFRA 
definition? 
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EN23 - Air Quality 
 
This needs to be a higher priority. Developments must be at least air quality neutral 
and that should apply to all developments. Hawkhurst has significant concerns over 
current air quality. This will continue to worsen with additional development.  
 
EN26 - Water Quality, Supply, and Treatment 
 
This should apply to all development not only major development. There are so 
many areas in the borough that currently have serious issues that this needs to be 
taken far more seriously. 
 
H5 - Affordable Housing 
 
Hawkhurst Parish Council welcomes and supports this policy. However, we are 
concerned that developers may simply argue that it is unviable for them to comply 
with it. 
 
TP3 - Parking Standards 
 
Hawkhurst should not be included in Zone B. Residents in Hawkhurst are reliant on 
their cars. There are limited employment opportunities, especially those that would 
enable residents to afford to buy the houses in the village. The bus service cannot be 
relied upon to get to work. There is no bus service to the local train station. The 
roads are too dangerous for cycling and the topography is not conducive to walking 
or cycling. Parking is already a significant issue - many residents have no option but 
to park on the roads. Any future development must be able to fully accommodate all 
of the parking requirements. Given its location, Hawkhurst needs to be part of Zone 
C. In practice, the Zone C residential minimum parking standards are too low for 
Hawkhurst. 
 
 

Response to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2019 

Transport 

2.7 & 2.8 The Kent Growth and Infrastructure Framework (2018) does not identify 

the strategic need for road infrastructure improvements Hawkhurst and makes no 

mention of the A229. 

https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/79913/GIF-West-Kent-

Overview.pdf 

3.4 & 3.6 We note that Highways England have “no further planned improvements to 

the A21 within the Borough.” However, do Highways England or East Sussex County 

Council have plans any further improvements to the A21 / A 268 junction at 

Flimwell? As outlined above, we have grave concerns about the effectiveness of the 

proposed new road through the golf course in addressing traffic concerns in 

Hawkhurst. This will require significant improvements to the Flimwell junction - far 

beyond what is proposed in the current planning application.   

https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/79913/GIF-West-Kent-Overview.pdf
https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/79913/GIF-West-Kent-Overview.pdf
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3.11 We note and agree that “The A229 is constrained at the junction with the A268 

in Hawkhurst and that this cross roads suffers from severe congestion at peak times 

and other times of the day.” However, we are highly sceptical that a “new relief road 

through Hawkhurst Golf Club site linking the A268 High Street and A229 Cranbrook 

Road and a new junction with the existing A229 Cranbrook Road” will provide the 

necessary mitigation (3.14).  

Digital Communications (broadband and mobile) 

We note the expectation that new developments are expected to have ultra-fast full 

fibre to premises. However, there also needs to be a greater push towards better 

provision to existing properties, as well as improved mobile coverage. 

Community Centre  

3.194 – Change text to 

“The King George V Playing Field at Hawkhurst the Moor is allocated within the Site 

Allocations Local plan (2016) for a new community centre to replace the existing 

Copt Hall. Hawkhurst Parish Council is working with Hawkhurst Community Trust 

2018 to deliver the project in 2020, for an estimated £2.5 million. 

The new Hawkhurst Community Centre will comprise facilities such as: cultural event 

space, meeting rooms, activity room, changing facilities for the playing fields, café, 

internet access and provide opportunities for services such as Parish Office, adult 

social care and adult education.” 

 

Response on Local Green Space  

Hawkhurst Parish Council are generally supportive of the principles: to protect Green 

Space  

Hawkhurst Parish Council is supportive of the proposed Local Green Spaces in 

Hawkhurst – sites 108 – 133 and As26. 

However, note that Site 119, Dunks Alms House, is, in fact, the residential garden for 

the residents of Dunks Alms House. 

 

Response to other key sections of the draft TWBC Local Plan. 

p.16, para. 1.21: “Some policies in the Hawkhurst Neighbourhood Development Plan 

will be superseded.”  

It is a concern that the draft TWBC Local Plan intends to supersede the NDP without 

any explanation, justification or further details. For the statement to be included in 

the draft document, there must be some level of confidence within the TWBC 

planning team that this will indeed be the case. It is not yet two years since the NDP 

was adopted and it still has 13 years to run as the statutory planning document for 

the designated area. The key questions arising from this situation are: 
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1) Why did TWBC not write to Hawkhurst PC, if only as a courtesy, to provide 

advance notice of this situation? Why was there no discussion of the 

unfolding situation that could fundamentally undermine the effectiveness of 

the NDP? 

2) Why does this section of the draft TWBC Local Plan not provide the 

necessary further details about which and/or how many NDP policies will 

be superseded to allow a full and proper response to be made by the 

community of Hawkhurst? 

