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OTTERPOOL PARK – Y19/0257/FH  

CONSULTATION SUMMARY TABLE 
STATUTORY AND NON-STATUTORY RESPONSES SINCE 11 JULY 2019 AND CONSULATION PERIOD 29 APRIL 2022 TO 24 JUNE 2022 

(Representations Received as at 08.08.2022) 

 
Table 3 
 

 Consultation Responses (Statutory Consultees and Non-Statutory responses) 

Ref Name Date 
Received  

Comments LPA Reference 

1 Affinity Water 17.06.2022 Thank you for consulting us on the amendment to the above application. 
 
Please refer to our previous comments from 2019, we have limited further comments regarding the amendments to the application 
as set out below. 
 
We welcome the water efficient technology recommendations set out within Section 3 of the submitted Water Cycle Study and 
expect that these are fully implemented and retained as part of this development.  
 
There are potentially water mains running through or near to part of proposed development site. If the development goes ahead 
as proposed, the applicant/developer will need to contact our Developer Services Team to discuss asset protection or 
diversionary measures. This can be done through the My Developments Portal. 
 
Affinity Water will be the water provider for the development if it is granted planning permission and constructed. The LPA is 
requested to remind the applicant that our Developer Services team should be provided with regular updates relating to the 
progress and phasing of the development to aid planning. For the same reason, we request to be consulted on subsequent 
applications relating to this site. 
 
The applicant/developer should also be aware that to apply for a new or upgraded connection, they must contact our Developer 
Services Team by going through their My Developments Portal. The Team also handle C3 and C4 requests to cost potential water 
mains diversions.  If a water main plan it can also be obtained but please note charges may apply. 

LPA 370 
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British Horse Society  
(Sarah Rayfield) 

 
07.06.2022 

I am responding to this application on behalf of the British Horse Society, the UK’s largest equestrian charity with 118,000 

members and representing the country’s 3 million horse riders. 

Just 16.7% of the rights of way network in Kent is available to equestrians and much of that is disconnected by roads which were 

once quiet rural roads and are now busy thoroughfares as a result of developments such as this. Consequently, it is imperative, 

especially with a development of this size, that new paths and good connections to existing paths (including safe crossings where 

needed) are provided as a condition of planning permission. 

 
LPA 371 
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Financial Reasons for inclusion 

There are in excess of 75001 horses passported to addresses within the Folkestone & Hythe DC postcode area2 contributing 

almost £42 million per annum3 to the economy, much of which is local. 

Health & Wellbeing4 reasons for inclusion 

•  A range of evidence indicates the vast majority (90% plus) of horse riders are female 

•  and more than a third (37%) of the female riders who took part in the survey were above 45 years 

of age. 
 
1 DEFRA FoI Request April 2021 
2 Stats are only available for the first half of the postcode, e.g., CT16 so where a postcode spreads over two districts it 
is possible that the figure is slightly inflated. 
3 BETA – National Equestrian Survey 2019 
4 Health Benefits of Riding in the UK - Research undertaken by the University of Brighton and Plumpton College on 
behalf of The British Horse Society 

 
The British Horse Society is an Appointed Representative of South Essex Insurance Brokers Limited who are the authorised and 
regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority. (Registered Charity Nos 21054 and SC038516. A company Limited by guarantee 
Registered in England & Wales No 444742) 

• Horse riding is especially well placed to play a valuable role in initiatives to encourage increased physical activity amongst 
women of all ages. 

• Amongst the horse riders who took part in the survey, 39% had taken no other form of physical activity in the last four 
weeks. This highlights the importance of riding to these people, who might otherwise be sedentary. 

• Horse riders with a long-standing illness or disability who took part in the survey are able to undertake horse riding and 
associated activities at the same self-reported level of frequency and physical intensity as those without such an illness or 
disability. 

• Horse riding stimulates mainly positive psychological feelings. 

• Horse riders are strongly motivated to take part in riding by the sense of well-being they gain from interacting with horses. 
This important positive psychological interaction with an animal occurs in a very few sports. 

• Being outdoors and in contact with nature 

• Sport England UK have adopted a threshold value for the contribution of sport to meeting Government guidelines on the 
recommended intensity and frequency of exercise that is likely to achieve physical health benefits. The threshold value 
measures the degree to which an individual participates in sport of moderate intensity activity for at least 30 minutes or 
more, three times a week. 

• 68% of questionnaire respondents achieved the government guidelines for exercise intensity and frequency (30 minutes for 
three times a week or more at moderate intensity) from horse riding and associated activities alone. Of these respondents 
69% achieved this level of intensity and frequency through horse riding and the other 21 percent did so through associated 
activities such as mucking out and grooming.  

We note from Drawing OPM(p)4001_revYY that the opportunity has been taken by the applicant to provide equestrian access 
within the development and we thank them for this and their engagement with local equestrians who have come forward.  
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These paths are very much to be welcomed provided that they are constructed suitably for equestrians and available for their use 
early in the development process (the deadline for this provision being defined within the planning approval to avoid ongoing 
delays of the same). The paths available to equestrian use should be dedicated as public bridleways to ensure their ongoing 
protection and their appearance on the OS map for riders in the future. The BHS would be very willing to work with the applicant to 
ensure that these bridleways are safe and appropriately surfaced. 

With such an enormous development, we would also like to see the following provided as a condition of approval and/or section 

106 requirements: 

1. Harringe Lane should be closed as a through road to vehicular traffic 

2. The Stone Street bridge by the railway station over HS1 and the M20 should be upgraded to bridleway status. Whilst this is 
outside of the development boundary, both bridges are built as road bridges and so are suitable for equestrian use (and 
cyclists) and signs before them indicate that only motorised vehicles are prevented from using them. Ensuring that 
equestrian use (and cycling) is legal at this point (and access and signage being made clear) would provide an option for 
riders to the north of the motorway being able to use the new access provisions and, indeed, for those within and just 
outside the development boundary to the south of the motorway being able to access safe routes to the north. We 
understand that Stone Street may be substantially busier than it is now, but this provision is still very much needed. 

3. Where light-controlled crossings are provided for existing (and new) roads, these should provide safe crossing for 
equestrians too. At the public consultation, we were shown a number of places where this is proposed. The BHS would be 
very willing to work with the applicant to ensure that these crossings are safe and appropriate. 

4. To the south of the current development boundary are two proposed “cul de sac” bridleways. We would like to see a 
commitment to provide onward connectivity to the rights of way network south of the B2067 at this point. 

 
In the event that these matters can also be accommodated within the planning permission, we would be happy to support this 
application. 
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CPRE The Countryside 
Charity  
(Graham Horner) 

 
24.06.2022 CPRE Kent is an independent charity, wholly funded by its members and supporters, which operates under the umbrella of the 

national CPRE countryside charity. CPRE campaigns to protect, promote and enhance our towns and countryside to make them 
better places to live, work and enjoy, and to ensure the countryside is protected for now and future generations. 

CPRE Kent has a standing objection to this application, setting out our detailed concerns within our comprehensive letter of 
objection dated 27 May 2019. Whilst we recognise changes in circumstances since our previous comments, including the adoption 
of the Core Strategy, many of the previously raised detailed concerns remain. The updating comments that we make here should 
therefore be read in conjunction with and in addition to our previously made comments. 

It is also our strong opinion that the time being allowed to formally comment upon the revised application is unreasonably short 
given the quantity of information necessary to navigate to fully understand the proposals. We would therefore call for the 
consultation period to be formally extended, or at the least make it clear comments will continue to be accepted following the close 
of the formal statutory consultation period. 

Notwithstanding this point, it would also still seem that there remains insufficient information on certain issues to make fully 
informed comments across all points of concern at this time. We would therefore anticipate making further representations in due 
course, and in the meantime will maintain our standing objection. 

Our current areas of continued concern include: 

 
LPA 372 
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• Lack of certainty with respect to the Parameter Plans 

• Building heights 

• Affordable housing levels including mechanism of securing provision 

• Unresolved water issues including Net Neutrality Coalescence and impact of the new development with existing distinct 
communities 

• Significant visual impact, in particular from the AONB, with very little detail about how it will be mitigated 

• Lack of certainty with respect to phasing 

• Transport routes 

• Open Space & Vegetation 

• Loss of large areas of best and most versatile agricultural land 

• Unrealistic timescale for build-out, leading to a delayed transition from ‘housing estate’ to ‘community’  

• Impact on biodiversity 

• Delays in provision of supporting infrastructure, including mechanism of securing provision 

Lack of certainty with respect to the Parameter Plans 
1. It is noted that there two alternative sets of parameter plans which effectively means comments are being invited on two quite 

different applications. It is not clear how the accompanying environmental reports address the scenario of the waste treatment 
centre being operational. This is not only exceptionally confusing but also creates significant uncertainty as to the potential 
implications for both delivery and amenity impacts. 

2. It is our opinion that certainty is required on this aspect of the application ahead of its determination. That is, if it really is not 
KCC’s intention to go ahead with the waste treatment centre, then this permission should be revoked, and this application 
should be reconsulted upon with just one set of parameter plans. CPRE objected to the proposal for a waste treatment centre, 
and we consider it would be even less appropriate immediately adjacent to housing. On the other hand, the former quarry site 
is known to be contaminated so building housing on it needs careful consideration. 

Building heights 
3. Whilst the illustrative masterplans and drawings may show a mix of built form of various size, shape and height interspersed 

around open spaces and community facilities, this is not what the Council are being asked to approve at this stage. Rather, 
they must assume a worst-case scenario of maximum height across the entirely of each area, along with the landscape and 
amenity impact this would bring, as this is what’s shown upon the two parameter plans (Ref OP5 4.2). The LVIA confirms this 
would be truly an eyesore. 

4. In the context of building heights, whilst it is noted that the maximum building heights are to be measured from natural ground 
level to roof, it is not clear from the submission how the proposed building heights relate to the natural contours across the site 
and therefore how this will impact on the apparent height of the proposed development in the landscape. 

5. Likewise, it is also not clear to us how the proposed building heights will correlate with the density of each of the identified 
Development Areas. That is, as it is assumed the development will not be built out at a uniform density irrespective of building 
height, it is difficult for us to understand the likely balance between building density, building heights and therefore likely impact 
on the character of each Development Area. This has been made more difficult by the removal of the indicative range of 
building heights from the parameter’s plans. 
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6. Whilst it is understood that the intention is to delegate this detail to the tier two stage of the application so as to provide 
flexibility, our concern is that such a degree of flexibility will inevitably reduce the ability to resist inappropriate design once 
they become known. If an outline permission allows for a worst-case scenario, it must be accepted that scenario could become 
a reality. 

7. It is therefore our view that more certainty should be being provided at this stage. This could be achieved through elevating the 
illustrative masterplan (Ref OP5 Appendix 4.5 and accommodation schedule (Ref OP5 Appendix 4.4) from supporting 
documents to documents for approval. 

Affordable housing levels including mechanism of securing provision 

8. We remain extremely disappointed that this Council led development will be achieving a maximum of just 22% affordable 

housing. This is already lower than the annual need as assessed within the Strategic Housing and Market Assessment 

evidence base underpinning the Core Strategy Evidence Base which suggested a need of 23.2%1. 

9. What is particularly concerning about this is the scant detail as to how the developer intends to meet 

the commitment to review housing needs across the lifetime of the project, to ensure the garden town responds to change. 

Specifically, we would expect to see full details of robust review mechanism clauses to be embedded within the Section 106 

agreement so as to be satisfied this requirement will be met. 

10. In a similar vein, we are concerned as to how the proposed allowance for deviation from the site-wide mix proposed within each 

phase being allowed to reflect the market considerations at the point of delivery is to work in practice. This could very easily 

become a loophole for housebuilders to avoid affordable housing requirements, particularly within the earlier phases where 

they could seek to push back the requirement onto those housebuilders delivering the later phases of the development. Again, 

we would really be expecting to see the detail of how this is to be secured within the Section 106 agreement to be satisfied it is 

sufficiently robust. 

11. With respect to the affordable housing tenures to be included within the housing mix, it is unclear as to why the proposed 

tenure split does not more accurately reflect the identified housing needs within Folkstone and Hythe. 

12. Of most concern is why no Social Rent tenure has been included separate to the Affordable Rent requirement. The average 

Social Rent in Folkstone and Hythe is some £130pm cheaper than the equivalent Affordable Rent product and is therefore the 

most appropriate tenure for those most in need. As such, the Strategic Housing and Market Assessment evidence base 

underpinning the Core Strategy identified a Social Rent need of 27% for those within the 15% of all households requiring 

affordable housing. With such a need identified, it is our view this should either be provided, or clear grounds given as to why it 

is not being provided. 

13. More generally with respect to the housing tenure mix proposed, it is our view that there should be no flexibility with respect 

to affordable rent tenure and that this should be set at the identified need requirement of 15%. This is because with the 

current proposal suggesting that at minimum level of 10% affordable rent tenure would be sufficient to meet the housing mix 

requirement, you can be assured that this is all any subsequent housebuilder would look to meet. 

Unresolved water issues including Net Neutrality 
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14. It is noted that no definitive solution to the Nutrient Neutrality Issue has yet been agreed with Natural England. The Council will 
therefore be well aware that they are unable to grant this outline permission until there is such an agreement. 

15. As it currently stands, it would seem that the onsite Wastewater Treatment Works is the preferred solution out of the three 
potential solutions offered. It is however noted that this solution may include tankering to an existing treatment facility and / or 
the introduction of a package treatment plan before the onsite Wastewater Treatment Work becomes viable. 

16. This level of current uncertainty causes us significant concern. CPRE Kent has experience of other large development sites 
within Kent where proposed interim or short-term solutions have ended up becoming much more long-term problems at 
detriment to the local environment and amenity. It is therefore crucial that this element is fully agreed and robustly tied down 
within the Section 106 legal agreement. 

Coalescence and impact of the new development with existing distinct communities. 

17. The Garden City principles set out in our original representations make reference to the provision of generous green space, 
including surrounding the area of development with a belt of countryside to prevent unplanned sprawl. 

18. Of particular concern with this application is that there is no surrounding belt of countryside to distinguish the new settlement 
from the existing settlements of Westenhanger, Newingreen and Barrowhill, Sellindge. This will lead to a muddled sense of 
identity for the new settlement. 

19. While the buffer next to Lympne is welcomed, it remains unclear why coalescence with Lympne is to be avoided while 
coalescence with Westenhanger, Newingreen and Barrowhill, Sellindge is not addressed to the same extent, if at all. These 
other communities should have equal protection/separation from the new settlement. 

20. We previously raised this as a concern, stating that the proposed layout would effectively absorb these communities and that it 
was just not possible to squeeze the proposed number of homes into the space identified and produce a town which meets 
modern standards of good design. 

21. These concerns remain and we are aware that once the parameter plans are approved the opportunity to address these 
concerns will have been lost. We therefore call again for the overall layout to be reviewed. 

Significant visual impact, in particular from the AONB, with very little detail about how it will be mitigated. 

22. Whilst we won’t repeat our previous comments with respect to the impact upon the North Downs AONB and its setting, it 
remains our over-riding view that the clear resulting harm should be sufficient reason alone for this application to be rejected. 

23. We find the arguments put forward in the revised LVIA unconvincing. The harm to the views into and out of the AONB and 
(what will remain of) the Special Landscape Area has been underestimated by the applicant and he has failed to demonstrate 
that a town of this size and scale, (building heights having increased since the last submission), can be constructed without 
violating the requirements of the relevant policies, as enumerated in detail by the Kent Downs AONB. 

24. We understand that the applicant is considering advance planting this autumn, and yet the parameter plans indicate no start on 
this until ‘Tier 2’ of the approval process. These are incompatible. Given the time needed for suitable trees that can have any 
influence on the appearance of 18m high buildings to grow, we would welcome the earliest possible start on advance planting 
in those areas which are unlikely to change at Tier2/3. In particular, the proposed planting along the railway line which could go 
some way to breaking up the view of buildings in TC.5 and RS.2-4 from the North Downs, western parts of Stanford, Stanford 
(South) and properties along Swan Lane, Sellindge. Similarly, proposed planting along the boundaries of Westenhanger village 
should not have to wait for Tier 2 approvals. 
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25. Should this development go ahead, then our principal concern is again to ensure that proper controls on building materials, 
phasing and construction techniques will be agreed and enforced throughout the development period, without the watering 
down that we have seen on other developments. 

26. Again, we would repeat our request for more certainty on this issue ahead of this application being approved. As it stands, we 
maintain our clear objection to the scheme on the grounds of significant visual impact and in particular the setting of the AONB. 

Lack of certainty with respect to phasing 

27. We note that the phasing plan is now submitted in support of the outline planning application rather than for approval. It is 
stated this is to aid flexibility and deliverability of the planning permission. 

28. Whilst we can understand that flexibility and deliverability is desirable for the developer, this must be balanced against the lack 
of certainty this brings for existing residents, new residents and third parties such as infrastructure providers. 

29. We therefore re-iterate the point we previously made that the early stages of development should not be progressed in such a 
way that leaves them unsustainable in the event that full build-out is substantially delayed or never happens, leaving existing 
communities blighted. 

30. Similarly, if it transpires the site will be progressed as two disconnected developments, more new residents living on the edges 
of each will be subjected to construction activity - noise, dust, etc. for longer than if the build-out progressed from a single core. 

31. We objected to previous phasing that proposed Phase 1 to be progressed in two areas at the same time: the ‘Town Centre’ in 
the east and the Barrow Hill area in the west. We supported the wording in the Core Strategy Review Policy SS9 “Proposals 
which would deliver unsustainable, disconnected and isolated development will be refused.”  This principle should be reflected 
in the phasing plans, and these should be referenced in the consent so that communities would know where they stand. 
Flexibility is still available but any change in phasing would be subject to proper consultation. 

32. Again, we would repeat our request for more certainty on this issue ahead of this application being approved. As it stands, we 
maintain our objection to the scheme on the grounds of lack of certainty with respect to phasing. 

Transport routes 

33. It is noted that the movement corridors shown on Parameter Plan 4001_YY (and 4001_WW) that a 200m wide corridor has 
been made for the alignment of the proposed roads and associated junctions, as set out in paragraph 4.17 of Appendix 4.1 of 
document OP5. This results in a degree of uncertainty in terms of assessing the impact on highway safety, impact on 
residential amenity and landscape impacts. 

34. Likewise, the chapter on Transport (OP5-Chapter 16) ‘includes High Speed Service at Westenhanger Station’. We have 
several concerns. Firstly, that a High-Speed service will lead to Otterpool Park becoming a dormitory town for London, contrary 
to garden city principles. The station itself would likely attract commuters from a wider area and would have to be designed 
more as a parkway with additional parking and additional road traffic. Secondly, greater use of the railway implies less travel to 
work by other modes, notably cars. Has a sensitivity test been done for the case with no High-Speed service? Thirdly, should a 
High-Speed service be promised but delayed or never materialise, those who bought houses in Otterpool Park who work in 
London are likely to drive to Ashford for the High-Speed train. Have the transport studies considered this scenario? Has any 
cost/benefit analysis been carried out for the enhancements to the rail network and the new town that would be necessary, 
over and above the improvements to Westenhanger Station for it to conform with current standards? In short, the High-Speed 
service could have a profound effect on other travel modes and on the nature of the new town. When will we get some 
certainty on this? 
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35. One stated aim of the Otterpool Park project is improved links for non-motorised traffic between the application site and nearby 
destinations. “Provide wider connectivity by walking, cycling and bridleways into surrounding countryside and existing 
communities” (OP5 Appendix 16.4 Transport Assessment 5.3.6). We could find no detailed proposals for such improvements 
and the transport studies appear to play down the problems currently being experienced on existing routes. This is despite an 
acknowledgment in the Council’s ‘Walking and Cycling Study’ and in the Transport Assessment that such problems exist. We 
would draw your attention to the following areas of concern. 

A20 Ashford Road at Barrowhill: whilst the methodology for ‘Receptor Sensitivity’ in Table 16-7 of the Environment 
Statement Chapter 16 is not clear to us, we are surprised the sensitivity of pedestrians and especially cyclists is listed as 
‘Medium’. Cyclists obeying the traffic signals (as they should) have to endure poor air quality in a sheltered area then have to 
negotiate a single lane stretch alongside HGVs. We welcome proposals to upgrade east-west PRoWs between Sellindge and 
Westenhanger as mitigation but question whether HE357 is the best candidate for improvement. NMUs travelling between 
Sellindge and Otterpool Park (and beyond) would surely be better routed via HE271A, HE227 and the new roads in Otterpool 
Park. This route would still avoid the narrow bridge at Barrowhill. 

Stone Street from Newingreen to Aldington Road: This route is sub-optimal for cyclists because of the priority direction 
traffic calming (paragraph 3.2.12 of Appendix 16.4 is incorrect). Again, cyclists have to share a narrow carriageway with other 
vehicles and may have to continually stop and start - not easy for those travelling southwards (uphill). We question the 
assessment of ‘Medium’ for the sensitivity. It is not clear how and when these issues are going to be mitigated. Presumably, it 
is intended that NMUs will prefer routes through the new town, but those parcels may not be developed for some time. The 
programme for these mitigations needs to be set out clearly in the s106 agreements. 

Lympne Hill: This road provides the access to the SUSTRANS network - one of the aims of the transport strategy. Again, we 
question the characterisation of the sensitivity of cyclists as ‘Medium.’ It is particularly hazardous for those travelling 
northwards (uphill) and an increase in traffic can only make matters worse. Pedestrians on this road are ignored completely in 
Table 16-7. There are footpaths which parallel the road but not for its full length. We couldn’t find any mitigations in the 
application for NMUs using this route to access the Royal Military Canal and beyond. 

A261 Hythe Road: Again, we would characterise the environment for cyclists on this road as highly unsatisfactory. There is a 
steep part in which less experienced riders travelling uphill need plenty of space and the speed of cyclists travelling downhill 
may be misjudged by motorists attempting to overtake. Then there is a sinuous part where sightlines are not good. The 
proposed work to the route via the Old London Road is welcome but that relies on Stone Street as another part of the route to 
Hythe until other mitigations are in place. Also, that part of Aldington Road east of Lympne Hill is narrow and has no speed 
limit. We think while HE281 is to be improved it should be upgraded to be suitable for cyclists. This would give more direct 
access from the application site to Hythe and could also provide a safe route for students at Brockhill up to 2029, when the first 
secondary school seems likely to be provided at Otterpool Park, and until those joining in 2029 have completed their studies. 
This upgrade might also help mitigate traffic issues on Sandling Road (which are not recognised in the Transport Assessment). 

36. With respect to non-motorised trips, we note from the Transport Strategy that the Transport Assessment only anticipates that 
29% of all trips will be walking or cycling. This is disappointingly low for a garden city. Whilst we welcome that the strategy now 
recognises the benefits of off-road connections where they are more direct, we still cannot see how any detailed analysis of 
internal origins, destinations and desire lines is being used to inform the layout. 

Open Space & Vegetation 



Consultation responses table  
Otterpool Y19/0257/FH 

 
 

9 
 

37. It is stated in a number of places in the submission documents that around 50% of the proposed development is to be left as 
open space. While this is to be welcomed in principle, as a means of maintaining separation between existing communities, 
bedding the development into the landscape, and imparting the character associated with a new garden community; it appears 
that this landscape is being expected to fulfil many (contradictory) purposes. 

38. Land being identified for sport and recreation should have that sole use. It should not also be doubling up for sustainable 
drainage purposes; or for biodiversity mitigation. SUDS areas are often required to be fenced off (risk of drowning in standing 
water as a result of flood events); and therefore, aren't capable of being used for recreational purposes. 

39. In addition, in terms of biodiversity mitigation species cannot be mixed. Each requires its own (specific) habitat, with a balance 
of naturally occurring predators. Furthermore, incursions into such areas by those enjoying sports and reactional activities is 
not conducive to respecting nature. 

40. Again, we are asking for clarification or more certainty on this point. As it currently stands, we would maintain our objection on 
the grounds of insufficient information with respect to the open space provision. 

Loss of large areas of best and most versatile agricultural land. 

41. The revised application provides little new detail with respect to the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land. This is 
despite us previously stating there was no evidence that the applicants have sought to identify areas of poorer quality 
agricultural land for development before proposing development on higher quality land, or whether this is possible. 

42. The continued loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural land within Kent is become a more significant issue by the day. 
Global events plus continued climate change are increasingly putting a spotlight on the need for better food security within the 
UK. We must therefore again highlight this overriding ground of objection and request far more recognition is given to the fact 
the site is predominantly Best and Most Versatile Agricultural land. 

Unrealistic timescale for build-out, leading to a delayed transition from ‘housing estate’ to ‘community,’ 

43. We have commented before on the unrealistic housing delivery rates. Houses will be built just as fast as developers can sell 
them at prices satisfactory to them. There is no evidence of a lack of developable sites in the District and yet house 
completions in recent years have been way below the rates envisaged once Otterpool Park starts build-out. It needs to be 
understood what a failure to deliver homes at the planned rates (for whatever reason) would mean for the development and the 
supporting infrastructure that stands to be funded by the applicant and others. Of particular concern is a potential downturn in 
the property market, leading to arguments about viability, cutting back on quality, affordable homes provision and community 
hard and green infrastructure. 

44. While noting that the delivery rates for homes in the earlier phases have been reduced to more realistic levels, the point 
remains that unless the master developer commits to supplying social housing, he has no means to accelerate delivery rates 
should there be further delays. There is also a possibility that in the face of continued scarcity of home-grown food, the whole 
system by which housing targets are set is re-considered with more emphasis on parts of the country to be levelled up. Plans 
must therefore be robust enough to cope with delays in delivery without impacting the overall aims of the project or imposing 
unnecessarily on existing residents. We could find no risk analysis for such delays. 

45. FHDC and Homes England as joint developers are uniquely placed to do the right thing and provide what the community 
needs - affordable - even social - housing and good quality community infrastructure. 

Biodiversity 

46. We remain concerned that ‘green corridors’ through the development, even if they do connect areas planned for a range of 
habitats (and that is not clear from the plans) will not encourage migration by their design. 
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47. Open space can be no more valuable in terms of biodiversity than agricultural fields, as they will facilitate greater human 
activity, including dog walking, which will adversely affect wildlife. New development will also result in increased light pollution 
and air pollution. These aspects appear to have been addressed to an extent in the Environmental Statement, but it is as yet 
unclear how the recommendations in that document (OP5 Chapter 7) will be carried through as obligations first on applicant 
and then on individual developers and the Otterpool Park community via the governance structure. 

48. We have great reservations about the proposals for off-site compensation. The applicant makes reference to the Higher-Level 
Stewardship Scheme. We understand that those landowners that are interested in joining the scheme (at the rates offered) 
have already done so. We fear that there is little residual land available or appetite for devoting more land and resources to the 
proposed mitigations. The applicant may not be able to precure the off-site mitigations or may have to resort to additional 
compensation such as offering a commercial rent to landowners. Has the applicant approached any nearby landowners or 
existing organisations such as those mentioned in paragraph 7.9.8 of Chapter 7 of the ES to confirm the feasibility of the 
proposed scheme? The amount of compensating measures may be well above what organisations such as wildlife trusts are 
used to managing. 

Delays in provision of supporting infrastructure, including mechanism of securing provision 

49. Whilst we recognise the status of the commitment register as a supporting document only (OP5 Appendix 2.6), this has raised 
significant concern as to whether the proposed securing mechanisms are to be sufficiently robust. It is clear form this that the 
over-riding intention is to use planning conditions as the preferred mechanism rather than the Section 106 agreement. This 
includes on matters such as securing Affordable Housing where the level of detail and security required would go far beyond 
what could be offered in by a planning condition. 

50. This element is likely to continue to concern us until we begin to see draft of both the intended draft conditions schedule and 
Section 106 agreement. We would therefore request both are made available ahead of any decision so that we can better 
understand exactly how you intend for this to work. 

51. In the meantime, we maintain our standing objection that there is a lack of detail or certainty that the necessary infrastructure 
will be sufficiently secured and provided as needed. 

Our previous comments made on the following points still stand: 

Light pollution 

52. The CPRE England’s Light Pollution and Dark Skies mapping (https://www.nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/) shows that most of 
the site benefits from darker skies. This will be lost with the development and have an adverse impact on night-time views from 
the AONB. 

53. We are concerned that development of the site will increase and intensify the extent of light intrusion in this and the surrounding 
areas. 

54. NPPF paragraph 180(c) requires planning decisions to “ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into 
account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on … and the natural environment.” This includes limiting 
“the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation.” 

Ancient Woodland 

55. The site adjoins Harringe Brooks Wood, an ancient woodland. An area of green infrastructure is proposed along its boundary, 
with housing beyond. It is unclear how the woodland value will be protected – and whether the proposed 50m buffer will be 
sufficient to dissuade general access to the wood. 

https://www.nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/
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We hope you find these comments helpful in your consideration of this application. In summary, the applicant has not 
demonstrated that a development of this size can be built on this site in a sustainable way and has not demonstrated his 
commitment to implementing all of the things necessary to achieve sustainability through to the end of the project. 

We would say this application is too important to be approved while leaving conditions and s106 agreements delegated so that 

they are negotiated away from public scrutiny, and we trust there will be an opportunity to review your officers’ recommendations in 

good time before any decision is made. 

 

4 Environment Agency  
(Jennifer Wilson) 

25.05.2022 Thank you for consulting us on the above, we have the following comments to make.  
 
Flood Risk 
We have checked the list of amendments and additional documents submitted with this application, none of which include 
significant changes to the flood risk and drainage strategy which we have previously reviewed. 
 
We understand this application includes an updated FRA to support the Tier 1 outline application only. With Tier 2 & 3 to include a 
detailed masterplan and reserved matters, respectively. Assuming this is the case our comments and requested conditions to the 
original outline application Y19/0257/FH remain unchanged. 
 
Water Quality 
Environmental Statement Op5 Chapter 3 - Development and Consideration Of Alternatives 

Statement in report: 
3.2.19 “Option 2 was selected as the Applicant’s preferred option for progressing development 
in the first phase and would provide the development with a nutrient neutral solution. Option 3 was discarded due to the technical 
complexities of upgrading the WWTW at West Hythe. Option 1 may come forward after the initial development phase of the WWTW 
following resolution of nutrient neutrality issues in addition to Option 2”. 

Comment: 
Indicative permit limits for wastewater discharge were calculated on the assumption that only one option would be selected. 
This means that if the on-site option is selected for the initial phases of development and later phases connect to Sellindge 
WWTW with upgrades to this works required for to increase capacity of the works, new permit limits will need to be calculated 
taking into account this change. 

Op5 Appendix 15.2 - Water Cycle Study 
4.6.1 Indicative Discharge Permit Modelling 
Statement in report: 
“However, the previously modelled DWF Upper Bound value will be exceeded at both WwTW options when the extra 1,500 dwellings 
within the remaining Framework Masterplan are also connected (i.e., by 90.1 m3/day at Sellindge WwTW and 353.1 m3/day at 
onsite WwTW respectively). Therefore, the indicative quality discharge permit values should be verified with the EA and updated 
accordingly through the normal permitting process.” 

Comment: 
This is correct, which relates to previous comment on indicative permit limits being based on selecting one option for wastewater 
treatment. It is advised to provide all new information to the Agency because any change in discharge volume will likely lead to a 
change in permit limits. 

LPA 373 
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General comment: 
The WFD status of the East Stour must be protected meaning that permit limits will be set not only to protect the status but to attain 
the desired objectives as set out in the River Basin Management Plan. For example, there is an objective for Phosphorus to Get to 
Good by 2027 so new permit limits will be set based on this. 

Fisheries, Biodiversity and Geomorphology Bridges 
A review of the submission did not reveal any information on the bridges that are proposed to cross the East Stour. 

This information needs to be identified and confirmation that the content of numerous discussions about them has been taken into 
consideration. 

We have the following general comments on the submission. 

1. Environmental statement - OP5 chapter 7 - Ecology and Biodiversity 

This report confirms that 2021 survey data has been added to the ES. Where any decisions affecting priority or protected species 
are made and where development takes place sometime after any permission is granted, there must be a condition requiring new, 
up to date surveys be conducted. 
 
This is in line with requirements of Planning for Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – A Guide to Good Practice and sections 
of the NPPF. 
 
2.  Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 7.10: Water Vole and Otter Survey Report – Update to include 2020 and 
2021 Survey Data 
 
Beavers 
The presence of Eurasian beaver (Castor fiber) on the lower Great Stour up to Canterbury, the speed with which they can disperse 
over long distances and Government’s intention to make them a protected species means that future surveys for riparian mammals 
will need to include beavers. 

Water voles 
The report states that full details of mitigation for water vole will be provided within the water vole mitigation strategy and will 
be developed during detailed design. We would like to be consulted on this. 

Mink 
Given that it is inferred that mink populations have grown and that this might have had an impact on water vole populations, 
we would welcome the long-term implementation of mink control measures. 

Groundwater and Contaminated Land 
We have reviewed the Environmental Statement Chapters 10 (Geology, Hydrogeology and Land Quality), 15 (Surface Water 
Resources and Flood Risk) and associated appendices, including the Water Cycle Study and Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy. 

Chapter 10 
This chapter includes an assessment of land and water quality and potential impacts resulting from development. It is 
understood that preliminary risk assessments and limited site investigations have been undertaken to date, and that further 
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works will be undertaken on a phase-by-phase basis. Monitoring might be required once further works have been undertaken, 
which would be implemented through a remediation strategy, if necessary. These can be suitably managed under standard 
planning conditions. The key areas of concern have been identified and assessed in the ES, and mitigation measures proposed 
for construction and operational phases including codes of construction best practice. 

It is not thought that deep excavations or foundations will be necessary, but piling may be required for certain structures. A piling 
risk assessment may be required at the detailed design stage, which could be managed with standard planning conditions, if 
necessary. 

In relation to the proposed woodland burial site the applicant has already identified our minimum groundwater protection 
requirements. Any application for a new burial site must as a minimum be accompanied as a by a site-specific risk assessment 
(once the location has been finalised) as per the guidance on .gov Cemeteries and burials: groundwater risk assessments - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk) 

Chapter 15 and appendices 15.1 and 15.2 
We have reviewed this chapter from a groundwater quality perspective only. We are pleased to see that impacts to groundwater 
quality have also been included within this chapter, including infiltration and SuDS. Details of these can be managed under suitable 
planning conditions. 

It is understood that a definitive solution to wastewater treatment is yet to be reached, but that further review has been undertaken. 
One proposal is for a new WwTW (to be constructed in phases in line with development progression) with associated wetlands to 
mitigate for additional nutrient loadings. Further details of any wetlands would be required at detailed design stage, including 
construction specification and potential impacts to groundwater. These can be managed under suitable planning conditions, 
although it is possible that additional permit constraints may be required Water resources. 
 
Water Resources 
As set out in Chapter 15 ‘Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk’ and Appendix 15.2 ‘Water Cycle Study’, we support the 
proposal for the Otterpool development to exceed the required 110 
 
l/p/d CSR SS8 policy target in order to reduce water demand and limit impacts the to the environment and in addition seek maximum 
water efficiencies under the mandatory water credits/ BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard for non-residential properties. 

Based upon their above commitment to exceed the standards, is there an opportunity to get the development signed up to Southern 
Water’s commitment called ‘target 100’: Target 100, together let's hit target 100. (southernwater.co.uk), which is an ambitious target 
we support and should be supported by Folkestone Hythe Council. We should be pushing for greater water efficiency standards, 
the National Framework report (link here) clearly set out that we need to see greater ambition on water efficiency. In the report, we 
set out that we expect the regional water resources groups (therefore water companies) to contribute to a national ambition to reduce 
individual water use. Whilst this area is not directly within SWS’s supply zone as Affinity are the public water supplier, it is within 
SWS’s wastewater service area, it’s also important to understand the connectivity that exists between the companies networks, there 
already exists bulk network water transfers between the companies with more proposed alongside other supply options as set out 
under Water Resources South East (WRSE) proposals and the companies Water Resource Management Plans (WRMP’s) in order 
to meet the growing demand and climate change. 

We hope you find our comments useful. 

 

http://www.gov.uk/
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5 The Gardens Trust  
(Alison Allighan) 

10.06.2022 Thank you for consulting the Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee on the above application which may affect Sandling 
Park and Port Lympne, historic designed landscapes of national importance which are included by Historic England on the 
Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest at Grades II and II*.  
 
We have considered the information provided in support of the application and liaised with our colleagues in Kent Gardens Trust. 
On the basis of this we confirm we do not wish to comment on the proposals at this stage. We would however emphasise that this 
does not in any way signify either our approval or disapproval of the proposals.  
 
If you have any further queries, please contact us, and we would be grateful to be advised of the outcome of the application in due 
course.  

LPA 374 
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Historic England 
(Alice Brockway) 

 
30.06.2022 Historic England objects to this outline application for a proposed garden settlement at Otterpool Park because it would cause 

serious and widespread harm to a rich and important historic environment, and in our view similar public benefits could be delivered 

in a less harmful form. 

Our concerns are greatest for the scheduled Barrow Cemetery, Barrow 44, and Westenhanger Castle, all of which derive 

significance from their landscape setting which would be fundamentally altered by the proposed settlement. We think the level of 

harm in NPPF terms is at the upper end of the range of less than substantial harm but could be substantial for the barrows. 

We think the application fails to meet key National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) policies for the historic environment 

(paragraphs 195, 200). We also consider it fails to meet the Council’s strategic allocation policy for Otterpool Park (SS7, 5 

Heritage and your own policy on archaeology (HE2). 

 

Historic England’s objection would only be removed by substantive and meaningful amendments to the application, which we outline 

in appendices 4-8 of this advice. We look forward to working constructively with your Council and the applicant to address the key 

recommendations of this advice. 

Historic England advice 

The heritage of Otterpool Park is extensive, rich, and intimately linked to the use of the site for thousands of years. 

At its heart is the partly ruinous 14th century Westenhanger Castle, a scheduled monument of exceptional significance sited in a 

gently undulating landscape at the foot of the North Downs. The castle’s landscape setting is fundamental to understanding its 

significance. It allows an appreciation of the castle as the focal point of a large rural estate, which is understood in a number of 

views from within the site. Archaeological features within its setting also paint a vivid picture of the castle’s magnificence and help 

explain the historic functional relationship of castle to landscape, e.g., the causeway which was the principal route into the castle. 

The castle, and evidence of activity associated with it, overlays a much older, complex funerary landscape, which includes 

scheduled Bronze Age burial mounds (comprising a cemetery group and two isolated barrows). The landscape of Otterpool Park is 

intimately linked to an understanding and appreciation of the significance of these ancient burial monuments, which were often 

sited on high points or ‘false crests or river valleys (e.g., the barrow cemetery and barrow 44). The current landscape setting 

highlights that these barrow sites were specifically chosen to allow views of, and be seen from, other key features in the landscape. 

More detailed advice on the significance of these assets is described in appendix 1. 

 
LPA 375 
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The proposed settlement of Otterpool Park would result in a fundamental change to the character of the Otterpool Park landscape 

from one which is predominantly rural to one which is heavily urban. Specifically, it would directly remove much of the immediate 

landscape setting that contributes to the significance of the barrows, Westenhanger Castle and Causeway. 

For Westenhanger Castle and the Causeway this would seriously harm an understanding that Westenhanger is a castle set in an 

extensive landscape accessed by a causeway that ran across that landscape. 

For the barrow cemetery and barrow 44, this loss of existing character would cause the severance of key connections both within 

the cemetery group, between individual barrows, and with important natural landscape features. This would make it very difficult, if 

not impossible, to understand the extent and character of this important Bronze Age funerary landscape as it relies on the subtle 

and nuanced relationship between barrows and landscape to interpret and understand it. 

 

Overall, we consider the impacts to be very serious to heritage of exceptional significance. For Westenhanger Castle and the 

Causeway, we think the harm would be at the upper end of the range of less than substantial. For the barrow cemetery and barrow 

44, we think the harm would be of a similar order but could be substantial. Our detailed advice on the impacts is described in 

appendix 2. 

The policy context governing change to the historic environment is described in Section 16 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and in your Council’s own policies on heritage, including SS7 (strategic allocation for Otterpool Park) and HE2 

(archaeology). Both the NPPF policies and your Council’s policies place great emphasis on the need to conserve or enhance 

heritage. The legislative context for 

decision taking affecting listed buildings and their settings also applies as outlined in the Planning (Listed building and Conservation 
Areas Act) 1990, S.66 (1). Further detail on policy and legislation is described in appendix 3. 

In its current form, Historic England considers that the outline application for Otterpool Park fails to meet key NPPF policies and 

your Council’s own policies for 

heritage. 

We therefore object to the application in its current form. In our view, the proposals would cause serious harm to a special place of 

great heritage significance and that this harm is capable of being much reduced without meaningfully affecting the key objective of 

delivering a new settlement. 

Recommendation 

We consider a number of amendments, described in appendices 4-8, could overcome our principal reasons for objection and we 

recommend that these are made prior to the determination of the application. 

We would welcome the opportunity to continue working constructively with your Council and the applicant to address our reasons 

for objection in a way which conserves significance and delivers the public benefits proposed in the outline application. 

Once amendments are made, we request that Historic England is re-consulted so that we may provide an updated position and 

concluding advice. 

In determining this application, you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features 

of special architectural or historic interest which they possess. 
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You should also bear in mind section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to determine planning applications 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

Finally, your Council must bear in section 85(1) of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to have regard to the purpose of 
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of AONBs. 

 

7 HSE Explosive Inspectorate  
(Maria-Elena Villegas) 

03.05.2022 Thank you for your email and attached application. HSE's Explosives Inspectorate has no comment to make on this application as 
according to our records it does not appear to fall within the consultation zones of an HSE licensed explosives site. If you believe 
that this development is within the vicinity of an HSE licensed explosives site, please let me know.  
 
Could you please ensure that prior to sending a further application for advice to HSE’s Explosives Inspectorate, you check your 
records and/or the HSE Planning Advice Web App to confirm that development falls within the safeguarding zones for a HSE 
licensed explosives site. Should you or your colleagues need any additional help in using the WebApp to obtain HSE's advice on 
a proposed development, a central support service is available. 
 
If you require statutory consultation from other parts of HSE e.g., major hazards, please contact them directly using the correct 
email address hazsubcon.cemhd5@hse.gov.uk.  
 
NB - On 1 August 2021 HSE became a statutory consultee with regard to building safety (in particular to fire safety aspects) for 
planning applications that involve a relevant building.  
A relevant building is defined in the planning guidance at gov.uk as:    
 

• containing two or more dwellings or educational accommodation and  

• meeting the height condition of 18m or more in height, or 7 or more storeys  
 

There is further information on compliance with the Building Safety Bill website. 

LPA 376 

 

8 HSE Planning Gateway One 
 
 

04.05.2022 Thank you for your email in relation to Y19/0257/FH is the statutory consultee for planning applications that involve or may involve 
a relevant building.   
  
Relevant building is defined as:   

• contains two or more dwellings or educational accommodation and   

• meets the height condition of 18m or more in height, or 7 or more storeys   
  
“Dwellings” includes flats, and “educational accommodation” means residential accommodation for the use of students boarding at 
a boarding school or in later stages of education (for definitions see article 9A (9) of the Town and Country Planning Development 
Management (England) Procedure Order 2015 as amended by article 4 of the 2021 Order.    
  
This application will be considered out of scope due to it being validated before the 1st August.  

LPA 377 

 

9 IDOM Land Contamination 
Review 
(Dr Lisa Horsley) 

27.05.2022 
Thank you for your recent request to carry out a review of the updated documents relevant to the above application. The 
review relates to land contamination (in the context of public protection) for Otterpool Park where it is proposed to develop a new 
garden settlement including 8,500 homes and associated town centre uses. This review should be considered in conjunction with 

 LPA 378 
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the Environment Agency consultation response which covers land contamination in the context of the protection of controlled 
waters. 

I have reviewed the updated planning application and identified the following relevant documents: 

• Application Document OP5: Environmental Statement (March 2022) introductory chapters 1 to 4 and Chapter 10: Geology, 
Hydrogeology and Land Quality which includes the following report as an appendix: 

o Environmental Statement Appendix 10.1: Arcadis Ground Conditions report, which itself includes the following 
reports as appendices: 

o Arcadis Ground Investigation Factual Report, December 2017; and Arcadis Ground Investigation Factual Report, 
November 2018. 

 
The Environmental Statement has been updated to reflect the current development proposals, changes in policy, guidance, 
and legislation and to reflect consultation comments raised since the 2019 application. The technical appendix that supports 
Chapter 10 remains unchanged. 

A comparison of the 2019 Chapter 10 and the 2022 Chapter 10 has been made and the following updates are noted: 

1. There is a change in the site boundary with additional land added on the northwest corner for a proposed wastewater 
treatment works, a parcel for highway works and the inclusion of Westenhanger Castle. These parcels were not included in 
the ground investigations; however, they can be included as part of future intrusive investigations in the detailed design 
process.  

2. The Chapter includes reference to updated legislation, updates to the National Planning Policy Framework and Council 
policies. These updates do not affect the outcome of the assessment.  

3. The Chapter includes reference to updated Environment Agency guidance on Land Contamination Risk Management 
published on gov.uk. The existing assessments are broadly in line with this new guidance 

4. The Chapter redefines the terms used for receptor sensitivity and provides more extensive commentary in the text. 
Definitions of receptor values have also been refined.  

5. The section on Design and Mitigation has been updated and now separately sets out embedded design measures (such 
as those set out in an Outline Code of Construction Practice), and any additional mitigation required. This is a logical 
approach in line with current guidance. 

6. The Chapter clearly states that more site investigation is proposed as part of detailed design and that it is anticipated that 
this will be secured through the imposition of the standard land contamination planning condition. 

7. The section on Residual and Cumulative Effects has been updated and now provides more information on cumulative effects. 

The Impact Assessment Summary effectively demonstrates the same outcome as the previous assessment, although some of the 
terms are more clearly defined. 

Having reviewed the updated documents, IDOM Merebrook can reiterate our earlier broad comments: 
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1. The documents present a phased investigation approach which is in line with current policy and guidance. 

2. The setting for this application is predominantly agricultural with associated farms as wells as some residential and light 
commercial uses. Localised potentially contaminative historic land uses were identified and include Otterpool Quarry, a 
landfill to the north of Lympne Industrial Park and the former Lympne Airport (which experienced wartime bombing). 

3. The reports include an overview desk study which establishes the geo-environmental setting of the site, past and current 
uses and the potential for contaminative land uses on site and adjacent land. The desk study is supported by a site 
walkover. The desk study assessment includes a conceptual site model which is considered appropriate by IDOM 
Merebrook. 