3) Why are any Hawkhurst NDP policies to be superseded anyway? Why 

does the TWBC Local Plan not work with and around the made policies of 

the Hawkhurst NDP that was so overwhelming supported at referendum in 

March 2018? 

TWBC planners must engage with HPC and the NDP Group to discuss this in detail 

before this is set out in the Pre-submission version of the Local Plan. 

p.32: Strategic Objective 10 of 10 is Neighbourhood Planning 

We are concerned that of the ten objectives listed, neighbourhood planning is the 

last in the list. Of course, in a top ten list, something will always appear at the end, 

but it reveals a lack of support for neighbourhood planning by the TWBC team. 

p.33 para 4.6: A point is made about promotion of neighbourhood planning as a 

process. However, considering the intention to overwrite policies in TWBC NDP for 

Hawkhurst, part of the adopted TWBC statutory plan, and with no further 

explanation, we do not have confidence in these statements.  

p.38, para 4.35: Statement that TWBC has actively engaged with NDP groups 

around site selection 

We know that TWBC has asked the opinion of NDP groups about the sites it intends 

to include in the draft TWBC Local Plan. But at no point in the process has there 

been an encouragement for site allocations to be made within NDPs themselves, 

which is what many NDP groups want to be able to do, and is the approach of other 

planning authorities such as South Downs National Park. 

During this process, Hawkhurst Parish Council suggested smaller sites that would 

comply with the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst aims, objectives and policies. TWBC 

have not chosen to allocate these sites, leaving them as potential windfall sites 

outside of the allocation for the Parish. Why is this? 

We acknowledge that the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst does not contain direct site 

allocations due to the fact that at the time Hawkhurst had exceed the housing 

number allocated to it in the existing TWBC Local plan. However, taking Counsel 

advice this is a moot point. The revised version does contain housing allocations to 

reflect today’s climate for the preferred distribution, scale and location of new 

development this should be considered in the next version of the draft TWBC Local 

Plan. 
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para 4.35 – 4.37: Statement about the level of agreement between the Council and 

parish representatives about which sites form a set of draft site allocations for each 

parish 

This process is not what the Localism Act describes. It is widely understood that 

NDPs should allow local communities to take meaningful decisions over the location 

of new homes. Yet the TWBC process deliberately frustrates this, by ignoring Parish 

Councils suggestions and taking all such decisions on behalf of local communities. 

This is counter to the Localism Act. 

p.59: para 4.72 – 4.79 Reference to the neighbourhood planning process 

This is largely a “cut and paste” from the regulations and does little to explain how 

TWBC sees the process of preparing an NDP should contribute to the delivery of 

sustainable development across the borough, 

para 4.79: This states: “Notwithstanding the Council's support for neighbourhood 

plans, in view of the fact that their progress is variable and outside the direct control 

of the Council, as well as the pressing requirement to address under-delivery of 

housing against identified need, the Draft Local Plan includes draft allocations for the 

whole of the borough” 

Almost all NDPs can be produced more quickly than a LP and are much more 

responsive to local concerns. But rather than work with the parishes to create a 

strong pattern of advanced and/or made NDPs across the borough, the approach 

taken is to include draft allocations for the whole of the borough, thereby deliberately 

undermining many NDP groups. In the case of Hawkhurst, it is acknowledged that 

the made NDP does not contain direct site allocations but it does contain criteria for 

the preferred distribution, scale and location of new development yet this appears to 

be ignored by the draft TWBC Local Plan. 

p.241, para. 5.92 

One of the few references to the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst but the number caveats 

effectively makes the NDP redundant. Why can the draft TWBC Local Plan not use 

the TWBC NDP for Hawkhurst as the starting point of the new Local Plan policy for 

the parish? 

The Hawkhurst NDP has passed independent examination and received a whole-

hearted endorsed by the local community through a referendum. In February 2018, 

with a turnout of 35% of those on the electoral roll 91% voted to support the draft 

plan as the statutory planning document to shape and influence new development 

across the parish.  

It should be noted that only 32% of those on the electoral roll in Hawkhurst and 

Sandhurst voted in the May 2019 Borough Council elections.  

TWBC then made NDP in 26th March 2018 so that it is the TWBC Neighbourhood 

Development Plan for Hawkhurst and runs until 2033 – that is another 13 years 
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during which it is expected to be the plan that guides the future of Hawkhurst village 

and the wider parish. 

However, without any justification, specific parts of the draft TWBC Local Plan 

effectively overwrites the key aims, objectives and adopted policies of their own 

made NDP, and. In the view of the Parish Council, the content of the draft TWBC 

Local Plan demonstrates that the TWBC is effectively acting in a non-compliant 

manner with an adopted statutory planning document. Moreover, this is an adopted 

plan that is part of its own Development Framework, the suite of documents that 

comprise the planning policy coverage for the whole borough. Within this framework, 

“made” neighbourhood plans are a vital part of the policy coverage. 