4. The reports include the findings of two phases of intrusive investigation. The intrusive investigation comprised the 
excavation of approximately 70 exploratory holes over the 580-hectare site and as such the investigation density is 
considered to be very low but did include targeting potential areas of concern identified by the desk study. The application 
is at outline stage and the applicants acknowledge the requirement for additional investigations as matters progress to the 
detailed stage. Given the findings of the desk study, IDOM Merebrook concur that the investigation density is sufficient to 
support the outline planning application. Contamination testing included on-site screening for volatile contaminants and 
laboratory testing for an appropriate potential contaminant suite. Limited contamination was identified, however given 
the limited site investigation coverage, the potential for additional contamination was highlighted. Nevertheless, 
Arcadis comment that land quality is unlikely to impose significant constraints on the development. This opinion is 
considered by IDOM Merebrook to be reasonable. 

5. Limited monitoring of ground gas has not identified a significant issue with hazardous ground gas, however as above, 
additional investigation and monitoring will be required prior to development.  

6. A subset of the site has been identified as having significantly elevated risk from unexploded ordnance. UXO clearance 
measures will be required prior to development in these areas.  

7. The report makes reference to the potential future usage of the CL:AIRE Code of Practice on the Definition of Waste. We 
have no objection to adopting this approach subject to satisfactory sign-off by a Qualified Person under the scheme.  

8. The Environmental Statement Chapter uses the desk study and site investigation data to establish the baseline 
conditions at the site. The definitions presented for sensitivity and impact magnitude with regard to land quality are 
considered by IDOM Merebrook to be appropriate and the limitations of the study have been correctly identified. The 
Design and Mitigation sections present appropriate responses to potential contamination which will ensure that 
environmental management controls are in place during construction and that any required remedial measures are 
identified so that they can be incorporated into the design of the proposed development. Residual effects on the topic of land 
quality are considered to be slight adverse but not significant during the construction phase and contamination impacts 
have been scoped out during the operation phase of the development (as the necessary controls and remediation will have 
been implemented during construction). This conclusion is considered to be reasonable by IDOM Merebrook. 

We are of the opinion that the development proposals should not be rejected on grounds of land contamination issues. It is important 
that Folkestone and Hythe District Council’s standard contaminated land planning condition be applied to any consent for 
development in order to secure the more detailed level of assessment that is appropriate for the site prior to development. 

The standard contaminated land planning condition is split into five sections as set out below: 
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1. Desk Study and Conceptual Model. 

2. Intrusive Site Investigation and Risk Assessment.  

3. Remedial Strategy and Verification Plan. 

4. Verification Report. 

5. Contamination Discovery Strategy. 

These should be implemented in a phased manner; with each phase only required should a potential risk or action be identified by 
the preceding phase. It is recommended that proposals for intrusive site investigation are agreed with the Council prior to the works! 

 

10 KCC Archaeology 
(Ben Found) 
 

01.07.2022 
01 Thank you for consulting us on the above planning application. As you will be very aware, this is an exceptionally large and 

complex scheme. Our advice below provides recommendations for some of the key heritage issues that should be considered 
in determining the planning application. Attached with this letter are various addendum advice notes, which are intended to 
provide more detailed accompanying comments on various aspects of the application. 

 
02 In setting out our advice below we acknowledge the significant amount of pre-application dialogue, discussion and consultation 

that underpins and informs the submitted application. Nevertheless, there are still areas where significant concerns remain on 
the detail within submitted information and on the effects of the application on heritage interest. We advise that elements of the 
present application will result in significant adverse effects on the historic environment and that some of the adverse effects 
are to nationally important designated heritage assets. In some cases, this has the potential to amount to substantial harm in 
NPPF terms. 

03 Because of these concerns we suggest changes are necessary to the application. Without such changes we do not think the 
proposed scheme can yet be judged to meet national and local planning policy and therefore we must recommend the 
application in its current form should be refused. In our advice below we have sought to set out constructive ways in which the 
application might be amended to overcome our concerns. 

04 Specifically, our principal concerns are: 

• The level of harm to Westenhanger Castle is not adequately described and is greater than currently assessed in the 
application. We suggest the harm caused will be less than substantial but is nevertheless significant. 

• The proposals will cause serious harm to the designated barrows within the application site due to the impact of the 
development on their setting. We consider that in some instances the harm has the potential to amount to substantial 
harm in NPPF terms. 

• The application is supported by cultural heritage mitigation and research strategies. We suggest that changes are 
necessary to these documents before they can be agreed (and these changes should be made before the outline 
application is determined). 

• The application proposes a range of heritage benefits, but not all of these are currently well-defined. It is essential that 
appropriate mechanisms are put in place to ensure that these heritage benefits are defined, secured, and trigger points 
are clearly set out for their delivery. Where benefits cannot yet be securely defined, then a clear pathway and timeframe 
for how such benefits will be realised must be agreed. 

LPA 379 
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The importance of Otterpool Park’s heritage 
05 The proposed site for Otterpool Park possesses a rich and varied array of heritage assets. These heritage assets explain how 

people have lived in and shaped the landscape that we see today over several millennia. They comprise a tapestry of buried 
archaeological remains, earthworks, landscape features and built heritage assets and include assets    designated because 
of their national importance.  
 

06 This palimpsest of heritage assets provides a rich place-making resource that spans from early Prehistory to the twentieth 
century: highlights include: 

• A Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age funerary landscape comprising groups of barrows (burial mounds) at Barrowhill 
and extending eastwards along the valley of the East Stour. Several of these barrows are designated as scheduled 
monuments. 

• Archaeological evidence for Prehistoric domestic, funerary, and agricultural activity from at least the Neolithic 
onwards, including field- systems, enclosures, and settlement sites. 

• Extensive Romano-British remains, including a previously unrecorded Roman villa with a possible bath-house and 
other buildings. The villa appears to sit within a rectangular enclosure and would have likely formed the centre of a 
wider villa estate. 

• Westenhanger Castle, a moated quadrangular castle of the fourteenth century (scheduled monument and listed 
building). In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries Westenhanger was one of Kent’s foremost great houses, 
including a period under Royal ownership. 

• Lympne airfield, a strategically important airfield that saw use in both the First and Second World Wars. 

07 The archaeological work already carried out at Otterpool Park has clearly demonstrated the potential for the discovery of 
previously unknown archaeological remains. The works to date have also shown how archaeological investigation can 
enhance our understanding of sites whose significance wasn’t previously fully understood or appreciated. We suggest that 
there is a high likelihood that further important archaeological remains will be found within the Otterpool Park project area. 
Such future discoveries could include further archaeological remains of national importance. 

Impacts on heritage assets 
08 We welcome the principle of ensuring that Otterpool Park has a clear sense of identity. We agree that the rich heritage of 

the area must play an important role in the identity of the new settlement. The NPPF highlights the role that the historic 
environment can make to sustainable communities and the positive contribution that it can make to local character and 
distinctiveness. 

09 It must be acknowledged however that the construction of a new town at Otterpool Park will cause harmful impacts to a 
wide range of heritage assets. Such harm might result from physical impacts to heritage assets, arise as a result of 
changes to an asset’s setting, or include both in combination. We have set out detailed comments in accompanying 
addenda that relate to the prehistoric barrows, Westenhanger Castle, Otterpool Roman villa, Lympne Airfield, historic 
farmsteads, and other non-designated archaeological assets. These addenda discuss how the proposals will impact 
aspects of these asset’s significance and make positive recommendations for improvements and highlight where conditions 
or other legal agreements might be required to deliver identified mitigation measures. 

Delivering public benefit 
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10 Given the harm that will be caused to the historic environment we think it essential that the proposed development delivers 
substantial benefit, and this must include a comprehensive package of heritage benefits. We think this benefit should take a         
variety of forms that collectively contribute to the heritage vision set out in the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy. 

 
11 Creating knowledge that answers key research questions about our past and providing sustainable long-term futures for 

retained heritage assets are examples of heritage benefit. 
 
12 Opportunities for engagement with the heritage of Otterpool Park should be built into the development from the outset so 

that new and future residents can interact with and enjoy the heritage of the site. We welcome commitments within the 
Environmental Statement to the creation of on-site heritage interpretation, trails, and walks. It is important that appropriate 
provisions are put in place (either through conditions or legal agreement) to ensure their delivery and on-going 
management. 

 
13 We think that on-site facilities for heritage interpretation should be included, either within dedicated spaces, or preferably 

integrated with proposed community venues, schools, and public buildings. These facilities should include for the 
permanent and temporary public display of archaeological finds and exhibitions. 

 
14 The long-delivery timetable means that new residents will be living at Otterpool Park as archaeological mitigation works 

progress. We think this presents an exciting opportunity for people to become actively engaged in the site’s heritage by 
participation in archaeological-led activities through the life of the development programme. The employment of a project 
specific community archaeologist, funded through developer contributions, would be necessary to facilitate the delivery of 
such activities. We think such an approach would accord well with the heritage vision for the site. 

15 Summary of public benefit recommendations: 

•  The commitment to delivering heritage-led public benefit should be 
embedded in all Tiers and phases of development. 

•  All archaeological works should be carried out in reference to an 
agreed site-wide research strategy so that knowledge gain can be targeted at addressing key regional and national 
research priorities. 

•  On-site interpretation and heritage trails proposed within the Heritage 
Strategy should be secured by condition or legal agreement. 

•  Facilities for on-site heritage interpretation should be provided which 
allow for the display of archaeological artefacts and housing of heritage exhibitions. 
 

•  Opportunity for public participation in archaeological-led activities 
should be provided through the life of the development programme. These should be facilitated through the funding of 
an Otterpool Park community archaeologist. 

Application documentation 
16 The application includes a significant amount of documentation. In providing you with advice we have concentrated on 

reviewing the documents that relate directly to the historic environment. This is on the understanding that the information 
contained within documents relating to other specialist areas will not materially conflict with these. 

 
17 The application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement, and we have appended our specific comments on the text 

of the Cultural Heritage chapter. 
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18 We note that the application differentiates between documents that have been submitted for approval as part of Tier 1 and 

documents that have been submitted in support of this application and will be used to guide and inform ongoing work 
through Tiers 2 and 3. We recognise the intention is that the documents submitted in support of the application are used to 
explain and contextualise the plans and documents that have been submitted for approval. Although not for approval these 
supporting documents do set an expectation for what might be delivered through future tiers. 

Development specification 
19 We welcome acknowledgement in the Development Specification that further archaeological investigation at Otterpool Park 

could result in additional Environmental Impact Assessment considerations that would need to be addressed in subsequent 
tiers. 

 
20 The development specification identifies that some off-site infrastructure and utility works will be required to support 

development at Otterpool Park. Such off-site works could have an impact on heritage assets, including buried 
archaeological remains. Provision should be made for appropriate archaeological investigation during such works. This 
should include a commitment by the applicant to fund off-site archaeological investigations required for works being 
undertaken by statutory undertakers where such work directly results from the requirements of the Otterpool Park 
development. Examples of such off- site works could include, but are not limited to, utilities provisions, highways 
improvements and habitat creation. 

 
21 The Development Specification notes that most of the land will remain under agricultural use until it is required for 

development. We strongly recommend that all heritage assets of national importance and/or assets intended for 
preservation in situ should be taken out of plough at the immediate available opportunity and that no further short-term 
tenancy agreements should be entered into which allow ploughing on such sites. Additionally, we note the potential for 
short-term meanwhile uses for buildings. Where these buildings have a heritage interest the applicant should ensure that 
such uses do not impact upon significance. Meanwhile uses that deliver heritage benefit should be sought. Measures 
should be put in place to ensure that buildings of historic interest that are being retained are maintained in good order whilst 
long-term uses are sought. 

 
22 We welcome the inclusion of supporting appendix 4 which provides a register of commitments made in the various 

supporting documents. We ask that the heritage commitments are listed in full in the same way as they are for other 
subject areas. 

• Strategic Design Principles 
23 The Strategic Design Principles document provides a high-level overview that sets out key site influences and the design 

principles. These will be used to inform detailed masterplans and design codes that will be developed and implemented in 
Tiers 2 & 3 and will ultimately deliver the overarching vision for Otterpool Park. 

24 We support the overall vision that is set out in Section 2.0 of the document. We also welcome the inclusion of a section 
considering the historic environment (3.7) as part of the site-wide guiding plans and the way in which heritage 
considerations have been threaded through the document. 

 
25 We note however that there are some inconsistencies around how heritage assets are shown on the accompanying guiding 

plans. For example, Fig 3.7 shows only six of the seven individual barrows at the scheduled Barrow Hill cemetery. It is not 
clear why the seventh (northwesternmost) barrow has been omitted (and on other plans e.g., Fig 3.3 only three are shown 



Consultation responses table  
Otterpool Y19/0257/FH 

 
 

23 
 

and elsewhere none)? The more detailed plan of the Hill Top character area illustrated in Fig 4.14 again shows six of the 
seven barrows, but this time the northwesternmost barrow is included but one of the southern barrows is omitted. Similarly, 
Fig 3.7 shows two (of three) non-designated barrows but omits the scheduled barrow south of the Roman villa. 

26 We do not think the document sufficiently addresses the potential for the future discovery of presently unknown but 
important buried archaeological remains. The potential for additional EIA considerations to emerge because of future 
archaeological works is acknowledged elsewhere in the application documentation. We think it essential that the Strategic 
Design Principals sets the tone for how such future discoveries will be treated. The document should identify an 
overarching design principle to explain that treatment of newly revealed heritage assets will respond to significance. It 
should set the presumption that important and nationally important new discoveries will, where possible, be conserved and 
enhanced. 

27 We have included further comments on the Strategic Design Principles as an addendum to this letter. 

• Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy 
 
28 We have previously provided you with detailed comments on an earlier draft of the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy and 

we welcome the positive changes that have been made to the document. We feel that the strategy now presented is a 
significant improvement but would benefit from some further revision to fully take account of comments previously made by 
Historic England, your Conservation Consultants and ourselves. Principally we suggest: 

 

• The strategy could be further streamlined to make it more succinct and remove repetition. This would help make the 
document more accessible and   useable. That some of the proposed commitments need to be tightened so that the 
process, timeframe, and any trigger points for delivery are clear, concise, and capable of being secured through 
planning condition, legal agreement, or other means. 

• That the illustrative material included within the strategy must be relevant and reflect current thinking. 

Westenhanger Castle Conservation Management Plan 
29 As with the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy we have previously provided you with comments on a draft of the 

conservation management plan for Westenhanger Castle. Again, we do not intend to repeat these comments. We welcome 
the changes that have already been made to the Conservation Management Plan, but we still consider that aspects relating 
to the archaeological interest of Westenhanger could be better integrated into a holistic understanding of significance. We 
also find that some of the policies remain generic. We recommend that updates to the Conservation Management Plan are 
secured. 

• Cultural Heritage Mitigation & Research Strategies 
30 The Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy and the Cultural Heritage Research Strategy form appendices to the Otterpool 

Park Heritage Strategy.  
 These will be key documents that provide the basis and method for delivering the cultural heritage mitigation measures 

outlined in the Environmental Statement. We envisage these documents will form the foundation for the delivery of future 
archaeological works across the Otterpool Park site and therefore must clearly set out a framework of archaeological 
actions that can be secured by condition. 
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31 The documents require substantial revision before we can recommend their approval. Given their key role as control 
documents against which future archaeological works can be conditioned, we think it is essential that these revisions are 
made before the present application is determined. 

 
32 We think the research strategy and mitigation strategy should form one document and that this document needs to have 

significantly more focus on what is going to be done, rather than works that have already been completed. 

33 We have appended comments which set out in detail what we think must be included within a revised Cultural Heritage 
Mitigation Strategy. 

Policy background 

• Local planning policy 
34 Policies SS6 – SS9 of the Folkestone & Hythe Core Strategy Review relate to the delivery of a new garden town at Otterpool 

Park. Policy SS7 (5) relates to the “Enhancement of Heritage Assets”. It sets out the need for a Heritage Strategy for the 
garden town to be agreed and explains how development should conserve and enhance heritage assets and their setting. It 
notes that the Heritage Strategy should include an archaeological strategy. We suggest that revisions are still required to the 
Heritage Strategy before it is agreed and that substantial revisions are required to the archaeological strategy. We also have 
concerns that the proposed development will cause serious damage to the designated and nationally important barrows and 
therefore does not meet the policy objective of conserving and, where appropriate, enhancing the most significant heritage 
assets. We therefore advise that modifications are required to the application for it to be judged to meet the expectations of 
Policy SS7 of the Core Strategy Review (2022). 

35 The Folkestone & Hythe Places & Policies Local Plan (2020) includes a series of policies that relate to the Historic 
Environment of the district. Policy HE2 relates to archaeology and notes that “important archaeological sites, together with 
their settings, will be protected and, where possible, enhanced. It states that development which would adversely affect 
important archaeological sites will not be permitted. The barrows at Otterpool Park have been formally assessed and as a 
result several have been designated. There is little doubt therefore that these should be judged as “important archaeological 
sites” under the wording of Policy HE2. The Environmental Statement is clear that the development proposed would 
adversely affect the setting of the barrows, and for Barrow 44, the Environmental Statement says the barrow would “lose its 
open setting”. The proposals clearly cannot be judged to protect or enhance the setting of these important heritage assets 
and in such circumstances Policy HE2 says that development should be refused. We therefore advise that the application is 
not currently compliant with Policy HE2 of the Folkestone & Hythe Places & Policies Local Plan (2020). 

•  The National Planning Policy Framework 
36 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the government’s planning policies for England and describes 

how the policies should be applied to achieve sustainable development. Chapter 16 of the NPPF sets out the main policies 
for the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment. 

37 The NPPF describes (paragraph 189) that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource that should be conserved in a 
manner appropriate to their significance. It explains that heritage assets draw their significance from their physical 
presence, but also from their setting. The Otterpool Park development site includes a range of heritage assets, both 
designated and non-designated of varying levels of significance. 
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38 These include nationally important heritage assets, such as Westenhanger Castle, the castle causeway and a series of 
Bronze Age barrows which are designated at the highest level, as well as non-designated archaeological remains, such as 
the Otterpool Roman villa, which are considered to potentially be of equivalent significance to a scheduled monument, such 
that footnote 68 of the NPPF applies. Footnote 68 explains that non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest 
of the highest significance, should be subject to the same NPPF policies as designated heritage assets. This means that 
when determining the application, you should effectively treat them as if they were scheduled. We also fully expect there to 
be further archaeological remains that are yet to be identified or fully understood where footnote 68 would also apply. 

39 Paragraph 194 of the NPPF describes how local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 
significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. It notes that the level of detail 
should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and should be sufficient to understand the impact of the proposal on that 
significance. It notes for heritage assets of archaeological interest that an archaeological field evaluation may be necessary. 
The submitted application includes a range of documents assessing the impact of the scheme on the historic environment, 
including archaeological field evaluation of targeted parts of the site (albeit at a comparatively low density). We broadly feel 
that this information package provides sufficient information to allow informed judgements to be made on the principal 
impacts of the Tier 1 (outline) application. There are some aspects where detail is not sufficient to fully understand impact, 
for example where SUDS are proposed close to heritage assets, but we do not think that the submission of further detail 
would materially alter our comments at this stage. 

40 The NPPF requires that the Local Planning Authority should look to avoid or minimise any conflict between the 
conservation of heritage assets and any aspect of the proposal (paragraph 195). The NPPF however not only describes 
how harmful impacts should be avoided or minimised, but also explains that local planning authorities should take account 
of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets (paragraph 197). It goes on to note the 
positive contribution that heritage assets can make and how new development should make a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 

41 The NPPF states at paragraph 199 that great weight should be given to the conservation of designated heritage assets. No 
other planning consideration is given more weight. Footnote 68 means that an equally great weight should be applied to 
non-designated archaeological remains that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments. It should 
be noted that this weight is irrespective of whether harm is substantial or less than substantial. 

42 We think there are elements of the proposal that cause harm to heritage assets of the highest significance. For 
Westenhanger Castle and the castle causeway we advise this harm is towards the higher end of the less than substantial 
harm spectrum. For the scheduled barrow cemetery, we similarly think the harm to the overall monument is at the upper 
end of less than substantial harm and are especially concerned about how Barrow 131 is treated. For Barrow 44 we think 
that the harm might pass the test of being substantial harm as the proposals will result in the total loss of the asset’s setting 
which is a key aspect of its significance. 

43 The NPPF explains at paragraph 200 that substantial harm to assets of the highest significance should be wholly 
exceptional. We think – given the aspirations of this garden town and the vision proposed in the Heritage Strategy – and 
taking account of the size of the project area, that such harm cannot be clearly and convincingly justified, nor are all the 
tests set-out in paragraph 201 met. The NPPF clearly states that applications which would lead to substantial harm should 
be refused and we advise this should be the case here unless the application is amended. 
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44 Where harm is less than substantial the NPPF explains that the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal (paragraph 202). We think it is essential that any public benefits include heritage gains. These heritage gains 
must include actions that sustain and enhance significance. The Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy provides a broad base of 
heritage benefits that might be delivered by the scheme. We find that in some instances there is insufficient detail in terms 
of who will deliver the benefit, and when the benefit will be provided, which means that some of the proposed benefits will 
be difficult to positively secure. 

45 The NPPF acknowledges that it may not be appropriate to conserve all heritage assets. Provision is therefore made at 
paragraph 205 to require developers to record and advance understanding of heritage assets that are to be lost whether 
wholly or in part. It also sets the requirement to make the results of this recording (including the archive generated) publicly 
accessible. The Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy is the document that should detail the framework mechanism that sets 
out how the mitigation measures detailed in the Environmental Statement will be translated into a programme of 
archaeological works and how the knowledge gained from this will be used to advance understanding in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF. We think changes are required to the mitigation strategy if it is to meet what is required. 

•  Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
46 In determining this application, you should take account of the statutory duty within section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess. 

•  Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 197 
47 The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 gives statutory protection to nationally important 

archaeological sites that have been selected for scheduling. Decisions on whether a site is nationally important are guided 
by the Principles of Selection laid down by the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media, and Sport. The Act requires 
that anyone who wishes to carry out works to a scheduled monument must apply for prior written permission from the 
Secretary of State. Should planning permission be granted for Otterpool Park this does not remove the need for Scheduled 
Monument Consent for works to the various scheduled monuments at the site. 

Conclusions 
48 Kent County Council supports the overall ambition of delivering a new garden town at Otterpool Park. However, at this 

stage Kent County Council Heritage Conservation has concerns about the impact of the scheme on heritage assets 
including assets designated at the highest level. We also have concerns about the future treatment of currently unknown 
heritage assets and the approach to future mitigation currently set out in the supporting Cultural Heritage Mitigation 
Strategy. 

49 We think changes to the proposed scheme are required before the application can be judged to meet planning policy         
requirements and the aspirations defined in the vision for Otterpool Park. We therefore advise that determination of the   
application is deferred until positive changes are made to address the concerns highlighted in our advice. 

50 We would be pleased to work with the applicant and yourselves to agree positive amendments to the application so that it 
fully meets the vision to create a distinctive place that celebrates heritage and uses the richness of the historic environment 
as a key inspiration for the new garden town. 
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Attachments: 
 

Addendum Advice 1: Prehistoric barrows – issues and recommendations Addendum Advice 2: Otterpool Roman villa – 
issues and recommendations Addendum Advice 3: Westenhanger Castle – issues and recommendations Addendum 
Advice 4: Historic farmsteads – issues and recommendations Addendum Advice 5: Lympne Airfield – issues and 
recommendations Addendum Advice 6: Non-designated archaeology – issues and recommendations 
Addendum Advice 7: Environmental Statement 
Addendum Advice 8: Strategic Design Principles 
Addendum Advice 9: Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy (including 

Research Strategy) 
 

Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 1: Prehistoric barrows – issues and 
recommendations 

Significance 
A1.1 The presence of Prehistoric barrows in the area where Otterpool Park is proposed is well documented and this is reflected 

in the placename Barrowhill. Archaeological investigations carried out for Otterpool Park have confirmed the identification 
of several suspected barrows and identified the presence of additional, previously unknown examples. Nine of these 
barrows have subsequently been designated as scheduled monuments, including the remains of seven barrows at 
Barrowhill. 

A1.2 Barrows are a type of Prehistoric funerary monument, with the examples at Otterpool Park being round barrows, a type of 
monument that most commonly dates to around the Early Bronze Age. These Early Bronze Age round barrows can take a 
variety of forms and are typically, but not always, associated with one or more burials. Round barrows in Kent typically take 
the form of an earthen mound, usually surrounded by a substantial ring-shaped ditch, with the mound covering single or 
multiple burials. It is not unusual for additional ‘satellite’ burials to accompany such barrows, located around the edges of 
the monument. Sometimes such mounds acted as a focus for burials in later periods. The barrows at Otterpool take a 
variety of forms, from small simple ring-ditches to larger, more complex, and possibly multi-phase monuments. 

A1.3 As monuments barrows were deliberately sited in the landscape, often responding to local topographical features, 
landform, and each other. They are often found on local topographic high points or along ridges near water. They can occur 
as isolated examples or clustered together in barrow cemeteries. The seven scheduled barrows at Barrowhill form a 
dispersed, elongated cemetery group running across the hilltop. To the east of Barrowhill there are further barrows 
(including the now scheduled barrow known as Barrow 44) extending along the valley of the East Stour, close to the 70m 
contour, in a ‘beaded’ linear fashion and located above bends in the river. This suggests an element of deliberate spatial 
organisation of this group of barrows. 

A1.4 The application is accompanied by a Statement of Significance for the Prehistoric barrows. we do not think this statement 
provides sufficient analysis of how the individual barrows may relate to each other, how they function as part of the group, 
nor how they have been located in the landscape in terms of topography, aspect, natural features, or other prehistoric 
activity in the area. We do not agree with the division made in the applicant’s Statement of Significance between barrows 
44, 58, 113, 114 & 135 and barrows 115, 130 & 130. The barrows are all component parts of the same cemetery and there 
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is no evidence that the more distant barrows have any less of a connection to the cemetery group. We think on the basis of 
current information that it is correct to treat each barrow as contributing equally to the cemetery’s group value. 
 

Impact of the proposed development on significance 
A1.5 The parameter plans submitted for approval show that the proposed development will likely result in the total loss of non-

designated barrows 253, 263 and 284. The proposals will also sever links between barrow 131 and the other barrows of 
the scheduled barrow cemetery and will profoundly change the landscape setting of the remainder of the barrow cemetery 
(including barrows 58, 113, 114, 115, 130 & 135) and individual barrows 44 and 136. We think the harm that will be caused 
to barrow 131 as an integral component of a scheduled barrow cemetery and to the setting of barrow 44 are of particular 
concern. 

A1.6 Barrow 131 is the northwesternmost barrow within the scheduled barrow cemetery at Barrow Hill.  
The location of Barrow 131 is shown on the submitted parameter plans as being separated from the rest of the cemetery by 
built development and a main movement corridor (primary street). We think the severance of Barrow 131 from the other 
barrows in this cemetery group is harmful as it will prevent appreciation of the cemetery as a whole, it will remove the ability 
to understand the dispersed linear layout of the cemetery and it will significantly impact the ability to appreciate the scale 
and landscape setting of this nationally important group of funerary monuments. The group value of the cemetery is 
identified as a key element of the asset’s significance. The harm to the whole cemetery is exacerbated by the impact that 
development about the proposed Barrow Hill Green will have on 1) the ability to appreciate the barrow’s position on high-
ground, 2) the relationship of the cemetery with local topography, and 3) how the cemetery is experienced in its wider 
landscape setting. Barrow Hill Green is described as being one unified area of open space, but we note that the application 
documentation suggests the presence of sports pitches projecting into this open area, which if provided would result in a 
sub-divided, not unified space. 

A1.7 The proposed individual treatment of Barrow 131 within the parameter plans and Strategic Design Principles is of very 
great concern. No open space is shown on the present parameter plan about this barrow, presumably because the area 
proposed is so small as not to be visible at the site-wide scale of the parameter plans. Open space is shown in the 
illustrative plans accompanying the Strategic Design Principles (Fig 4.14) which takes the form of a pocket of managed 
green space ringed on all sides by development. The Environmental Statement describes the area of open space that will 
be provided as “small.” 

A1.8 The scheduling entry for this barrow cemetery highlights their significance as a group and the barrows are designated as a 
group. We think the approach taken within the Environmental Statement to assess the impact of the proposals on these 
barrows individually is incorrect, each barrow is a component of a single scheduled monument and the impact on the whole 
group needs to be considered. We strongly disagree with the conclusions of the Environmental Statement on the 
magnitude of harm that will be caused to this designated barrow cemetery. 

A1.9 We also have very substantial concerns about the proposed treatment of Barrow 44. This is one of a series of barrows that 
extend along the corridor of the East Stour, being situated on a local high point overlooking a bend in the river. We think 
this spatial positioning within the landscape is an important consideration in understanding the significance of the barrow. 
We place great weight on the    contribution that the setting of the barrow makes to its significance, particularly the ability to 
understand the barrow’s relationship with the surrounding landscape, river corridor and its role as part of a wider funerary 
landscape. These relationships also make a positive contribution to how the barrow is experienced as a place of burial.  
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A1.10 We note that the Environmental Statement places special emphasis on the key viewpoint between Barrows 44 and 136, but 
we suggest that this intervisibility forms only one aspect of their setting. 

A1.11 As with Barrow 131 the proposals for Barrow 44 show it preserved in an area of open-space tightly defined around the 
scheduled monument. The Environmental Statement notes that this area of open- space is too small to appear on the 
Parameter Plans but is shown indicatively within the Strategic Design Principles document. The Strategic Design 
Principles suggest that the barrow should be integrated Into the open-space structure in a way which enhances 
understanding and experience, but we do not think this is achievable within the constraints of the present parameters. We 
think the harm to the setting of the barrow will be compounded by the scale of the proposed development around it which 
is shown in the parameters to be up to 18m in height. The scale and enclosing nature of the development shown in the 
application would entirely sever the barrow from its landscape setting and remove the ability to appreciate links with that 
landscape and other heritage assets. 
 

Assessment of harm 
A1.12 We think the proposed development will cause harm to the barrows at Otterpool and in all instances we think this harm is 

greater or significantly greater than suggested in the Environmental Statement. We think the harm is greatest to Barrows 
131 and 44. 

A1.13 The parameter plans as currently illustrated will sever Barrow 131 from the other barrows in this cemetery which will impact 
a key element of the asset’s significance. The proposed development would also have a harmful impact on the wider setting 
of the barrow cemetery. We therefore judge the harm to the scheduled monument to be significant, falling at the upper end 
of “less than substantial harm.” However, we think that the impact on Barrow 131 as an individual component of the 
cemetery is greater. 

A1.14 The Environmental Statement concludes that the scheduled Barrow 44 will experience a “significant adverse 
environmental effect”. We do not agree with the methodology that the applicant has used to translate how significant 
effects in EIA terms constitute “substantial” or “less than substantial harm” as set out in the NPPF. The Environmental 
Statement suggests that substantial harm can only arise where there is total loss of significance. Such an approach does 
not accord with the NPPF which clearly differentiates substantial harm from total loss (see for example NPPF 201 which 
refers to substantial harm or total loss of significance). It must therefore stand that substantial harm can occur independent 
of total loss. It might be more appropriate to consider substantial harm as occurring when an adverse impact causes a 
major adverse effect on a key element of an asset’s significance or special interest. The Environmental Statement 
describes how the proposals will “preserve the barrow itself and a narrow buffer and not any of its setting.” The removal of 
the barrow’s setting would mean the loss of an important element of the barrow’s significance, and this could be 
considered to amount to substantial harm. 

A1.15 We think the proposals will also cause some harm to Barrow 136. The barrow will retain some of its setting as a result of its 
position within the proposed Country Park. However, the scheduling description and the Environmental Statement both 
describe the view from Barrow 136 to Barrow 44 as being a key view and this will be lost as a result of development 
between the two monuments. Wider development will also reduce the ability to appreciate the relationship between Barrow 
136, the East Stour, and other barrows along the river. We think this would amount to less than substantial harm in NPPF 
terms. 
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A1.16 Finally, the proposed development will result in the total loss of non-designated barrows 253, 263 and 284. Whilst these 
barrows were judged not to meet the criteria for scheduling this should not mean an automatic presumption that their loss 
should be accepted. Although non-designated these barrows do have group value as part of a wider funerary landscape as 
well as having evidential value. We think the applicant should look for opportunities to preserve these barrows in situ 
wherever possible in Tier 2 but recognise this may not always be achievable. We note there is the potential for further 
archaeological evidence to be encountered that would require the assessment of the significance of these barrows to be 
revisited and they could yet be demonstrated to have equivalent significance to a scheduled monument.  

Summary of recommended actions for the Prehistoric barrows at Otterpool Park: 

• Revisions are needed to the parameter plans so that built development is removed from between Barrow 131 and the 
other barrows in this barrow cemetery. 

• The Strategic Design Principles for Barrow Hill Park should be amended to place greater emphasis on the ability to 
appreciate the relationship between the barrows and the wider landscape, including their topographic setting, views 
towards the North Downs and relationship to the East Stour. 

• Barrow 44 needs to be placed into a substantially larger area of open space and the parameter plans and Strategic 
Design Principles amended accordingly. 

• The open space about Barrow 44 must enable its landscape setting to be appreciated and its relationship with the East 
Stour to be understood 

• Additional assessment and analysis should be secured to further refine our understanding of the setting of the barrows 
ahead of Tier 2. 

• Options for the retention of the non-designated barrows should be pursued through the Tier 2 design work.  
• Appropriate measures and mechanisms to secure the future management of all barrows to be preserved in situ should 

be established. 

Significance 
A2.1 Archaeological investigations at Otterpool park have revealed evidence for extensive Romano-British archaeological 

activity across the Otterpool Park site. This evidence includes the discovery of a previously unrecorded Roman villa located 
to the south of the A20 near Red House Farm. 

A2.2 The villa lies about 1km west of Stone Street and 1.6km north of Aldington Road, both of which have their origins as 
Roman roads. South of Aldington Road is the site of Roman Lympne (Portus Lemanis) a port and town which dates from at 
least the second century AD. Other known or potential Roman villas are recorded in the hinterland of Portus Lemanis, 
including a scheduled example at Burch’s Rough, about 3km from the Otterpool Park villa. The archaeological evidence 
from Otterpool Park forms part of a wider pattern of Roman occupation and activity and illustrates the continued 
attractiveness of the lands of the East Stour for farming and settlement. 

A2.3 Archaeological investigation has shown the Otterpool villa to comprise the stone footings of various building ranges, 
including a possible bathhouse, all set within an enclosure. Within the villa enclosure there is evidence for a possible 
malting oven. There was also possible evidence for the production of glass on or near the site and a piece of Roman 
window glass was recovered. The archaeological evidence suggests the remains of the villa primarily comprise stone-built 
foundations of at least two phases. There is some evidence that the adjacent stream may have been channeled, with the 
recovery of millstone fragments suggesting the possibility of a mill at the site. Activity at the villa is understood to 
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commence in the later 1st century AD, but with the majority of features dating between the early- to mid- 2nd century and 
the mid-3rd century AD. 

A2.4 The building complex included an in-situ hypocaust and associated flue and remains of painted wall-plaster and large 
quantities of Roman roof, floor and hypocaust flue tiles were recovered from the site. From within the backfill of the 
hypocaust were two Roman column (or engaged column) bases made from imported limestone from Boulogne. Column 
bases such as these are very rare in rural Romano-British buildings and are usually found on buildings of very high status. 
The assemblage of pottery recovered from the site included a mix of native and imported vessels, again indicative of higher 
status activity. 

A2.5 The villa is judged to have high archaeological potential (evidential value). Waterlogging of some pits and ditches allows 
for the survival of organic remains, including wooden objects, antler and environmental evidence that might not ordinarily 
survive. It appears to be a building of high-status and forms part of an emerging group of known and potential Roman 
villas located in the vicinity of Lympne. Its possible early date and the use of imported stone are also notable and contribute 
to the site’s significance. We judge that the villa complex is of sufficient significance to warrant consideration for 
scheduling. 

Impact of the proposed development on significance 
A2.6 The parameter plans show the site of Otterpool Roman villa as falling within open space within the proposed Otterpool 

Country Park. The location of the villa within an area of managed open space will allow for its preservation in situ which is 
welcomed. The fields containing the villa are currently in a mix of arable and pastural use and taking the villa out of plough 
will be an obvious benefit. 

A2.7 The current, largely rural setting of the villa alongside a stream contributes to an understanding of the landscape setting of 
the villa and helps illustrate the villa’s role as the centre of a wider agricultural   estate. Development across this open, 
rural landscape will have an impact on the setting of the villa, but the proposed country park will help to preserve a degree 
of its current setting. 

A2.8 The presence of waterlogged deposits within the eastern part of the site, 
alongside the present stream are significant. This is because these deposits will preserve a range of organic objects and 
finds that might not ordinarily survive at a rural villa site. Additionally, the waterlogged deposits associated with the stream 
will likely preserve deposits that contain a wealth of palaeo- environmental information that could make a significant 
contribution to understanding the vegetational and environmental history of the villa and its environs. Harm could be 
caused to the villa’s significance should development alter the hydrological environment so that deposits currently 
waterlogged become dewatered. 

A2.9 Design proposals for the new Otterpool Country Park will need to take account of the site’s heritage significance. So, for 
example, new tree planting within the area of the villa would not be appropriate and any proposed paths or other park 
infrastructure must be carefully sited to avoid damaging below ground archaeological remains. We think the position of the 
villa within the proposed country park presents a significant opportunity for public engagement with- and enhancing 
understanding of- the heritage asset through interpretation, public art, and other means. 

A2.10 The Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy recommends the preparation of a Conservation Management Plan for the villa to 
inform further technical studies and archaeological investigation requirements in order to establish design options for the 
long-term preservation and presentation of the villa site. We broadly support such an approach and suggest that the 
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requirement to prepare a Conservation Management Plan ahead of Tier 2 and a timetable for further work should be 
conditioned. The mechanism to secure the long-term management and stewardship of the villa site will also need to be 
established. An immediate beneficial action that could be secured would be to take the villa site permanently out of plough. 

Assessment of harm 
A2.11 We think the proposed development at Otterpool Park will cause some harm to the setting of the Roman villa, but that this 

harm could be mitigated to an extent through careful landscaping. We suggest that this harm would be at the lower end of 
“less than substantial” in NPPF terms1 and note that much of the villa’s significance is drawn from its archaeological 
(evidential value). Furthermore, we suggest that removing the villa from plough and seeking opportunities to enhance and 
better reveal significance would present a clear heritage benefit. 

 

Summary of recommended actions for Otterpool Roman villa: 

• Secure the production of a Conservation Management Plan for the Roman villa site ahead of Tier 2. 

• Establish and secure the necessary steps that will be taken in Tier 2, including any further technical 
studies and/or archaeological investigation works, to inform design proposals for how the villa will be 
preserved, interpreted, and presented along with a timetable for the delivery of these steps. 

• Determine arrangements for and/or the mechanism required to establish the long-term stewardship and 
management of the villa site. 

• Take the villa site out of plough. 

(1 The villa is not designated, but potentially might fulfil the criteria for scheduling. In such a scenario it is necessary (in line with 
footnote 68 of the NPPF) to apply a precautionary approach so that non-designated archaeological remains of equivalent 
significance to a scheduled monument are afforded the same planning protection as they would get if they were designated.) 
 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 3: 
 Westenhanger Castle – issues and recommendations 

Significance 
A3.1 Westenhanger Castle was once one of the very great houses in Kent and in the sixteenth century was under Royal 

ownership. It was set within a substantial deer park which surrounded the castle on all sides. Westenhanger castle is a 
scheduled monument and grade I listed building. The causeway which was the principal historic access to Westenhanger 
Castle is a scheduled monument in its own right and the two stone-built conjoined barns in the castle’s outer court are also 
grade I listed. 

A3.2 The deer park that once surrounded Westenhanger Castle is not designated, but the present open rural landscape makes 
an important contribution to the significance of Westenhanger and understanding the role of the castle as the centre of an 
extensive estate. It is possible that further archaeological investigation within the parkland may further reveal elements of 
the former deer park. 

A3.3 We acknowledge that to the north the castle’s setting has been harmed by the M20 motorway, and domestic and HS1 rail 
lines which have severed the castle from its estate to the north. We think this makes the remaining aspects, particularly 
those to the west and south, more sensitive to change. 

A3.4 We place special importance on the castle’s southern aspect. This is because it is from the south that the castle was 
historically approached by means of a causeway, and because historically the castle would have included chambers that 
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were designed to take advantage of the view south from the castle. It is here that we believe the more formal elements of 
the castle’s landscape would likely have been located, including a walled garden immediately south of the scheduled area. 

A3.5 Historically the principal approach to Westenhanger would have been from the south along the causeway (a scheduled 
monument). It is as you approach Westenhanger along the causeway that some of the best views of the castle set against 
the backdrop of the North Downs can be appreciated. 
As visitors neared the castle the postulated formal gardens on Westenhanger’s southern side would have come into view 
before the entrance driveway turned through the outer court with its impressive stone barn showing the wealth of the 
castle’s owners. 

A3.6 We agree that the south aspect has seen change since Tudor times, not least through the establishment of the racecourse. 
Nevertheless, the current openness establishes a strongly rural character which helps visitors to Westenhanger understand 
that the castle was once set within a very extensive deer park, which historically extended as far as the A20 Ashford Road. 
We think this openness is a key part of how the asset is experienced and we place special importance on views from the 
causeway towards Westenhanger Castle. 

Impact of the proposed development on significance 
A3.7 We think it is essential that Westenhanger Castle plays a major role in defining the identity of the new town. However, it 

must be acknowledged that the creation of a new town in such proximity to Westenhanger Castle will profoundly and 
permanently change the asset’s setting. The open rural setting of Westenhanger Castle will be lost, to be replaced by new 
urban development. The proposals will introduce new development to the south, east and west of the castle, with the 
parameter plans allowing for some of the tallest development (up to 18 m in height) to be in areas close to the castle and 
flanking the causeway. 

A3.8 We welcome the inclusion of a key design principle within the Strategic Design Principles that celebrates the causeway but 
suggest that more is needed to be done if this principle is to be met. The causeway is shown as a pedestrian and cycle 
route on the submitted parameter plans. The detail of how this might be achieved will need to be agreed with Historic 
England and this will need to be carefully designed to ensure that any new surfacing, associated landscaping, and other 
works required to facilitate access are sensitive to the heritage significance of the causeway and avoid physical harm to the 
monument. If the objective of celebrating this causeway is to be properly met, we think it essential that the proposed 
movement corridor has a genuine function that is compatible with the conservation of this nationally important heritage 
asset. 

A3.9 We think in addition to providing a link to the castle at the north it is important that stronger connections are established at 
the southern end of the causeway to better connect this route into the wider movement strategy for Otterpool Park. Figure 
3.5 of the Strategic Design Principles shows an indicative off-street cycle route extending south of the causeway that 
connects with the proposed country park and development blocks on the south side of the A20, but this linkage is 
unfortunately omitted on other plans and is not included in the parameter plan that has been submitted for approval. 

A3.10 The parameter plans include for open-space – called Castle Park – to the immediate south of the castle. The plans include 
for development blocks on the southern side of the park, but with a corridor of green space flanking the scheduled 
causeway. We have previously advised that the open space proposed to the south of Westenhanger Castle is too small and 
does not allow the former status of Westenhanger as a great house set within a large park to be adequately understood 
and appreciated. This remains our position. In this respect we think the development proposed adjacent to the causeway is 
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especially harmful as it would severely diminish the ability to experience some of the best views of the castle against the 
backdrop of the North Downs. 

A3.11 The Strategic Design Principles for Otterpool Park describe (on page 28) a “formal” park within a location that is “highly 
urban with formal edges to streets and open spaces”. Great care will be needed to   manage the transition from dense 
urban development to green public open space to ensure that any new park does not feel overwhelmed by the urban 
form. We are concerned that the principles currently established in the Strategic Design Principles document will not 
prevent this. The Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy indicates that the key design objectives should be to “establish a new 
park which celebrates the heritage of the deer park and restores a setting to Westenhanger Castle.”  In our view the park 
shown on the parameter plans and described in the Strategic Design Principles does not yet fully meet this key heritage 
objective. 

A3.12 The historic deer park at Westenhanger would have extended over a large area. Clearly retention of the deer park in its 
entirety would not be compatible with the objectives of the Otterpool Park development. It once took in most of the land that 
will form the River Stour and Town Centre & Castle Park character areas and continued to the north of the railway line and 
motorway. Appendix 9.22 of the Environmental Statement describes the landscape of this former deer park and the type of 
features that were likely present within it. Archaeological evaluation at Otterpool Park has already demonstrated the 
presence of boundary/enclosure and water management features that likely form vestiges of the castle’s deer park. 

A3.13 We think further archaeological evaluation (both of areas not yet investigated and targeted evaluation in areas already 
investigated in part) can significantly add to our understanding of the landscape surrounding Westenhanger Castle. 
Archaeological evidence for other features that might be expected in a royal deer park, but which are not yet known at 
Westenhanger, might yet be revealed, including any hunting lodge, hunting stands, fishponds, and water- management 
features, etc. Remains of these have the potential to be of high importance. 

A3.14 Of particular interest, but not yet adequately understood, are a group of water features adjacent to the causeway which are 
suggested as being possible fishponds. We are concerned by the suggestion in the Strategic Design Principles (page 85) 
that these features might not be retained. We suggest this should be amended to conform with the commitment in the 
Heritage Strategy to retain and reinforce the significance of these features. We think it essential therefore that further 
evaluation of the former deer park is carried out ahead of Tier 2 and this could be secured by condition. 

Assessment of harm 
A3.15 Whilst the principle of providing public parkland to the south of the castle is welcomed our advice is that the overall impact 

on nationally important heritage will be a harmful one. The harm caused is “less than substantial” in NPPF terms but is 
nevertheless significant given the major change that will occur to Westenhanger Castle’s setting and the important 
contribution which that setting makes to the castle’s significance. 

A3.16 The NPPF is clear that any harm to a designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification (para 
200). In determining the planning application, you will need to determine whether the Identified harm has been clearly and 
convincingly justified. You will also need to demonstrate that “great weight” has been given to the conservation of this 
nationally important heritage asset in any planning decision. 

A3.17 Historic England would be best placed to advise you on what additional design measures might be possible to further 
minimise harm to Westenhanger Castle (including the scheduled causeway and listed buildings). Once you are satisfied 
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that the applicant has done all that is possible to minimise harm and that the remaining harm is clearly and convincingly 
justified you will need to weigh that remaining harm against the public benefits of the proposal (NPPF 202). 