It is not clear to us why TWBC believe it is able to overwrite part of its own statutory 

framework (TWBC Neighbourhood Development Plan for Hawkhurst) that still has 

another 13 years to run while also arguing it needs to abide by national and local 

policies in other policy areas. 

This inconsistent approach has resulted in a lack of trust between residents plus the 

Parish Council and the TWBC over both the planning process at large, and over the 

details of the local plan process that lies ahead over the short to medium term. 

Neighbourhood plans are the only part of the planning system that requires consent 

through a local referendum, yet the draft TWBC Local Plan takes aim at their own 

TWBC Neighbourhood Development Plan for Hawkhurst, less than two years after 

an overwhelming public vote in favour of it.  

Response to the “Distribution of Development” Topic Paper for Draft TWBC 

Local Plan 

The Parish Council firmly believe that the distribution of development assumptions 

that underpin the draft TWBC Local Plan strategy are wrong, as follows: 

Hawkhurst is a village, not an urban area. Not only is Hawkhurst a village, but a 

village in the AONB, a nationally protected landscape area. Cranbrook and 

Hawkhurst together (both in the AONB) are taking the same numbers as Royal 

Tunbridge Wells and Southborough combined– this cannot be right when considered 

against: 

 para 172 of the NPPF – “Great weight should be given to conserving and 

enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and 

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of 

protection in relation to these issues” 

 para 11 b) I and ii – this allows for a discount to be applied when seeking to 

meet OAN housing figures when in locations with protected areas (e.g. 

AONB) or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for 

restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development. 
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p.33 footnote 19  

We consider this to be a major error on the part of TWBC as it has defined the 

“urban area” for planning purposes as the main urban area of Royal Tunbridge Wells 

and Southborough, together with the rural settlements of Paddock Wood, Cranbrook, 

and Hawkhurst.  

How can it be that rural settlements of Cranbrook and Hawkhurst, both deep within 

the AONB, can be given the same urban status as Royal Tunbridge Wells and 

Southborough? 

This is critical because the definition of “urban area” then leads directly to a strategy 

that maximises development within existing built-up areas and optimised densities. 

While this strategy of maximisation and optimal density may be appropriate in 

genuine urban areas such as Royal Tunbridge Wells, it cannot be considered 

appropriate for rural communities in nationally protected landscape areas.  

It is from this mistaken assumption that much disturbing content of the draft TWBC 

Local Plan follows. Correct this assumption (i.e. Cranbrook and Hawkhurst will not 

be subject to the maximisation strategy) and a whole different approach is possible. 

 

Concerns over the Consultation Programme 
 
The Parish Council considers that the consultation programme for the draft TWBC 
Local Plan is flawed and falls short of the 3rd Gunning principle for LGA consultation 
that “there is adequate time for consideration and response” It goes on to state, 

“There must be sufficient opportunity for consultees to participate in the consultation. 
There is no set timeframe for consultation, despite the widely accepted twelve-week 
consultation period, as the length of time given for consultee to respond can vary 
depending on the subject and extent of impact of the consultation”. 
 
TWBC initial consultation period was from 20th September 2019 – 1st November 
2019 (six weeks) An extension of two weeks to the consultation materialised halfway 
through October 2019. This meant the consultation was still only 8 weeks rather than 
the expected 12 weeks for such a large document with numerous supporting 
documents and a subject as important as the future of the Borough. 
 
There was only one visit to Hawkhurst (Monday 30th September) at the Unity Hall, in 
the Royal British Legion, and at a time (4 pm until 7 pm) when few could attend. 

This late afternoon slot is very congested for working families – it is either the after-
school rush of supporting children in sports and activities or commuting home from 
work outside the parish. Selecting this time slot is seen by many as a deliberate way 
to prevent a high turnout and frustrate the views of local people.  

The Parish Council see no reason why, for example, a 7 pm until 10 pm time slot 
could not have been used. Indeed, during the preparation of the NDP, the parish 
regularly made use of the same venue throughout the daytime and late into the 
evening to ensure maximum opportunity for people to contribute ideas and thoughts.  



125_N_191030_TWBC-LP-Response_  22 of 22 

In addition, the exhibition boards were misleading, for instance 

“Government’s figures identify a housing need for the borough of 13,560 
dwellings over the period 2016-2036.” 

What it did not say was that TWBC had the opportunity to reduce the number as a 
significant portion of the borough is within the High Weald AONB, but in fact, TWBC 
decided to increase the housing number. 

With regards to the online consultation, the Local Plan consultation on the TWBC 

website is hidden. There is limited access to the online consultation – it is not on 

TWBC home page and hidden “four clicks” away, buried in the planning section of 

the website. If residents can battle their way through TWBC’s website to the 

consultation form the complex nature of the consultation form has left many 

residents baffled.   

 
 