A3.18 It is essential that those public benefits include significant heritage benefits focused on securing a long-term sustainable 
future for the castle at the heart of Otterpool Park. We welcome the preparation of a Conservation Management Plan as a 
first step in securing such an outcome for Westenhanger Castle but suggest revisions to this document are still required. 

A3.19 We appreciate that further work is required to determine the precise form that such beneficial future use might take. 
Nevertheless, the applicant’s proposed vision for a mix of community and commercial uses would seem appropriate, 
provided this 1) allows for public and community access to the site and 2) enhances the castle and our understanding of it. 
We therefore recommend that a key outcome of the application should be that an agreed process for establishing a long-
term sustainable future for Westenhanger Castle is secured and a timetable for delivering the required actions committed 
to. 

A3.20 Given the timescales over which Otterpool Park will be delivered it is essential that heritage benefits are delivered from the 
start so that the important role that the historic environment must play in helping to create a community with a sense of 
place, identity and memory is fostered from the outset. For Westenhanger Castle consideration should be given to securing 
a comprehensive package of immediate and ‘mean-time’ benefits1, so that the castle anchors the new community from the 
off. Such benefits could be established and conditioned now in advance of agreement on solutions to secure the long-term 
future management of the castle. However, securing a long-term sustainable use for the castle at the heart of Otterpool 
Park remains an absolute priority.  

 
(1 Examples of such early actions might include, but are not limited to: a) securing preliminary consolidation and repair work 
without prejudice to any future re-use, b) the provision of interim management regimes to ensure that no further deterioration of the 
asset occurs, c) removal of intrusive harmful elements, such as the modern racecourse stables within the scheduled area, d) 
enhanced public access, pop-up uses and interim interpretation, and e) vegetation clearance and tree-thinning to better reveal 
significance. Historic England would be best placed to advise you on a precise package of benefits.) 
 
Summary of recommended actions for Westenhanger Castle: 

 

• Ensure that all measures to minimise harm to this nationally important site have been explored and 
incorporated into documents and plans submitted for approval. 

• Undertake further archaeological evaluation of the former deer park landscape at Westenhanger ahead of 
Tier 2. 

• Secure agreement on the steps that will be required to provide a long-term sustainable future for 
Westenhanger Castle and the timetable for the delivery of these steps. 

• Establish a comprehensive package of immediate and ‘meanwhile’ heritage benefits (in discussion with 
Historic England) that can be defined and secured by condition. 

• Update the Conservation Management Plan. 
 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 4: Historic farmsteads – issues & 
recommendations 

A4.1 The Folkestone & Hythe district-wide Heritage Strategy describes how historic farmsteads are “integral to the rural 
landscape…[and]… make a significant contribution to the rural building stock and form part of the unique local character of 
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the district”. The strategy describes how “the rural settlement pattern of the District is characterised by isolated farmsteads 
and hamlets in a system of nucleated villages” and this is true for the area around Otterpool Park. 

Farmsteads within the red-line area 
A4.2 Several farmsteads fall within the Otterpool Park red line. These include Somerfield Court Farm (FS1), Mink Farm (FS2), 

Red House Farm (FS3), Benham Water Farm (FS4), Elms Farm (FS5), Hillhurst Farm (BH32) and of course Westenhanger 
for the eighteenth and nineteenth century part of its history. The former site of Little Sandling Farm, now demolished, falls 
within the red line area for which archaeological evidence should be expected. 

A4.3 Somerfield Court Farm is a modern (twentieth century) complex, with the original farmstead being located north of the 
railway line and relocated as part of the construction of the M20. Little survives of the complex at Mink Farm although 
buried archaeological remains of earlier parts of the farmstead may survive. Similarly, the existing buildings at Elm Farm 
are modern but there could be archaeological evidence for earlier iterations of this farmstead. Red House and Benham 
Water farms are again both modern complexes. 

A4.4 Except for Westenhanger the complex at Hillhurst is the most significant farmstead within the Otterpool Park site. The 
present buildings at Hillhurst Farm date to the mid-eighteenth century arranged in a regular courtyard plan. These buildings 
replaced a series of earlier buildings which were arranged in a looser plan for which buried remains might survive. The 
present buildings comprise a mix of brick- and tile- built structures, with more recent sectional sheet metal additions. 

A4.5 We welcome the commitment in the documents submitted for approval to retain the historic core of Hillhurst Farm within an 
area of open-space. At a national level Historic England have produced several guidance documents aimed at 
understanding the historic significance of historic farm buildings and traditional farmsteads 
(https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for- heritage/rural-heritage/farm-buildings/ ), including best-practice advice on 
how, where appropriate, they might be adapted and re-used. At a county level the Kent Farmstead Guidance provides 
further advice for the sustainable development, conservation, and enhancement of Kent’s historic farmsteads 
(https://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/land-management-guidance/historic-farmsteads/ ). 

A4.6 At all levels the guidance notes the important contribution that historic farmsteads and traditional farm buildings make to 
local character and distinctiveness, whilst also recognising the need to find viable uses for historic farm buildings consistent 
with their conservation. We think the proposals set out in the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy for adaption to courtyard 
style offices and light industrial / creative start-up units would be appropriate. 

A4.7 The principles set out in the Kent Farmstead Guidance should be followed as detailed design work progresses in Tiers 2 
and 3. Where new buildings are required to support the re-use of the farmstead These should be located to reflect the 
farm’s regular courtyard layout. We suggest that an additional Key Design Principle should be added to page 91 of the 
Strategic Design Principles to support such an approach. 

A4.8 Historic farm buildings proposed for demolition or conversion should be subject to a programme of historic building 
recording. Where buildings are to be retained this recording work should be carried out during Tier 2, so that an 
understanding of the historic interest of the buildings is used to inform subsequent design options. Any necessary remedial 
or interim maintenance works should be put in place to ensure that buildings awaiting conversion are retained in 
reasonable condition and are not at risk of neglect. 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for-%20heritage/rural-heritage/farm-buildings/
https://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/land-management-guidance/historic-farmsteads/
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A4.9 Care will need to be taken in the choice of details, materials and treatments used in the conversion of the retained 
buildings, with any alterations carried out to an appropriately high standard using suitable materials and in a sympathetic 
manner. Thought also needs to be given to ensuring that new landscaping and boundary treatments are appropriate to the 
setting. Key characteristics that need to be considered include how the farmstead integrates with the surrounding 
landscape and how the shared space of the former central yard space is treated. 

Farmsteads outside the red-line area 
A4.10 There are further historic farmsteads that lie outside the Otterpool Park application site that may be affected by 

development within their setting. These include (but are not limited to) Harringe Court, Otterpool Manor (grade II listed), 
Barrow Hill Farm, Upper Otterpool (grade II listed) & Newingreen Farm (grade II listed). The rural and village setting of 
these historic farmsteads contributes to their significance and helps understand them as functional working farms that are 
intrinsically linked to the agricultural fields that surround them. 

A4.11 The parameter plans show open-space buffers between these farmsteads and the new built development; however, the 
construction of a new town will permanently alter this rural dynamic. Sensitive treatment of the transition from the urban to 
the rural will be necessary, including through the advanced landscape planting. We would expect that your council’s 
conservation consultant will advise you further on any impacts to the setting of the listed farmsteads. 

 
Summary of recommended actions in relation to farmsteads: 
 

• Future proposals for the sensitive re-use of Hillhurst Farm, should build upon the priorities identified in the 
Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy and should follow the principles set out in the Kent Farmstead Guidance. 
Such as approach should be added to the Strategic Design Principles document. 

• Landscape and boundary treatments within the setting of historic farmsteads should be appropriate to their 
historic character. 

• Historic farm buildings proposed for demolition or retention and conversion should be subject to historic 
building recording (secured by means of site-wide building recording condition). 

• Buildings awaiting conversion must be retained in reasonable condition, so they are not at risk of neglect. 
 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 5: Lympne Airfield – issues and 
recommendations 

Significance 
A5.1 An airfield was first established at Lympne in 1916 by the Royal Flying Corps and first served as a landing ground for Home 

Defence aircraft. It was a humble affair initially, with canvas hangers and wooden huts, but permanent hangers and 
technical buildings were soon added alongside Aldington Road and subsequently where Lymnpe Industrial Estate is now 
located. In 1917 Lympne was designated as No. 8 Aircraft Acceptance Park for the delivery of aircraft to, and reception 
from, France. Delivery of the aircraft and final assembly at Lympne was enabled by the construction of a railway spur from 
Westenhanger Station. The airfield made use of grass landing strips, and nothing is understood to survive above ground of 
the airfield’s WW1 phase, but geophysical survey has revealed the outline of the WW1 hangers, whilst trial trenching has 
recorded evidence for the railway spur. 

A5.2 In the inter-war period the airfield was used for civilian aviation, including use by the Royal Aero Club in the 1920s for their 
light aircraft trials. Military aircraft continued to visit Lympne periodically until the outbreak of WW2 when it would return to 
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full military use. The airfield played a significant role in providing air support to the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) whilst 
fighting in France as well as during the evacuation of BEF and allied troops from Dunkirk. During the Dunkirk evacuation 
French Air Force fighters were temporarily based at Lympne. 

A5.3 The airfield would go on to play an active role during the Battle of Britain and was one of several airfields targeted in mid-
August in a large-scale co- ordinated attack by the Luftwaffe which did much damage to Lympne. Flying from Lympne was 
limited until early 1941 after which Lympne would again see use by various RAF fighter units, including during the D-Day 
landings. Towards the end of WW2, the fighter aircraft based at Lympne were used against V1 missiles. 

A5.4 Lympne remained a grass airfield throughout the war, dispersed aircraft pens and over-blister type hangers were added for 
which various air-raid shelter and concrete hanger bases survive. Also surviving at Lympne (but outside the red-line area) 
are several brick-built accommodation huts air-raid shelters and a gas decontamination block. The airfield’s Battle HQ 
survives within the red- line area to the west of Otterpool Lane. The majority of pillboxes associated with the perimeter 
defence of the airfield have been removed, but their bases may survive archaeologically (along with associated slit-
trenches). A Pickett Hamilton Fort (a specialist type of retractable pillbox used at airfields is located west of Otterpool Lane; 
it is not thought to be in its original location. A possible second Pickett Hamilton Fort was noted at the airfield in 2005 but is 
now buried by spoil. Because of their rarity should this survive in reasonable condition and in its original location then this 
could be high importance. 

A5.5 The airfield returned to civilian use and notably from 1948 was used by Silver City Airways for their aerial car ferry service 
to France. After Silver City Airways relocated to Lydd the airport at Lympne was used by Skyways for their coach-air-coach 
service between London and Paris. Issues with waterlogging led to the construction of a new concrete runway in the 1960s. 
The line of this runway, along with an associated taxiway can be traced on the ground. 

A5.6 The airfield remains consist of a mix of buried archaeological remains and standing buildings and structures. Part of the 
airfield has been built over by Lympne Industrial Estate and we agree that the overall significance of the airfield is medium 
and that individual elements are generally of low to medium significance. We think the Pickett Hamilton Fort within the 
airfield could be of greater significance if it is demonstrated to survive in reasonable condition. 

Impact of the proposed development on significance 
A5.7 The Otterpool Park parameter plans show development across a large part of the former airfield (in addition to the parts 

already occupied by Lympne Industrial Estate). This will remove the ability to appreciate Lympne Airfield as a large open 
space across which various grass runways could be configured. The Otterpool Park Strategic Design Principles document 
proposes the use of linear open-space to reflect the alignment of former runways. A V-shaped open-space as illustrated in 
the Strategic Design Principles, however, one arm follows part of the line of the post-war civilian concrete runway, and the 
other arm does not appear to reflect any historic runway. Furthermore, the open space shown extends to a length of some 
400m, whereas the runways would have been more than double this length (the civilian concrete runway for example was 
over 1,300m long). 

A5.8 As such we think other mechanisms will be required to meet the priority in the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy to retain, 
enhance and interpret aspects of the airfield and military heritage at Lympne. We think this should include for innovative 
landscaping and public art, along-side other more traditional interpretation. This should include for the conservation and 
interpretation of surviving airfield structures. Options for the conservation, enhancement and interpretation of the airfield 
heritage should be explored through Tier 2. We think a detailed study of the airfield site by a military historian/archaeologist 
should be carried out to inform design options and that this should be carried out before or very early in Tier 2. Such a 
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study could be secured by condition. Provision should also be made (again secured by condition) for historic building 
recording and survey of surviving heritage assets of the airfield. 

A5.9 We note that several of the extant military buildings associated with the airfield (accommodation huts air-raid shelters and a 
gas decontamination block) lie outside the red-line area. Several of these buildings appear to be in poor condition and are 
at risk of further deterioration or loss of fabric. If Otterpool Park could act as the catalyst to enable a solution to prevent 
further deterioration and secure a long-term future for these structures this would be a definable heritage benefit. The 
heritage strategy suggest that these buildings could be “fully restored and interpreted” but no mechanism to achieve this is 
identified.  
 

A5.10 We welcome the intention to retain the airfield Battle HQ within an area of open-space (Otterpool Green). We think it 
essential that the structure is given a defined function and proper management, otherwise, we think there is a risk that it 
become a focus for anti-social or undesirable behaviour. 

Assessment of harm 
A5.11 We think the proposed development at Otterpool Park will cause harm to Lympne Airfield as the historic character of the 

airfield as a large open-space will be lost to development. However, we suggest that many of the heritage features of the 
airfield are currently difficult to appreciate or are in poor (and deteriorating) condition. A balanced judgement will be 
required to weigh the harm that will be caused to the heritage asset against the positive benefits that might be secured 
through the conservation and interpretation of heritage assets at the airfield. 
 

Summary of recommended actions for airfield heritage: 
 

• Secure the preparation of a detailed study of the airfield by an appropriate expert to inform Tier 2 design 
work. 

• Carry out historic building recording and survey of airfield heritage assets (secured by condition). 

• Establish and secure the necessary steps that will be taken in Tier 2 to inform design proposals for how 
the airfield heritage will be preserved, interpreted, and presented along with a timetable for the delivery of 
these steps. 

• Find a solution to prevent further deterioration of off-site military heritage assets, with the aim of providing 
there with a sustainable future. 

 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 6: 

Non-designated archaeology – issues and recommendations 

Archaeological context 
A6.1 Otterpool Park is located within an archaeologically productive landscape. It lies between the North Downs and the Lympne 

Escarpment and takes in the floodplain of the East Stour. Until recently this area had seen relatively little large-scale 
systematic modern archaeological investigation. The exception being the various archaeological investigations and 
excavations associated with the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL), now known as HS1, which examined in detail an 
extensive but narrow corridor through the landscape of the vale and demonstrated the breadth and spread of 
archaeological sites present in the area. 

A6.2 The archaeological investigations undertaken in support of the present planning application have confirmed the richness 
and depth of Otterpool Park’s archaeological heritage. The site includes archaeological interest that spans from the 
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Paleolithic period to the twentieth century. Some of the archaeological assets within the application site have been 
designated due to their national importance. Most archaeological features are un-designated however, but nevertheless are 
of considerable interest and value. 

Important, but non-designated remains 
A6.3 Archaeological evaluation at Otterpool Park has revealed several nationally important archaeological assets that were 

previously unknown or whose significance was not fully understood. There are other assets, such as Otterpool Roman villa, 
that are not yet designated, but which may meet the criteria for designation. Within the application site there are large areas 
that have not yet been evaluated or that have seen only non-intrusive evaluation and have not yet been subject to 
archaeological trial trenching. Additionally, the evaluation that has been completed to date has been carried out at a 
comparatively low density and it is possible that further targeted evaluation might enhance understanding and raise the 
level of significance of archaeological remains already identified. 

A6.4 As such, considerable scope exists for nationally important archaeology to be revealed through future phases of 
investigation. Archaeological evaluation works should therefore be completed in advance of Tier 2 so that the emerging 
proposals can take account of archaeological significance. The requirement for further archaeological works should be 
secured by condition. All future archaeological works should be carried out within the overall framework of an agreed 
research-led archaeological mitigation strategy. 

A6.5 In some instances the significance of non-designated archaeological assets might be raised because of their group value 
or where they can contribute to our understanding of designated heritage assets. The non-designated Bronze Age barrows 
253, 263 and 284 are a good example. Individually they have been judged not to currently meet the criteria for scheduling, 
nevertheless they significantly add to our understanding of the wider funerary landscape that the scheduled barrows are 
part of. Similarly, non-designated archaeological evidence for Bronze Age settlement and agriculture will inform a holistic 
understanding of activities contemporary with the barrows, whilst paleo-environmental evidence could help provide a 
landscape and ecological context for the barrows (which could influence proposals for appropriate new landscape planting). 

The value of non-designated archaeology 
A6.6 We feel it is essential that the contribution that significant, but non-designated archaeology can make to place-making is 

realised through the detailed design work that will emerge in Tiers 2 and 3. The default position should not assume that the 
loss of non-designated archaeological remains will always be an acceptable or desirable outcome. 

A6.7 Archaeological evidence from Otterpool Park has the potential to make a significant contribution to national and regional 
archaeological research priorities. The scale of the proposals presents a unique opportunity to generate new knowledge 
that will make a significant contribution to understanding the landscape evolution of this part of Kent and how humans have 
interacted with and shaped that landscape over the millennia. To realise this potential, it is essential that future 
archaeological works are carried out in accordance with a robust archaeological mitigation and research strategy. 

A6.8 The archaeological works will result in the production of an extensive archaeological archive, including physical artefacts 
and remains as well as paper and digital archives. Provision should be made for the long-term storage of-, and public 
access to-, the archaeological archive, funding for which should be secured through developer contributions. The Otterpool 
Park Heritage Strategy provides a commitment to the presentation of archaeological finds and storage of the 
archaeological archive (which is an identified requirement of Policy SS9 (3) of the Core Strategy Review (2022)). The 
current commitment however is not well defined beyond identifying that feasibility work will be carried out in Tier 2 to inform 
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options for archive provision. We think that the scope and timetable for carrying out such feasibility work should be defined 
now, so that this can be conditioned and provide more certainty about when such provision will be delivered. 

A6.9 Archaeological works will result in significant knowledge gain; however, it should be remembered that the understanding 
gained from mitigation is an outcome consequent of the proposed development. The ability to record archaeological 
evidence is not justification for its loss. It is essential therefore that innovative and exciting means of delivering heritage 
benefit is embedded within the Otterpool Park proposals. 

A6.10 Non-designated archaeology can make an important contribution to the delivery of public-benefit, including by allowing 
future residents to become actively involved in archaeological works. 

 
Summary of recommended actions for non-designated archaeology: 

 

• Further archaeological evaluation works are required in advance of Tier 2 (secured by condition). 

• Archaeological evaluation works may yet reveal further important or nationally important archaeology 
across Otterpool Park site. Any outline consent must have sufficient flexibility to allow for such discoveries. 

• Important archaeological sites should be conserved wherever possible and there should not be a default 
assumption that the total loss of non-designated archaeology will be acceptable outcome. 

• All future archaeological works should be carried out in accordance with an agreed archaeological 
mitigation strategy. The present strategy should be substantially revised. 

• Provision should be secured for the long-term storage of, and public access to, the archaeological archives 
from Otterpool Park. 

• The principle of public benefit should be embedded into all archaeological works. 
 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 7: Otterpool Park Environmental Statement – Chapter 9. 
Cultural Heritage. 

ES 9.1.4  – we think that some changes could be made to the Heritage Strategy, and we think that substantive change is 
needed to the Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy before this document can be agreed (see KCCHC Addendum 
Advice 9). 

ES 9.1.5  – notes that the mitigation measures set out within the Environmental Statement (ES) are supported by an 
Archaeological Research Strategy (which forms Appendix B of the Heritage Strategy). Changes are required to the 
research strategy (see KCCHC Addendum Advice 9). As the research strategy is intended to support the ES it 
should be revised and agreed now, so that the ES responds to and is the product of a robust and agreed baseline. 

ES 9.1.6  – we think that changes are required to the Conservation Management Plan (see advice letter). 

ES 9.1.8  – further waterlogged remains can however be expected along the flood plain of the East Stour River, including at 
Westenhanger Castle. 

ES 9.2.12  refers to Table 3 in ES Appendix 9.9 which gives a summary of consultation responses prior to and following the 
2019 application submission. The table doesn’t always summarise how consultation comments have been 
addressed. For example, on page 23 of the table reference is made to concerns raised about setting of barrows and 
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how they will be integrated into development, the table doesn’t actually explain how these concerns have been 
addressed. 

ES 9.2.21  – we agree that mitigation requirements must be refined through Tiers 2 & 3. We note the statement that “further 
detail will be added to the Mitigation Strategy…[but]…the mitigation requirements will be within those set out at the 
OPA stage.” This places considerable importance on the Mitigation Strategy (Appendix A of the Heritage Strategy), 
and we advise that changes must be made to it so that it is robust and fit for purpose (see KCCHC Addendum 
Advice 9). 

ES 9.2.24  – we agree that new heritage assets may be identified over time. We note the comment that existing heritage 
assets may be removed by ongoing ploughing. We strongly recommend that where important archaeological assets 
have been identified (or are identified in the future) there should be a mechanism to remove these from plough. ES 
9.2.24 notes that “the baseline conditions are not anticipated to alter materially in the future.” But… the potential for 
new archaeological assets of high or very high significance cannot be ruled out and this could introduce new 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) considerations. 

ES 9.4.25  – notes that the parameter plans provide open space to ensure no physical harm to the barrows. It is noted that “an 
area of open space, larger than just the scheduled area of barrow 131 has been provided”, but no open space is 
shown on the parameter plans. The lack of detail at the outline stage makes it difficult to fully understand the harm 
that will be caused to the barrow. For example, there is a lack of clarity about precisely how much open space will be 
provided; the supporting information suggests this will be minimal and only just larger than the scheduled 
monument. We judge the severance of this barrow from the rest of the scheduled barrow cemetery to be an 
unacceptable outcome. By encircling the barrow in development there doesn’t appear to be any appreciation that 
this barrow forms an integral component part of the scheduled barrow cemetery, from which it will now be divorced. 
The setting of the scheduled barrow is ultimately something that Historic England should lead discussions on, but 
whatever parameters are ultimately set they should be based on an understanding of significance, including the 
contribution that the barrow’s setting makes to its significance. For this barrow, its location off the crest of the hill, at 
the break-of-slope above a bend in the East Stour suggests an intended relationship with the river corridor; the 
barrow being intended to be seen as a marker on the hillside. Fundamental also is how this place of burial is 
experienced. It is this type of thinking that should be shaping the development parameters. 

ES 9.4.26  – where the movement route has been fixed in the vicinity of barrow 130 it would be helpful to have more 
information to understand the impact – for example how far from the scheduled monument does the fixed route lie? 
The fixing of this section in the parameters will limit the level of true flexibility in adjoining section of road as these 
must connect into the fixed section. 

ES 9.4.30  – we do not think the proposals for the treatment of development around Barrow 44 are acceptable as they will 
result in significant harm to a scheduled monument. We think a greater area of open-space is required which retains 
a relationship with the East Stour River. The setting of the scheduled barrow is ultimately something that Historic 
England should lead discussions on, but whatever parameters are ultimately set they should be based on an 
understanding of significance, including the contribution that the barrow’s setting makes to its significance. The 
emerging pattern of a beaded string of barrows spread along bends in the East Stour suggests an intended 
relationship with the river corridor. Fundamental also is how this place of burial is experienced. It is this type of 
thinking that should be shaping the development parameters. 
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ES 9.4.34  – metal detector survey is not mentioned within the main body of the archaeological mitigation strategy and there is 
no mention of fieldwalking within the mitigation strategy. 

ES 9.4.41  – we suggest that further investigation is required to adequately understand this feature and that this further 
investigation should determine whether excavation will be an acceptable outcome. 

ES 9.4.47  – we suggest that the SUDS should be specifically designed to avoid areas where archaeological remains of the 
villa and villa enclosure are expected. 

ES 9.4.50  – the mitigation may include preservation in situ dependent on the significance of these remains. 
 
ES 9.4.53  – but the precise extent of these Anglo-Saxon pits is not currently known, therefore the extent of open-space 

required to preserve these cannot yet be established. 

ES 9.4.59  – the future treatment of the causeway will need to take account of the newly designated status of the monument. 
Any works to the causeway would be subject to the granting of scheduled monument consent. It should not be 
assumed that scheduled monument consent for works necessary to create a surface for a cycleway/footpath or to 
create crossing points will be forthcoming. 

ES 9.4.106  – as an example – suggests that unknown and undated archaeological features will be evaluated during Tier 2 and 
appropriate mitigation applied, i.e., excavation. Mitigation must include the option of preservation in-situ not just 
preservation by record. 

ES 9.4.113  – in other documentation a period of 30 years is given. 

ES 9.4.120  – except not all of the enhancement measures listed are phase critical and timescales for the delivery could be 
committed to now. 

ES 9.4.122  – Barrow Hill Green is described as one unified area of open space, but the illustrative masterplan suggests the 
presence of sports pitches projecting into this open area, which would result in a sub-divided, not unified space. The 
extent of the open space doesn’t seem to follow from any appreciation of how the barrows may have been 
deliberately sited here on this hillside and any relationship with topography and landform. There is reference to 
visibility north and north-eastwards towards the Downs. It is not clear why this intervisibility is allowed for, but 
intervisibility with the eastern barrow group is dismissed. In any event, we would like to see some visualisations of 
what – if any view – of the Downs would be possible based on the building height parameters. 

ES 9.4.123  – preserving the barrow in a small area of open space, entirely ringed by development, is not an acceptable 
outcome for a nationally important scheduled monument. The present proposals do not account for the fact that this 
barrow forms part of the same scheduled monument as the other barrows of the cemetery, not a divorced isolated 
feature. Again, no indication that any consideration has been given to the barrow’s location in the landscape and 
relationship with topography and landscape features. 
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ES 9.4.126  – preserving the barrow in a small area of open space, entirely ringed by development is not an acceptable 
outcome for a nationally important scheduled monument. Again, no indication that any consideration has been given 
to the barrow’s location in the landscape and relationship with topography and landscape features. 

ES 9.4.127  – the statement of significance for the barrows references the visual connection between barrow 44 and 136. 
 
ES 9.4.130  – points to the Heritage Strategy and notes this has more detail on the strategy for preserving and enhancing the 

setting of the barrows, but we note the strategy is a supporting document only, not a document for approval. 

ES 9.4.135  – the precise scope of mitigation for intrusive works would depend on level of impact, which is not yet determined, 
therefore a watching brief may be appropriate, but allowance for other mitigation measures, including purposive 
boreholes, on-going monitoring of waterlogged deposits and potentially targeted excavation cannot be excluded. 
The principle of avoiding, minimising, and mitigating harm (in that order) should however be followed. 

ES 9.4.138  – this section of Stone Street is not currently a through route, therefore there will be no resulting benefit. 

ES 9.4.139  – the setting of Westenhanger Castle will be noticeably and fundamentally changed, including the loss of its 
extensive open setting which contributes positively to the asset’s significance by informing understanding of the 
extent of the former deer park. The loss of this openness will be harmful. Whilst there are some localised 
enhancements, the overall net impact is one of harm, not enhancement. It is accepted that harm is not substantial, 
the application must therefore demonstrate that the resulting harm it is necessary and justified to secure benefits in 
the whole. The ES cannot avoid the fact that harm will be caused. 

ES 9.4.140  – providing the castle with a long-term sustainable future whereby it is positively managed and can be publicly 
enjoyed and appreciated would be a substantial heritage benefit. No proposals are currently finalised and secured 
for the castle, therefore uncertainty remains as to what heritage benefit will be delivered and thus what weight, if 
any, that undefined benefit can be currently given. If commitments that provide a framework/pathway to providing a 
long-term sustainable future for the castle can be secured now – along with some ‘meanwhile’ benefits – then this 
would be a positive, supportable outcome. 

ES 9.4.141  – elements not shown on the parameter plans (or in other document for approval), but only in documents – like the 
Heritage Strategy – submitted in support must be considered as illustrative. 

ES 9.4.143  – we do not agree with the wording to describe the castle as “cut off” from what was the deer park. 

ES 9.4.144  – we do not agree that the delivery of new built development to the east, west and south of the castle that will 
considerably alter the character of the wider landscape can be judged a heritage benefit. Putting the castle into a 
viable use consistent with its conservation would be a benefit as per NPPF 197 a) but the works to the castle fall 
outside the scope of the present application and therefore are a benefit that might be delivered subject to further 
studies and future planning applications. 

 
ES 9.4.145  – where is the views analysis referred to – no cross reference to its location in the suite of application documentation 

is given? 
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ES 9.4.146  – agreed but thinning out the vegetation from the south side of the castle will also have the effect of making new 
development more visible in views from the castle. 

ES 9.4.147  – the existing ground levels where development is proposed to the west are noticeably higher than within the 
scheduled area. This could amplify the apparent height of new development in views looking west from the 
scheduled monument. Visualisations based on these parameters could help determine what that impact might look 
like. 

ES 9.4.148  – the relative density of existing vs new development needs to be considered, not just the distance of development 
from Westenhanger. 

ES 9.4.149  – we think the overall effect on the setting of the castle will be a harmful one. The open-space that will remain about 
the castle will ultimately function as an urban park, we think this must be judged as creating a new setting and would 
not result in a “recreation of its original setting” as is claimed. The Strategic Design Principles refer to a park with 
“formal character.” 

ES 9.4.151  – we think the effect of the proposed development at the southern end of the causeway will be to urbanise its 
setting. This will remove some of the best views along this approach to Westenhanger Castle with the Downs 
beyond. As you progress northwards along the causeway the views of the Downs diminish. 

ES 9.4.153  – the castle already has a setting that has a strong rural character, including agricultural fields, and an openness that 
allows appreciation of Westenhanger Castle as a country residence and focus of an extensive estate. 

ES 9.4.174  – elsewhere mention is made of preserving the line of the WW2 runways, here the line of the post-war civil airfield is 
specified. The illustrative plans in the Strategic Design Principles show two alignments – one that correlates with a 
short part of the civil runway and a second alignment that doesn’t appear to relate to any historic runway. 

ES 9.5.4  – we do not think the impact to the barrows can be judged to be negligible. We think the setting of the barrows will 
be comprehensively changed or at least significantly modified which indicates (using the criteria in Table 9-3) a 
major or major/moderate effect. 

ES 9.5.9  – the barrow is described as losing its setting. Based on the criteria in Table 9-3 this comprehensive change to the 
asset’s setting must amount to a major adverse magnitude of impact. Clear and convincing justification for this harm 
is not provided and therefore the proposal does not appear to meet what is required by the NPPF. We note that 
some of the heritage benefits that there are proposed could potentially de delivered independent of the Otterpool 
application. 

ES 9.5.10  – the setting of the barrow at best will be noticeably changed. As a minimum this must be judged to result in a minor 
impact to a high value asset, so the proposals must result in a moderate/slight adverse effect or worse. This would 
mean a significant effect in EIA terms. 

ES 9.5.28  – again we think the setting of Westenhanger Castle would be significantly modified and for the southern end of the 
causeway the changes to setting would be comprehensive. The current judgement on the significance of the adverse 
effects cannot be sustained if the criteria set in the ES are applied. 
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ES 9.5.33  – it is suggested here that the deer park is a low value asset, and this is repeated in table 9-7. Earlier in the ES (at 
9.3.119) it is said not to be possible to assign a value to the whole deer park. 

ES 9.7.6  – we do not agree that harm to Barrow 44 should be balanced against measures applied to the barrows west of 
Barrow Hill. There is no quid-pro-quo balance to be made – all the scheduled barrows have the same significance. 
That less harm is perceived to be caused to one scheduled monument does not give justification for more harm to 
another. 

ES 9.7.3  – we do not disagree that “overall, most residual effects to heritage assets are non-significant”. Crucially however, 
the most significant adverse effects are to heritage assets of the highest significance. 

ES 9.7.8  – it must be a matter of professional and planning judgement to determine the point at which a particular degree of 
harm moves from less than substantial harm to being substantial harm. The ES suggests that because the identified 
significant adverse effect does not lead to a total loss of significance the harm caused, in NPPF terms, cannot be 
considered substantial. Such an approach does not accord with the NPPF which clearly differentiates substantial 
harm from total loss (e.g., NPPF 201 which refers to substantial harm or total loss of significance). It must therefore 
stand that substantial harm can occur independent of total loss. It might be more appropriate to consider substantial 
harm as occurring when an adverse impact causes a major adverse effect on a key element of an asset’s 
significance or special interest. On this basis we judge that the harm to Barrow 44 and to Barrow 131 (as a 
component of the scheduled barrow cemetery) might be judged as substantial harm. 

 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 8: Strategic Design Principles 

Fig 3.7 - is selective, only some of the known barrows are illustrated, not all. The number of barrows and which barrows are 
shown varies throughout the document. 

Fig 4.4  – Key Design Principle (1) is not met; the open setting of Westenhanger Castle is not retained, as a substantial part 
of the castle’s current open setting will be built over. The Castle Park seeks through landscape design to reduce this 
harm by providing an area of open space about the castle, but the harm to the setting of Westenhanger Castle 
should be acknowledged. Key Design Principle (2) calls for views of Westenhanger Castle from the town square – 
this must mean that the reverse will be true – that there will be views of the town square from the castle. Key Design 
Principle (4) calls for a park with a formal character, this is different to the description in the ES which refers to a 
park that places the castle in “a recreation of its original setting”. Key Design Principle (5) celebrates the causeway 
heritage feature, but we think genuine connections both north and south of the causeway must be provided if this 
principle is to be met. We also think the development proposed adjacent to the causeway will be harmful as it will 
diminish the views of the castle against the backdrop of the North Downs. 

Fig 4.4  – there appear to be inconsistencies between plans – e.g., an indicative off-street cycle route is shown extending 
south of the causeway and through villa site on Fig 3.5, but no such route is shown on Fig 4.4. 

Fig 4.5  – notes the opportunity to integrate the scheduled barrow into an open space, but this approach is wrong – the 
principle should be that development is shaped so as to: respond, preserve, and enhance the significance of the 
scheduled barrow and its setting, including relationship with existing landform, topographic features, and relationship 
with other heritage assets. 
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Fig 4.6  – the Key Design Principle (2) of using open space to enhance understanding and experience is welcomed, but the 
accompanying illustrative plan illustration and the limited space afforded to the barrow fails to meet the ambition of 
this principle. 

Fig 4.9  – the east – west alignment does not appear to relate to a former runway. 

Fig 4.10  – the principal of incorporating the alignments of the former WW2 period runways into the built form is largely 
welcomed, but the alignments shown in 4.10 do not relate to the WW2 runways. 

Fig 4.12  – what is the role of the Battle HQ in this space and how will it be used positively? 

Fig 4.14  – the illustrated proposals do not respond to the status and importance of the barrows, but instead cause harm, 
including by severing Barrow 131 from the other parts of the scheduled barrow cemetery. Key Design Principle (1) is 
therefore not achieved. 

 
Kent County Council Heritage Conservation Addendum Advice 9:  Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy & 
Research Strategy 

Summary 
A9.1 The Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy and the Cultural Heritage Research Strategy form appendices to the Otterpool 

Park Heritage Strategy. These will be key documents that provide the basis and method for delivering the cultural heritage 
mitigation measures outlined in the Environmental Statement. We envisage these documents will form the foundation for 
the delivery of future archaeological works across the Otterpool Park site and therefore must clearly set out a framework of 
archaeological actions that can be secured by condition. 

A9.2 The documents require substantial revision before we can recommend their approval and, given their key role as control 
documents against which future archaeological works can be conditioned, we think it is essential that these revisions are 
made before the present application is determined. 

A9.3 We think the research strategy and mitigation strategy should form one document and that this document needs to have 
significantly greater focus on what is going to be done, rather than works that have already been completed. 

The role of the Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy 
A9.4 The purpose of this Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy (CHMS) needs to be better defined and the document 

restructured to align with that purpose. At present there is very much a focus on explaining what has already been done, 
rather than setting out a clear approach to the planning and delivery of future archaeological mitigation measures. The 
sections covering the existing baseline could be significantly slimmed down and streamlined, especially where this simply 
repeats information already set out elsewhere. 

A9.5 Whilst the CHMS is not a document submitted for approval it provides a key link that should detail how the mitigation 
measures set out in the ES will be planned, programmed, and implemented. By its nature it must be an iterative, living, 
‘umbrella’ document that future detailed submission should accord with. The CHMS will be regularly updated as new 
archaeological data becomes available, including as a result of archaeological works undertaken in support of delivery of 
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the Otterpool Park project. The CHMS must also allow for the advancement in archaeological methodologies that might 
occur over a 30- year construction programme. 

A9.6 In essence the CHMS acts as a manual that archaeologists, design engineers, programme managers and contractors will 
use to ensure that archaeological mitigation measures are properly programmed, structured, and delivered. 

Promoting a research-led approach 
A9.7  The CHMS sets out the heritage baseline at the site (this should be streamlined, more concise and less repetitive). The 

CHMS’s focus should be on setting out the archaeological process that will be followed over the lifetime of the Otterpool 
Park project. The baseline does however clearly demonstrate that heritage assets at Otterpool Park are widely distributed 
and highly varied. This means it is essential that the mitigation methodology set out in the CHMS is based on well-defined 
research objectives, so it can establish an informed framework of archaeological priorities that will shape and guide the 
archaeological programme and against which results can be quantified. Such a research-led approach is supported by the 
NPPF which requires developers to advance understanding of the significance of affected heritage assets. 

A9.8 Accompanying the CHMS (as Appendix B of the Otterpool Park Heritage Strategy) is a proposed Cultural Heritage 
Research Strategy (CHRS). The CHRS was prepared by Arcadis but given the importance of this document, it would be 
preferable for a more collaborative approach to be taken to the formulation and agreement of research objectives. The 
objectives currently set out in the CHRS have not been discussed or agreed prior to submission. The CHRS makes 
reference to the South East Research Framework (SERF) and the district-wide Folkestone & Hythe Heritage Strategy 
(although it is unclear how the latter has influenced the objectives in the CHRS). The CHRS should also refer to research 
priorities identified in national and regional thematic and period-based guidance from publications provided by Historic 
England and sources such as the Stour Valley Paleolithic Project. The document could also consider – especially given the 
projected 30-year delivery programme – whether there are any opportunities to investigate methodological research 
questions. 

A9.9 The current CHRS includes an extensive table of research aims. These might usefully form the basis for future discussions 
to agree a suite of Specific Research Objectives. What is currently absent from the CHRS are the over- arching 
archaeological research themes for Otterpool Park which should act as the link between national and regional research 
priorities and the very detailed specific research objectives Arcadis have produced. The Strategic Research Objectives are 
the means of translating the key research themes into tangible actions to be addressed using a toolkit of methodologies 
detailed in the CHMS across the life of the Otterpool Park project. 

A9.10 In combination the site-wide research themes and Specific Research Objectives will help deliver a best-value approach 
where individual phase and site work can contribute collectively and consistently towards the heritage objectives of the 
project. The CHMS could establish the principle of on-site artefact and environmental processing during archaeological 
mitigation works, include provision for rapid spot dating of recovered artefacts so that archaeological fieldwork can be 
targeted and concentrated in ‘real-time,’ towards the efficient fulfilment of research objectives. 

Delivering a robust, staged archaeological programme of evaluation and investigation 
A9.11 The CHMS must be a high-level framework document to provide an overarching archaeological strategy. Detailed 

methodologies for individual investigations delivered under the umbrella of the CHMS will be set out in a stage- and/or 
phase- specific Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI). As an umbrella document the CHMS should clearly signpost a 
staged programme of archaeological mitigation measures that responds to heritage significance, with each stage helping 
to define and focus the next. It should clearly set out any review and decision points that will be required during or following 
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each stage, including making provision for future and/or unexpected major finds. Inclusion of a decision tree/process map 
to explain the progression of stages would be helpful. 

A9.12 The CHMS could also establish from the outset a principle that archaeological works will be carried out at the earliest 
feasible opportunity and wherever possible off the construction critical path. 

A9.13 The current CHMS makes some attempt to define a staged programme, but the stages as presented are partial and 
incomplete. There are additional measures that might be used to evaluate, define, and demonstrate potential which are 
currently missing from the CHMS, including measures that are included in the Environmental Statement. For the evaluation 
stage the current CHMS makes reference to geophysical survey and trial trenching, but there is no mention of metal 
detector survey or fieldwalking and only limited mention of purposive geoarchaeological test-pitting and boreholes. 
Archaeological monitoring of geotechnical site investigation works (and associated archaeological deposit modelling) to aid 
understanding is ignored. Further desk-based research might also be needed at the evaluation stage to enhance 
understanding and there may also be a role for earthwork survey and building recording/appraisal as an evaluation aid. 

A9.14 The main application sets out a three-tiered approach to the Otterpool Park planning application. The CHMS makes some 
attempt to link the staged archaeological programme to these tiers, but the document needs to set these links out with 
greater clarity and certainty, with particular focus paid to what archaeological information needs to be available to inform 
decision taking for each tier. There is currently ambiguity and inconsistency within the CHMS. For example, in one section 
it notes the importance of evaluation being completed in Tiers 1 and 2 to ensure flexibility of the masterplan, yet elsewhere 
it indicates evaluation will be undertaken between Tier 2 and 3. Neither accords with the ES which refers to evaluation 
occurring between Tier 1 and Tier 2 (see para 9.4.10). The approach in the ES whereby the additional evaluation is 
completed ahead of Tier 2 (detailed masterplan) should be adopted in the CHMS. 

A9.15 The outputs from the evaluation stage should always include a statement as to the significance of any heritage assets 
identified. Such a statement of significance might form part of the evaluation report or could take the form of a stand-
alone document (e.g., for assets considered to be of medium-high, high, or very high significance). The CHMS should 
clearly signpost the need for reporting and review stages. The understanding that has emerged through the evaluation, 
reporting and review stages should then be used to inform the detailed scope of any subsequent mitigation measures. 

 
A9.16 The CHMS identifies three main forms of mitigation, namely: preservation in situ, preservation by record and mitigation by 

design. These could be ordered to align with the language of the NPPF which looks to avoid or minimise harm in the first 
instance and then to record – i.e.: preservation in situ, by design, and by record - in that order. 

A9.17 The CHMS notes that preservation in situ is usually achieved through spatial design of the masterplan. This reinforces the 
need for the evaluation stage to have been completed before detailed masterplan and design codes for a phase are fixed in 
Tier 2. The CHMS cannot predict where and what form future important archaeological discoveries might take. The 
potential for important, but presently unknown archaeological assets can however be highlighted and the decision-taking 
thresholds that identify when preservation in situ is needed should be established in the CHMS (the expectation being 
those future discoveries of high or very high significance will be preserved in situ, with decisions on the preservation in situ 
of medium or low significance assets being taken on a case-by-case basis). Where preservation in situ is identified as the 
desired mitigation option the CHMS must set out a committed pathway to ensure the long-term sustainable management 
of all assets that are to be preserved in situ in line with the objectives of the heritage vision set out in the Otterpool Park 
Heritage Strategy. 
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A9.18 In a stepped approach to mitigation, and where impacts cannot be entirely avoided, measures should be firstly taken to 
minimise impact. The CHMS should set the overarching principles that will be followed in Tiers 2 and 3 for how design 
measures will be used to minimise harm to heritage assets. Crucially any such measures must start with a proper 
understanding of how an asset derives its significance. 

A9.19 It is acknowledged that preservation in situ will not be required for all heritage assets. Where the loss of a heritage asset is 
accepted, provision must be made to record and advance understanding of the asset to be lost. The CHMS refers to this as 
preservation by record, whereby the physical remains will be replaced by an appropriately detailed and publicly accessible 
record of them. 

A9.20 The CHMS illustrates areas of proposed mitigation and buildings to be recorded in plates 46 and 47. The extents of 
archaeological excavation and watching brief areas, etc. have not been discussed or agreed and as such this detail should 
be removed. Instead, as an umbrella document, it would be more useful for the CHMS to set out a toolkit of 
methodologies that can be applied to achieve the objectives of the archaeological programme. The options for mitigation 
currently set out in the CHMS are limited and the document should be revised to detail a more comprehensive range of 
mitigation options, such as: 

• Full (detailed) archaeological excavation 
• Open area strip map and sample archaeological excavation 
• Construction integrated investigation and recording (targeted watching brief) 
• Non-targeted archaeological monitoring (general watching brief) 
• Earthwork survey (analytical topographic survey) 
• Geoarchaeological and Palaeo-environmental investigations (including deposit modelling) 
• Historic building recording 
• Procedures for unexpectedly significant discoveries 

Managing and disseminating knowledge 
A9.22 In addition to providing a toolkit of methodologies for on-site mitigation measures the CHMS should sign-post the sequence 

of post-excavation processes that will be required in delivering an archaeological programme of this nature. On-site 
mitigation works should be followed by a staged programme of off-site works in accordance with accepted professional 
standards. The default expectation is that the following sequence of post- excavation outputs will be produced for each 
phase of mitigation works: 

• an interim report (to provide an account of what is known immediately following fieldwork and to give an initial 
identification of the range of material present and scope of subsequent specialist input that will likely be required) 

• an archaeological post-excavation assessment report that examines and quantifies the recovered fieldwork data and 
provides an assessment of the potential of this data to contribute to the research objectives of the project (including any 
revised research priorities identified during the works) 

• the post-excavation assessment report should be accompanied by an Updated Project Design (UPD). The UPD will 
identify the analysis tasks required to realise the research potential of the recovered data, put forward a retention policy 
and establish how a site's results will be published and in what format. 

• the publication of the archaeological programme is likely to take a variety of forms at both a technical and popular 
level. Publication outputs might include, but are not limited to, technical volumes (thematic or period-based), popular 
booklets, exhibitions, and teaching & educational resource packs. They will include both hard-copy publications and 
web-based digital initiatives. 
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A9.23 The mitigation measures set out in the CHMS will result in the creation of a substantial archive of archaeological and other 
historic environment data. This will include physical remains (recovered finds, environmental samples, etc.) and paper-
based and digital information. 

A9.24 Given the scale and delivery timeframe of the Otterpool Park project the CHMS should commit to establishing a Data 
Management Plan. This should be prepared in accordance with the CIfA Dig Digital toolkit and continue to be developed 
throughout the course of the project to ensure the security, stability, and accessibility of digital material in the lead up to 
selection and archive compilation. 

A9.25 The staged programme of archaeological works (including fieldwork already carried out) will result in a substantial 
archaeological archive that will grow in size as works progress. The CHMS notes the need to agree “at the outset what the 
future provision for archive deposition will be.” Despite identifying that this is something that needs agreeing at the outset 
the CHMS does not provide any firm proposals for how any archive generated will be managed and stored in perpetuity 
and be made publicly accessible (as per NPPF 205). If it is not yet possible to make firm plans for how and where the 
archive will be stored, then it is essential that the CHMS sets out the process and timetable by which such detail will be 
agreed so that a route to providing a solution to long-term archiving can be properly secured and agreed. 

A9.26 The CHMS needs to embed the principle of ‘public benefit’ into the archaeological programme. Currently the strategy 
largely focuses on dissemination of results after the event, as opposed to embedding engaging and innovative public 
activities throughout the archaeological programme. The CIfA Professional Practice Paper on Delivering Public benefit 
provides examples and case studies illustrating how public benefit could be integrated into the mitigation strategy. 

A9.27 The CHMS should identify who will be responsible for the document’s delivery, the various roles required for delivery of 
the document and the standards that will be complied with when delivering the work (including published guidance and 
advice from Historic England, the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists’ (CIfA) Code of Conduct, CIfA Standards and 
Guidance, Kent County Council’s Specification Manual, and any other relevant professional standards applicable to the 
work being carried out). The CHMS should establish the principle that archaeological works will be coordinated by 
professional archaeologists who are suitably qualified and experienced. The CHMS could also establish the principle that 
organisations undertaking archaeological fieldwork will normally be expected to have CIfA accreditation as Registered 
Organisations. 

Suggested format 
A9.28 We think the Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy and the Research Strategy should be combined to form a single 

document. This means that there will be a single strategy that identifies the priorities for cultural heritage mitigation works, 
provides a clear framework for how future decisions will be made and sets clear expectations as to the standards expected 
of mitigation works. 

A9.29 We think the document therefore needs to be structured to: 

•  introduce the principles and key objectives of the CHMS 

•  briefly and concisely summarise archaeological baseline (by period)  

• set the works in the context of current research priorities (including national period-based agenda and regional 

research frameworks) 

• set out the key research themes for Otterpool Park 

• establish the roles, responsibilities and procedures required to deliver the key research themes 
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• identify the toolkit of methodologies required to deliver the cultural heritage mitigation works 

• determine the technical standards and procedures to be followed 

• embed the principle of public benefit throughout the archaeological programme 

• establish the overarching approach to post-excavation works, dissemination of information and archive 

provision. 

A9.30 Crucially the focus of the document must shift from what has already been done to providing a strategy for future cultural 
heritage mitigation works. 

A9.31 It may be helpful to consider how other large-scale projects have approached these issues by looking at other examples of 
overarching mitigation and research strategy documents. Suggested examples include: 

High Speed 2: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/ 
attachment_data/file/642655/hs2_phase_one_historic_environment_research _and_delivery_strategy.pdf 

Thames Tideway: 
https://www.tideway.london/media/2116/app195-overarching-archaeological- 
written-scheme-of-investigation-oawsi.pdf 

United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial: 
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cd_8.28_appendix_e_to_pr 
oof_of_evidence_of_alan_ford_archaeological_mitigation_strategy_april_202 0_1.docx 

Concluding remarks 
A9.32 The Cultural Heritage Mitigation Strategy is a key document that should set out a robust overarching framework for the 

delivery of heritage mitigation works at Otterpool Park. To do this the current document requires substantial revision and 
these revisions should be made before the application is determined. 

 

11 KCC Ecological Advice 
(Helen Forster) 

18.07.2022 The following is provided by Kent County Council’s Ecological Advice Service (EAS) for Local Planning Authorities. It is 
independent, professional advice and is not a comment/position on the application from the County Council. It is intended to 
advise the relevant planning officer(s) on the potential ecological impacts of the planning application; and whether sufficient and 
appropriate ecological information has been provided to assist in its determination. Any additional information, queries, or 
comments on this advice that the applicant or other interested parties may have must be directed in every instance to the 
Planning Officer, who will seek input from the EAS where appropriate and necessary. 
 
Ecological Surveys 
We advise that we are satisfied that the submitted ecological surveys are sufficient to inform the determination of the plann ing 
application. We acknowledge that a number of surveys have not been updated as part of the current submission but as the 
habitats have not significantly changed, we are satisfied they are sufficient. However, we highlight that updated ecological 
surveys will have to be carried out throughout the development period across the whole site to inform further the reserved 

matter stages/tiers of the proposed development (if granted). 
 
The following surveys have been carried out: 

• Phase 1 habitat 

LPA 380 
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• Reptile 
• Badger 
• Amphibian 
• Water Vole 
• Otter 
• Dormouse 
• Hedgerow 
• Wintering bird surveys 
• Breeding Birds 
• Assessment of farmland bird assemblage 
• Targeted Invertebrate surveys 

 
The following was detailed within the submitted surveys: 

• Range of habitats throughout the site – including S41 habitats 

• 3 species of reptiles 

• GCN recorded within 9 ponds 

• Smooth and Palmate Newt, common frog and toad recorded during GCN survey 

• 103 badger setts were recorded, in addition to multiple latrines, hairs, pathways and mammal runs 

• 9 species of foraging/commuting bats 

• 13 bat roosts within and adjacent to the site (including a maternity roost of brown long eared bats) 

• 90 species of breeding birds (including 31 notable species) 

• 77 species of wintering birds (including 32 notable species) 

• Water Vole within 24 water bodies 

• Barn owl pellets recorded within 1 building 

• Evidence of breeding kingfisher on the Stour 

• Evidence of Otter along the Stour River 

• Dormouse within adjacent woodlands 

• Suitable habitat for Hedgehogs and harvest mice within the site 

• 12 important hedgerows within the site 

• 5 bumblebee, 3 solitary bee species and glow worm 

• Suitable habitat for aquatic invertebrates and fish 

• Brown Hare 

• 103 badger setts (including 18 main setts) were recorded within the site and wider area 

 
Mitigation 
As the site is currently largely arable fields and due to the proposed habitat creation throughout the site we are satisfied,  with 
the exception of farmland birds/hare that the proposed species mitigation can be implemented within the proposed development. 
An overview of the ecological mitigation has been submitted and it has detailed the following will be implemented: 
 
GCN 

• Retention of all, bar one, ponds with GCN present 

• Retention and enhancement habitat within the site to increase connectivity through the site (green corridors and use of 
underpasses for roads). 
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• Creation of additional ponds within the site 

• Works carried out under an EPS/DLL licence 
Reptiles 

• Retention and enhancement of habitats within the site 
• Works will require translocations/phased clearance to on site habitats 

Water Voles 

• Enhancement of terrestrial habitat along the river Stour and creation and enhancements of ditches and terrestrial habitat 
within the NE and West of the site. 

• Retain connectivity through the site through considerate design of bridges/underpasses etc. 

• Works will require translocation/displacement and will need to be carried out under a NE Licence. 
Bats 

• Retention and enhancement of foraging /commuting areas 

• Creation of habitats to benefit foraging/commuting bats 

• Minimising light spill on to retain/created habitats and creation of dark corridors through the site. This is supported through 
the proposal to created habitat buffers which will be 5m from the edge of the hedgerow or 25m from the edge of the 
hedgerow if dark corridors 

• Creation of at least 4 bat houses 
Badgers 

• Information in the mitigation strategy redacted and therefore unable to comment in detail. 

• Retention of setts within the site where possible 

• Replacement setts to be created to mitigate for the loss of any main setts. 

• Creation and enhancement of habitats suitable for foraging/commuting 

• Inclusion of tunnels under roads 
Watering/Breeding Birds (not farmland birds) 

• Enhancement and creation of habitats within the site. 

• Inclusion of breeding birds features within the site. 

• Wetland/woodland areas will be protected from disturbance through the use of signs/fencing. 
Farmland Birds/Brown Hare 

• Impact cannot be mitigated on site. Offside habitat creation anticipated. 
Other Species listed above 

• No specific mitigation proposed the enhancements/habitat creation detailed for the above listed species will support 

those species 
Habitats 

The master plan has been designed to retain or minimise impacts on existing habitats. For example: 

• The areas of Ancient Woodland will have a minimum of 50m buffer 

• Non AW woodland will have a minimum of 25m buffer. 

• Hedgerows will be largely retained/buffered. Where hedgerows will be lost the hedgerows will be replaced. 

• Buffer of at least 50m along the River Stour 
 
Concerns 
Where we are satisfied that the mitigation can be implemented, we highlight the following points with regard to the proposed 
mitigation: 
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1. There is a need to ensure the proposed habitat buffers and dark corridors are achievable as they could be impacted by 
a number of factors such as: 

a. Change in regulations in space required for roads/pathways 
b. Lighting required for school pitches/Health and Safety 

2. Increases to development planning footprint of housing. 
If planning permission is granted, we would expect those habitat buffer requirements detailed within the ES to be 
secured by condition and demonstrated within future Tiers/Reserved Matter applications. Therefore, there is a need to 
ensure that the proposed habitat buffers are achievable and retainable. 

It’s our experience from reviewing other large developments that the area of green space / mitigation areas will often be 
reduced at the reserved matter stage. This is usually due to the applicant for the reserve matters not fully understanding 

what has been agreed at the outline stage and then mitigation areas being designed to be more formal amenity areas. 
There is a need to ensure that the mitigation/enhancements/habitat creation agreed at this stage of future tiers will be 
implemented and demonstrated within the reserve matters application. 

There needs to be an undertaking to ensure that the mitigation areas/green spaces/wildlife corridors will not be lost or 
partially impacted by the future tier/reserved matters applications. Due to the size of the development small 
incremental habitat take from each detailed application could result in a large reduction of habitat within the site. 

3. Impacts from light spill. 
There is a need for future tiers/reserve matter application clearly demonstrate that they are achieving the minimal/no 
light spill within the dark areas/habitats’ buffers. 

4. Implementation of the mitigation 
The submitted ES has outlined the principle of the proposed offsite mitigation but there is a need to ensure that it can be 
achieved, and a strategic approach is implemented by Otterpool Park and, if granted, is something that developers for 

each phase pay in to/contribute to. It must not be something that each developer has to implement individually as it 
unlikely to be achievable if the mitigation is not within that phase/tier. 

There is a need to ensure that the on-site mitigation for the species recorded within the site is implemented in advance. 
This is something that we would expect Otterpool park to implement rather than development for each phase. As the 
mitigation for the development has been designed to take in to account the whole site it is not appropriate or achievable 
for the developers for each phase to carry out the habitat creation. 

Measures need to be in place prior to future residents moving in to ensure that areas where there is expected to be 
minimal, or no recreations pressure can be implemented. 

5. Detailed mitigation strategy 
The proposal is to be implemented as a tiered application and if granted the proposal is to be implemented over a 

number of years. Due to the size of the development and the connectivity of the populations throughout the site there is 
a need for a site wide mitigation strategy to be produced for the whole site if planning permission is granted to ensure 

that appropriate mitigation will be implemented. The mitigation strategy can then be reviewed and updated for each 
Tier/Reserved Matters application. 

Individual mitigation strategies cannot be for each Tier/Reserved Matters application as habitat creation 

associated with that Tier/Reserved Matters application may have to be carried out within another part of the site. 
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The habitats on site will have a number of uses (ecological mitigation/amenity/SuDS etc.) therefore there is a need to 
ensure that the proposed mitigation must be designed to take in to account other uses/users of the site. 

We are aware that the development (if granted) will take a number of years to implement and therefore there will be a 

need for the mitigation strategy to be regularly reviewed and updated to take in to account updated survey results. 

There must be ecological site wide oversight of the implementation of the Tier/Ecological Mitigation to ensure that 

any habitat creation linked to the species mitigation can be implemented in advance to ensure the proposed habitat 

has been established to a good quality when the ecological mitigation for particular phases commences. 

As detailed above there is a need to ensure that this is undertaken by Otterpool Park not the individual 

developments. We highlight that the habitat creation works must not be the responsibility of the developer for a 
particular phase - particularly when the mitigation habitat is located elsewhere within the wider site. 

Management 

We advise that there will be a need for a detailed management plan to be produced if planning permission is granted. The 
management plan must reflect the requirements of the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) however we highlight that the BAP only 
includes certain species but there is a need to ensure the management plan addresses the requirements of all species recorded 
within the site. 

The management plan will have to be regularly updated as the development works progress and to take in to account the 

results of ongoing monitoring and habitat creation. 

There is a need to ensure that ultimately there is only one management plan for the whole site, and it incorporates all the 

management requirements within it (e.g., Recreation / SuDS / Ecology). As different tiers are submitted, we advise that there is a 
need for the site wide management plan to be updated rather than the production of separate management plans for each phase. 

This will ensure that all the requirements are within the one document and there is no risk of the same area being managed twice 
for two separate functions. 

Monitoring  
We advise that there will be a need for ongoing site wide monitoring and updated surveys are not restricted to the area where a 
particular phase is being proposed. This is to ensure that an understanding of the ecological interest of the site is understood 

through the whole development process. 

This will ensure that the mitigation proposed is appropriate and inform the ongoing management plan reviews. 

Biodiversity Net Gain 
The submitted report has detailed that there will be an anticipated positive BNG for hedgerows, river corridor and habitats of 
within the site. We do agree that it will be likely that a BNG can be achieved for all three aspects, but we do query if the 
anticipated BNG for habitats will exceed 20%. 

The report has assessed as grassland habitats Lowland meadow and Other Neutral Grassland achieving a condition of good and 
due to the fact, the site is currently largely arable, and the high recreational pressure anticipated within the site we query if that is 
achievable. 
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Our view is the habitat creation within the areas with high recreational pressure should be considered as moderate as best. 
The BNG assessments will have to be updated with every detailed application and in the event that the habitat creation has 
established better than anticipated then it can be assessed as good rather than moderate. 

We recommend that the BNG assessments for the detailed application cover the whole of the Otterpool Park site as they can 

take in to account the advance habitat creation being carried out and it will identify where further management is required. 

HRA 
The HRA has considered the impact the proposal will have due to Impacts from Water quality and Air Quality and recreational 
pressure. We have reviewed the document and we are satisfied with the conclusion that recreational pressure is unlikely to have 
an adverse impact on the designated sites due to the distance of the development from the designated sites and the provision of 
on-site recreational habitat. 

The HRA has assessed that the proposal is unlikely to have a likely significant effect due to air quality and water quality for the 

following reasons: 

Only one site was within the threshold for air quality assessment, the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC (Figure 

3). In line with the IAQM’s designated sites guidance (2020), this HRA defers to the Local Plan HRA. No significant effects 

are predicted for the proposed Development in terms of air quality impacts. 

Proposals are outlined as a component of the development that have been agreed in principle with NE and the EA, which 

would ensure that the site can achieve nutrient neutrality. Detailed designs and maintenance plans of the mitigation 
proposals will be produced during Tier 2 and Tier 3 Stages through the implementation of Tier 1 outline planning conditions. 

As it can it be demonstrated at the Appropriate Assessment stage that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of 

the Stodmarsh SAC, SPA and Ramsar site, no further stages of HRA are required. 

 

However, we advise that we are not experts on water quality or air quality, and we recommend that FHDC must be satisfied with the 

conclusions of the HRA with regard to both matters. 

 

12 Kent Growth and 
Communities  
(Francesca Potter) 

07.07.2022 
04.08.2022 

(1) 07.07.2022 
The County Council has reviewed the revise planning application and has a number of significant concerns with the proposal 
summarised in the attached document. 
 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LPA 381 
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(2) 04.08.2022 
 
The County Council has sent an amended response in respect of the Otterpool Park Planning Application with minor amends 
made in respect of the Minerals and Waste chapter. 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document  
 

13 Kent Downs AONB  
(Katie Miller) 

22.06.2022 The Kent Downs AONB Unit previously provided extensive comments on the original application its letter dated 10 June 2019.  
Much of the advice provided in this letter is still considered relevant and applicable to the amended proposals; this previous advice 
is therefore attached as Appendix 2 to this attachment. 
 
However, there have been changes to the policy position, at both a national and local level since the original proposal was 
considered and the proposals have also been amended and associated supporting documentation updated and new supporting 
information provided.  This response therefore focuses on the proposed changes and updates. – Updated response to Otterpool 
Park Application from Kent Downs AONB 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
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14 Kent Police 
(Emily Hook) 

10.06.2022 We have reviewed this application in regard to Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) and in accordance with 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
Applicants/agents should consult us as Designing out Crime Officers (DOCO’s) to address CPTED and incorporate Secured by 
Design (SBD) as appropriate. WE use details of the site, relevant to crime levels/type and intelligence information to help design 
out the opportunity for rime, Fear of Crime, Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) Nuisance and Conflict.  
There is a carbon cost for crime and new developments give us an opportunity to address it. Using CPTED along with attaining an 
SBD award using SBD guidance, policies and academic research would be evidence of the applicants’ efforts to design the 
opportunity for crime. 
Further to our recommendations in our letter dated 24.05.2019, we request a condition for this site to follow SBD guidance to 
address designing out crime to show a clear audit trail for Designing Out Crime, Crime Prevention and Community Safety and to 
meet our Local Authority statutory duties under Section 17 of the Crime Disorder Act 1968. 
 
For residential developments we recommend: 
1. Consideration should be given to the provision of informal association spaces for members of the community, particularly 

young people. These must be subject to surveillance but sited so that residents will not suffer from possible noise pollution, 
in particular the green spaces surrounding the site, any parking areas/courts and pedestrian routes. These areas must be 
well lit and covered by natural surveillance from neighbouring properties. 

2. Perimeter, boundary, and divisional treatments must be 1.8mhigh. Any alleyways to have secure side gates, which are 
lockable from both sides, located flush to the front building line 

3. To meet SBD guidance, we would strongly recommend the installation of pavements on both sides of the roads to avoid 
vehicle and pedestrian conflict, and promote safer spaces for families. It is now common practice to have some shared 
vehicle/ pedestrian areas on secondary routes. If pavements cannot be installed in these shared spaces, we strongly 
recommend traffic calming measures, especially where there is a curvature in the road. 

LPA 383 
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4. Parking - To help address vehicle crime, security should be provided for Motorbikes, Mopeds, Electric bikes and similar. 
SBD or sold secure ground or wall anchors can help provide this. We advise against the use of parking courts as they can 
create an opportunity for crime. Where unavoidable, the areas must be covered by natural surveillance from an “active” 
window e.g., lounge or kitchen and sufficient lighting – the same recommendations apply to on plot parking bays. In 
addition, we request appropriate signage for visitor bays to avoid conflict and misuse. Undercroft areas can attract crime 
and therefore, should be finished in a light colour and be well lit. In addition, undercroft areas require access control to 
discourage crime. Automatic gates or roller shutters should be certificated to one of the following standards: LPS1175 
Issue 7.2:2014 Security Rating 1, LPS 1175 Issue 8:2018 Security Rating 1 (A1), STS 202 Issue 7:2016 Burglary Rating 1 
or LPS 2081 Issue 1.1:2016 Security Rating A. If car ports are unavoidable, we recommend they be lit and painted in a 
light colour to optimize surveillance opportunities. For car parks, we recommend the Safer Parking Scheme, which follows 
CPTED guidance from both the police and the British Parking Association. 

5. New trees should help protect and enhance security without reducing the opportunity for surveillance or the effectiveness of 
lighting. Tall slender trees with a crown of above 2m rather than low crowned species are more suitable than “round 
shaped” trees with a low crown. New trees should not be planted within parking areas or too close to street lighting. Any 
hedges should be no higher than 1m, so that they do not obscure vulnerable areas. 

6. Lighting. Please note, whilst we are not qualified lighting engineers, any lighting plan should be approved by a professional 
lighting engineer (e.g., a Member of the ILP), particularly where a lighting condition is imposed, to help avoid conflict and 
light pollution. Bollard lighting should be avoided, SBD Homes 2019 states: 
“18.03 Bollard lighting is purely for wayfinding and can be easily obscured. It does not project sufficient light at the right 
height making it difficult to recognise facial features and as a result causes an increase in the fear of crime. It should be 
 avoided.” 
Lighting of all roads including main, side roads, cul de sacs and car parking areas should be BS5489 – 1:2020 in 
accordance with SBD and the British Parking Association (BPA) Park Mark Safer parking Scheme specification and 
standards. 

7. Play areas must have a self-closing gate to keep animals out and ensure young children cannot leave the area 
unsupervised. Play equipment must be vandal resistant (and if made of wood, fire resistant) and not provide areas of 
concealment or an informal storage area for offenders or materials of crime. We recommend the sales team advice 
potential buyers of the plots close to the play area of its location, which would otherwise be missed from the plan. By 
informing them at this stage, this reduces the possibility of future conflict and/or noise complaints. 

8. All external doorsets (a doorset is the door, fabrication, hinges, frame, installation, and locks) including folding, sliding or 
patio doors and individual flat entrance doors to meet PAS 24: 2016 UKAS certified standard, STS 201 or LPS 2081 
Security Rating B+. Please note PAS 24 is a minimum-security standard, and communal doors may require a higher 
standard, such as STS or LPS. 

9. Windows on the ground floor or potentially vulnerable e.g., from flat roofs or balconies to meet PAS 24: 2016 UKAS certified 
standard, STS 204 Issue 6:2016, LPS 1175 Issue 8:2018 Security Rating 1/A1, STS 202 Issue 7:2016 Burglary Rating 1 or 
LPS 2081 Issue 1.1:2016 Security Rating A. Glazing to be laminated. Toughened glass alone is not suitable for security 
purposes. 

10. We advise on the use of ground/wall SBD or sold secure anchors within a cycle storage area/shed of dwellings to deter 
bicycle theft 

11. Mail delivery to meet SBD TS008 with a fire guard are strongly recommend for dwellings. For buildings with multiple 
occupants, we recommend TS009 standards. Please note we strongly advise against trade buttons, if mail is to be 
delivered inside a lobby there must be an airlock/access controlled door to prevent access further into the building for 
anyone other than residents. 

12. Bedroom windows on the ground floor require a defensive treatment to deflect loitering, especially second bedrooms often 
used by children. 
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13. We recommend “A GUIDE FOR SELECTING FLAT ENTRANCE DOORSETS 2019” for buildings featuring multiple units, 
any covered access must deflect loitering that can stop residents and their visitors from using it without fearing crime. 
Entrance doors must be lit and designed to provide no hiding place. 

14. For the main communal doors audio/visual door entry systems are required. We strongly advise against trade buttons and 
timed-release mechanisms, as they permit unlawful access and have previously resulted in issues with Crime and ASB. In 
care homes and assisted living buildings we would also require a similar system to be utilised by reception to ensure only 
those permitted can enter the building 

15. CCTV is advised for all communal entry points and to cover the mail delivery area. 
 
For commercial properties we recommend: 
1. We recommend boundary treatments to be a minimum of 2m and the installation of lockable gates to the sides of the unit to 

provide controlled access to the rear. These gates must be flush to the building line to optimize surveillance. 
2. As above, we recommend natural surveillance for parking areas. As a secondary layer of security, we would also 

recommend CCTV to be installed to further monitor use. We also strongly recommend gating access roads/parking areas 
to prevent nuisance parking and misuse out of hours. 

3. Defined pedestrian routes to/from the building we recommend improving safely and avoid pedestrian and vehicle conflict. 
4. Cycle storage must be well lit and with natural surveillance. We recommend the sold secure or SBD recommended 

products for extra security. 
5. Lighting. Please note, while we are not qualified lighting engineers, any lighting plan should be approved by a professional 

lighting engineer (e.g., a Member of the ILP), particularly where a lighting condition is imposed, to help avoid conflict and 
light pollution. We recommend that a suitable lighting policy is installed to ensure that the units and staff have safe access 
to and from the units and to help deflect criminality. External lighting to conform to min standard of BS5489-1:2020. 

6. CCTV is to be installed, especially in areas with limited natural surveillance such as rear of the units, utility areas/bin stores 
and on the access/exit road. We also recommend cameras in the following areas to keep users safe and monitor their 
movements, any stairs, emergency access doors, lifts, loading and unloading areas, car park and reception, main 
office/safe. The CCTV must not infringe any lighting plan. 

7. We strongly recommend alarms, with audio-dial function, be installed on all external doors, including emergency exits. 
8. All external doors (a doorset is the door, fabrication, hinges, frame, installation, and locks) including folding or sliding to 

meet PAS 24: 2016 UKAS certified standard, STS 201 or LPS 2081 Security Rating B+. Please note, PAS 24: 2012 tested 
for ADQ (Building Regs) has been superseded and is not suitable for this development. 

9. Windows of the ground floor to meet PAS 24:2016 UKAS certified standard, STS 204 Issue 6:2016, LPS 1175 Issue 
8:2018 Security Rating 1/A1, STS 202 Issue 7:2016 Burglary Rating 1 or LPS 2081 1.1:2016 Security Rating A. Glazing to 
be laminated. Toughened glass alone is not suitable for security purposes. Any curtain walling and fixings should be tested 
and meet BS EN 1627:2011 and/or be certified to LPS 1175: Issue 7, SR1 or STS 202: Issue 3, BR1. 

10. Any Shutters should be as close to the building line as possible and must avoid the creation of a recess. Shutters must be 
certified to LPS 1175: Issue 7, SR2, STS 202: Issue 3, BR”; Solid Secure Gold or PAS 68:2013. 

11. Bin Stores must be secure, lit and, if in an area with limited natural surveillance we recommend CCTV cameras be 
installed. We also strongly advise against placing this store close enough to the building so that it can be used as a 
climbing aid into the building when closed. Please note where there is a mixed use building, residential and commercial 
must be segregated. 

12. If any buildings are to have roof access for maintenance of solar panels and lift shafts etc., we recommend that 
ladders/access doors to these areas are securely locked so that members of the public are unable to access this area. We 
also require CCTV to cover this area in order to monitor unauthorised access. 
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Further information and additional guides on schools, care homes and hospitals/medical centres can be found at 
https://www.securedbydeisgn.com/guidance/design-guides. 
 
We recommend British Transport Police Designing Out Crime Officer to be contacted at the earliest opportunity for their specialist 
advice, due to the site being located close to Westenhanger Station and the accompanying railway line. 
 
Please note, site security is required for the construction phase. There is a duty for the principal contractor “to take reasonable 
steps to prevent access by unauthorised persons to the construction site” under the Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 2007. The site security should incorporate plant, machinery, supplies, tools, and other vehicles and be site specific to 
geography and site requirements.  
 
We welcome a discussion with the applicant/agent about site specific designing out crime. If the points above are not addressed, 
they can affect the development and local policing. 
This information is provided by Kent Police DODC’s and refers to situational crime prevention. This advice focuses on CPTED and 
Community Safety with regard to this specific planning application. 

 

15 Marine Management 
Organisation  
(Andy Davies) 

17.05.2022 Please be aware that any works within the Marine area require a licence from the Marine Management Organisation. It is down to 
the applicant themselves to take the necessary steps to ascertain whether their works will fall below the Mean High Water Springs 
mark. 
 
Response to the consultation: 
The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) is a non-departmental public body responsible for the management of England’s 
marine area on behalf of the UK government. The MMO’s delivery functions are; marine planning, marine licensing, wildlife 
licensing and enforcement, marine protected area management, marine emergencies, fisheries management and issuing 
European grants. 
 
Marine Licensing 

Works activities taking place below the mean high water mark may require a marine licence in accordance with the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 2009.  
 
Such activities include the construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or a deposit or removal of a substance 
or object below the mean high water springs mark or in any tidal river to the extent of the tidal influence.  
 
Applicants should be directed to the MMO’s online portal to register for an application for marine licence -  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/make-a-marine-licence-application 
You can also apply to the MMO for consent under the Electricity Act 1989 (as amended) for offshore generating stations between 
1 and 100 megawatts in English waters.   
 
The MMO is also the authority responsible for processing and determining Harbour Orders in England, together with granting 
consent under various local Acts and orders regarding harbours. 
 
A wildlife licence is also required for activities that that would affect a UK or European protected marine species. 
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The MMO is a signatory to the coastal concordat and operates in accordance with its principles. Should the activities subject to 
planning permission meet the above criteria then the applicant should be directed to the follow pages: check if you need a marine 
licence and asked to quote the following information on any resultant marine licence application: 

• local planning authority name, 

• planning officer name and contact details, 

• planning application reference. 
 

Following submission of a marine licence application a case team will be in touch with the relevant planning officer to discuss next 
steps. 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
 
With respect to projects that require a marine licence the EIA Directive (codified in Directive 2011/92/EU) is transposed into UK 
law by the Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (the MWR), as amended. Before a marine 
licence can be granted for projects that require EIA, MMO must ensure that applications for a marine licence are compliant with 
the MWR. 
 
In cases where a project requires both a marine licence and terrestrial planning permission, both the MWR and The Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/571/contents/made 
may be applicable. 
 
If this consultation request relates to a project capable of falling within either set of EIA regulations, then it is advised that the 
applicant submit a request directly to the MMO to ensure any requirements under the MWR are considered adequately at the 
following link: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/make-a-marine-licence-application 
 
Marine Planning 
 
Under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 ch.4, 58, public authorities must make decisions in accordance with marine policy 
documents and if it takes a decision that is against these policies it must state its reasons. MMO as such are responsible for 
implementing the relevant Marine Plans for their area, through existing regulatory and decision-making processes.  

Marine plans will inform and guide decision makers on development in marine and coastal areas. Proposals should conform with 
all relevant policies, taking account of economic, environmental, and social considerations. Marine plans are a statutory 
consideration for public authorities with decision making functions.  

At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to the mean high water springs mark, which includes the tidal extent of any 
rivers. As marine plan boundaries extend up to the level of the mean high water spring tides mark, there will be an overlap with 
terrestrial plans which generally extend to the mean low water springs mark.  

A map showing how England's waters have been split into 6 marine plan areas is available on our website. For further information 
on how to apply the marine plans please visit our Explore Marine Plans service. 
 
Planning documents for areas with a coastal influence may wish to make reference to the MMO’s licensing requirements and any 
relevant marine plans to ensure that necessary regulations are adhered to. All public authorities taking authorisation or 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-coastal-concordat-for-england/a-coastal-concordat-for-england-revised-december-2019#principles
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/journey/self-service/start
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/journey/self-service/start
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/eia-legalcontext.htm
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/588/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/571/contents/made
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/make-a-marine-licence-application
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-plan-areas-in-england
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/explore-marine-plans
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enforcement decisions that affect or might affect the UK marine area must do so in accordance with the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act and the UK Marine Policy Statement unless relevant considerations indicate otherwise. Local authorities may also 
wish to refer to our online guidance and the Planning Advisory Service soundness self-assessment checklist. If you wish to 
contact your local marine planning officer you can find their details on our gov.uk page.  
 
Minerals and waste plans and local aggregate assessments  
 
If you are consulting on a mineral/waste plan or local aggregate assessment, the MMO recommend reference to marine 
aggregates is included and reference to be made to the documents below; 
 

• The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 which highlights the importance of marine aggregates and its supply to 
England’s (and the UK) construction industry.  

• The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets out policies for national (England) construction minerals 
supply. 

• The Managed Aggregate Supply System (MASS) which includes specific references to the role of marine aggregates in the 
wider portfolio of supply. 

• The National and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020 predict likely aggregate demand over 
this period including marine supply.  
 

The NPPF informed MASS guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to prepare Local Aggregate Assessments, these 
assessments have to consider the opportunities and constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions – including 
marine. This means that even land-locked counties, may have to consider the role that marine sourced supplies (delivered by rail 
or river) play – particularly where land based resources are becoming increasingly constrained.  
 
If you require further guidance on the Marine Licencing process, please follow the link: 
https://www.gov.uk/topic/planning-development/marine-licences  
 

 

16 National Highways (formerly 
Highways England) 
(Kevin Bown) 

24.06.2022 As you are aware, National Highways had extensive discussions with the applicant in relation to these proposals; they have 
included meetings and a review of the certain draft material prior to the submission of the amended outline application.  
We have therefore reviewed the formally submitted documents in this context and now provide out comments. It is noted that 
discussions with the applicant are ongoing in relation to a wide range of matters. 
 
Two documents have been submitted in the response: 
 

• Our Technical Highways Planning Response form setting out our comments and then our formal recommendation that the 
application should not be determined as yet to allow our engagement to continue and all transport related matters to be 
resolved.   –  National Highways Planning Response Otterpool Park 24.06.2022 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
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• A Technical Note setting out further comments with regards to various on-going engagement matters – National Highways 
Otterpool Park Transport Assessment Review Report 24.06.2022 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document  
 

17 NATS Safeguarding  06.05.2022 The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguarding aspect and does not conflict with our safeguarding 
criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public Limited Company (“NERL”) has no safeguarding objection to the proposal. 
However, please be aware that this response applies specifically to the above consultation and only reflects the position of NATS 
(that is responsible for the management of en route air traffic) based on the information supplied at the time of this application.  
The letter does not provide any indication of the position of any other party, whether they be an airport, airspace user or 
otherwise. It remains your responsibility to ensure that all appropriate consultees are properly consulted. 

LPA 386 

 

18 Natural England  
(Patrick McKenna) 
(Sean Hanna) 

15.07.2022  
 
05.08.2022 

(1) 15.07.2022 
 
This response provides Natural England’s comments on the landscape aspects of the proposal.  Further comments will be 
provided on the non-landscape elements of the development relation to the natural environment in due course.   
 
Summary of Natural England’s Advice: 
 
Further Information Required to Determine Impacts on Protected Landscape 
 
As submitted, the proposed development will have a significant adverse effect on the setting to the Kents Downs AONB and on 
views from the AONB scarp, which cannot be fully mitigated as presently put forward. 
 
Having reviewed the outline application and accompanying LVIA, Natural England is concerned that the development as currently 
proposed will still be significantly visible from the AONB for more than 30 years after commencement of the garden settlement. 
 
Natural England welcomes the intent for this to be a landscape-led development, and we support the strong policy wording in the 
Core Strategy Review regarding the garden settlement and the AONB.  However, we are concerned about the ability of the 
development, as currently proposed, to meet these objectives. 
 
Whilst we welcome the inclusion of a significant area of greenspace within the application area, we are concerned about the 
height of the development as currently proposed, situated on an ascending slope facing towards the AONB.  We are also 
concerned that not developing structural planting in advance of construction will make it difficult to mitigate the impacts of the 
development on the AONB, and achieve the objectives of CSR policy SS7. 
 
It is unclear whether the proposed level of employment provision exceeds the quantum set out in Policy SS6 of the CSR.  We also 
consider there are a number of limitations to the LVIA, and that the views to and from the AONB remain underassessed. 
 
We therefore consider that the level of employment development and building heights, together with the timing of the advanced 
planting will need to be re-evaluated as part of the consideration of the outline permission to ensure that the effects on the AONB 
can be properly addressed.  
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We believe that there is the opportunity to significantly reduce the impacts to the AONB through a range of measures, including 
the careful planning of the density, height, scale and quantum of the structures and buildings, seeking ways to implement panting 
in advance of construction, and making the most effective use of the design principles to reduce the visibility of the built form on 
the development. 
 
Natural England has reviewed the new outline planning application and our detailed comments on this, below, build on the advice 
we provided in 2019.  Our detailed comments on the LVIA are provided in Annex 1, and on the Strategic Design Principles 
document in Annex 2. 
 
We remain fully committed to working with Folkestone & Hythe District Council and the applicant to ensure that the proposed 
development avoids or minimises adverse impacts on the Kent Downs AONB, and views into and out of the AONB.  We would 
welcome further discussions to consider how the scheme can be delivered without causing a significant impact on the AONB, and 
we advise that applicant seeks advice through our Discretionary Advice Service. 
 
Detailed Response on The Landscape Aspects of the Proposal: 
 
Natural England landscape response to Otterpool OPA 15 July 2022 
 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
 

 
(2.) 05.08.2022 
 

Following our letter of the 15 July 2022 in which we provided our landscape advice in relation to the Kent Downs Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, I am pleased to provide our further advice in relation to designated nature conservation sites, the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment, best and most versatile agricultural land, and protected species. 

Natural England has worked collaboratively with Folkestone and Hythe District Council on the preparation of its Core Strategy 
Review and the Otterpool Park new garden settlement. We welcome the Council’s commitment to Biodiversity Net Gain and 
recognise the steps it has taken to address the ‘nutrient neutrality’ issues affecting the Stodmarsh designated site. We remain 
committed to working with the Council and the applicant to ensure that impacts to designated sites can be avoided whilst 
maximising the opportunities for biodiversity as part of the proposal. 

It is stated within Table 10 -13 of Chapter 10 Geology, Hydrogeology and Land Quality of the Environmental Statement that ‘The 
former quarry face will be maintained and enhanced (benched back (steps created in quarry face) to expose additional areas of 
the Hythe Formation geology and signage for educational purposes. This will increase accessibility to the feature which will need 
to be managed to avoid damage.’ Natural England welcomes the management of the SSSI for the scientific study and public 
education benefits that this will bring. 

Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement suggests that the management of the SSSI is detailed within the Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (Appendix 4.11). Having reviewed this we consider that greater detail should be provided on the habitat management 
practices that will be provided to conserve and enhance the SSSI within the Country Park to maintain the condition of the 
designated site. This should include details of the management of the SSSI itself (the exposure is currently best managed by 
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sheep grazing as it is difficult to achieve this with machinery) and also how the accessibility of the SSSI will be managed to avoid 
potential impacts from residents. 
 
Lympne Escarpment Site of Special Scientific Interest 
The Lympne Escarpment SSSI lies to the south of Aldington Road at the southernmost boundary of the application site. The SSSI 
is important for its woodland and grassland habitats along with the wet springs and flushes which support a diverse range of plant 
species. 

Natural England welcomes the wording in the Core Strategy Review Policy SS7, which states, for the New Garden Settlement 
that ‘Proposals must demonstrate that there will be no impact on the Lympne Escarpment Site of Special Scientific Interest, 
unless exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated, in line with Places and Policies Local Plan Policy NE2;’ 

A hydrogeological study undertaken for previous developments at the Link Park Industrial Site indicated that there is a divide in 
the groundwater connectivity approximately 370 metres to the north of Aldington Road. During wetter periods, when ground water 
levels are higher, the study indicated that groundwater flows in a southerly direction towards the SSSI. Any development in this 
area has the potential to interrupt the groundwater flow to the SSSI with potential impacts for the wet springs and flushes 
Mitigation measures for any development in these areas were required for the Link Park proposals (application reference 
Y09/0145/SH). Given the potential impacts to the SSSI from changes to the groundwater regime, Natural England would 
recommend that greater clarity on how impacts to the groundwater flow will be avoided or fully mitigated from the development 
proposed in this area (AP.2 on the parameter plans) is provided. 

Air Quality  
The Environmental Statement highlights that there are a number of SSSIs within 200 metres of the affected road network 
including Hatch Park, Lympne Escarpment, Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment and Folkestone Warren SSSIs. The air quality 
assessment for these sites seems to have focused solely on the impacts that may result from NOx rather than also considering 
the potential impacts from ammonia. As such, Natural England recommends that a further detailed assessment considering the 
potential impacts to designated sites from transport generated air quality is provided to understand whether there are implications 
for the designated sites both during construction and operation. Once this is available, we will be pleased to provide further advice 
to the Council. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Air Quality  
Whilst it is acknowledged that advice was sought from Natural England in 2021 regarding the proposal to defer the air quality 
elements of the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the application to the overarching HRA for the Core Strategy Review, 
unfortunately we were not able to provide advice at that time. 

Natural England is concerned that the air quality assessment for the application appears to have focused solely on impacts that 
may result from transport generated NOx rather than also including ammonia. The HRA accompanying the Core Strategy Review 
also did not appear to include ammonia. We advise that schemes where there is the potential for the affected road network to 
pass within 200 metres of designated nature conservation sites should consider both the impacts from traffic generated NOx and 
ammonia1. 
 
We would therefore recommend that further details of the potential air quality impacts from this proposal to all designated sites 
within 200metres of the affected road network are provided to provide certainty that impacts will not result, when considered alone 

 
1 See ‘Natural England’s approach to advising competent authorities on the assessment of road traffic emissions under the Habitats Regulations’ 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4720542048845824  
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or in-combination with other plans or projects. Once this information is available, we will be pleased to provide further advise to 
the Council. 
 
Recreational impacts  
Natural England agrees that it is appropriate for recreational impacts to be scoped out of the assessment for the Blean Complex 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC), the Tankerton Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC and the Stodmarsh SAC, Special Protection Area 
and Ramsar site. Given the lack of public access to the Parkgate Down SAC, Natural England considers that impacts are unlikely. 

For the Folkestone to Etchinghill Escarpment SAC, Wye, and Crundale Downs SAC, it remains unclear how the conclusions were 
drawn that the proposals are not likely to have a significant effect through recreational pressure as residents are likely to visit 
these sites. However, Policy S7 of the Core Strategy review indicates that there will be a requirement for an access strategy and 
there may need to be mitigation in relation to the SAC. This is reflected with the addendum to the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Addendum – Main Modifications to the Proposed Submissions Folkestone and Hythe Core Strategy Review 
(September 2021). This states: 

‘vi. Publicly accessible, well-managed and high quality open spaces, which are linked to the open countryside and adjoining 
settlements. This shall be informed by an access strategy that seeks to protect and enhance existing public rights of way and 
create new public rights of way. The strategy shall balance demands for public access with ecological and landscape 
protection, taking into account the impacts of increased access on the Kent Downs AONB and Folkestone to Etchinghill 
Escarpment Special Area of Conservation and other protected areas, which might necessitate the need for mitigation to be 
secured;’ 

Natural England would therefore recommend that clarity is provided on how the measures proposed for the Otterpool Park 
proposal ensure that impacts to the SAC (and wider Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) are avoided. 

Natural England has recently assessed the condition of the Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SAC and recreational users are 
negatively impacting the habitat within the site. We are working with Dover District Council on ways to manage recreational 
impact as part of a strategic approach and we would recommend that the Otterpool Park application revisits the potential for 
recreational impacts at the detailed design stage. 

In relation to the Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SAC, SPA and Ramsar site the Assessment details that ‘It is 
considered that although there is likely to be an increase in visitors as a result of the proposed Development, this is capable of 
being mitigated by the actions and recommendations proposed for visitor management generally within the SARMS [Sustainable 
Access and Recreation Management Strategy], for example visitor education and awareness raising measures focusing on 
potential adverse impacts arising from trampling, littering and disturbance’ (Section 6.3.30). 

Subject to the measures within the SARMS being fully implemented by the Council, then Natural England is satisfied that 
recreational impacts to the Dungeness complex will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the designated sites. 

Water quality  
Natural England understands (as detailed in an email dated 1 August 2022 from Renuka Gunasekara of Arcadis) that an updated 
Nutrient Budget Analysis Report has been prepared to support the Otterpool Park outline planning application. Once we have 
been able to review this amended report, we will be pleased to provide our advice and any implications this may have for the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment. 

Functionally linked land  
Whilst it does not appear that the wintering bird surveys covered two full seasons, as would normally be expected, from the survey 
information provided it does not appear that there a significant number of birds associated with the Dungeness, Romney Marsh, 
and Rye Bay Special Protection Area and Ramsar site using the land. As such, our advice remains that we concur with the 



Consultation responses table  
Otterpool Y19/0257/FH 

 
 

68 
 

conclusions made that the proposed site does not provide functionally linked habitat for designated sites in the vicinity of the 
application site. 
 
Soils and Agricultural Land Quality 

Although we consider that this proposal falls outside the scope of the Development Management Procedure Order (as amended) 
consultation arrangements, Natural England draws your Authority’s attention to the following agricultural land quality and soil 
considerations: 

Based on the information provided with the planning application, it appears that the proposed development comprises 589 
hectares of agricultural land, including in excess of 400 hectares (Section 5.5.2 of Chapter 5 – Agriculture and Soils of the 
Environmental Statement) classified as ‘best and most versatile’ (Grades 1, 2 and 3a land in the Agricultural Land 
Classification (ALC) system). 

Please note, that as it is outside our statutory remit, the submitted ALC data has not been checked - the British Society of Soil 
Science have published the Guidance Note Assessing Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)2 and we strongly recommend this is 
followed to validate an ALC survey. 

National Planning Policy relevant the National Planning Policy Framework which states that: 

‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: 
protecting and enhancing [...] soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the 
development plan). 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem 
services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland.’ 

Soil is a finite resource which plays an essential role within sustainable ecosystems, performing an array of functions supporting a 
range of ecosystem services, including storage of carbon, the infiltration and transport of water, nutrient cycling, and provision of 
food. 

In order to safeguard soil resources as part of the overall sustainability of the development, it is important that the soil resource is 
able to retain as many of its important functions as possible. This can be achieved through careful soil management and 
appropriate, beneficial soil re-use, with consideration on how any adverse impacts on soils can be avoided or minimised. 

Based on the information provided with the planning application, it appears that the proposed development comprises 
approximately 50% of the site will comprise ‘soft uses’ (for example, habitat creation, landscaping, allotments, and public open 
space etc.). 

Consequently, Natural England would advise that any grant of planning permission should be made subject to conditions to 
safeguard soil resources, including the provision of an appropriately experienced soil specialist to advise on and supervise soil 
handling, including identifying when soils are dry enough to be handled. Sustainable soil management should aim to minimise 
risks to the ecosystem services which soils provide, through appropriate site design/masterplan/Green Infrastructure. Defra has 
published a Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites3 which may be helpful when 
setting planning conditions for development sites. It provides advice on the use and protection of soil in construction projects, 
including the movement and management of soil resources, which we strongly recommend is followed. 

 
2 https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Classification-ALC-Final.pdf 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69308/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf 

https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Classification-ALC-Final.pdf
https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Classification-ALC-Final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69308/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Classification-ALC-Final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69308/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
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The British Society of Soil Science has published the Guidance Note4 Benefitting from Soil Management in Development and 
Construction which sets out measures for the protection of soils within the planning system, which we also recommend is 
followed. 

Protected species 

We have not assessed this application and associated documents for impacts on protected species. 

Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. The Standing Advice includes a decision checklist which provides 
advice to planners on deciding if there is a ‘reasonable likelihood’ of protected species being present. It also provides detailed advice on the 
protected species most often affected by development. 

You should apply our Standing Advice to this application as it is a material consideration in the determination of applications in the same 
way as any individual response received from Natural England following consultation. 

The Standing Advice should not be treated as giving any indication or providing any assurance in respect of European Protected Species 
(EPS) that the proposed development is unlikely to affect the EPS present on the site; nor should it be interpreted as meaning that Natural 
England has reached any views as to whether a licence may be granted. 

If you have any specific questions on aspects that are not covered by our Standing Advice for European Protected Species or have difficulty 
in applying it to this application please contact us at with details at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  

Please note that if your authority is minded to grant planning permission contrary to the advice in this letter, you are required under Section 
28I (6) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to notify Natural England of the permission, the terms on which it is proposed 
to grant it and how, if at all, your authority has taken account of Natural England’s advice. You must also allow a further period of 21 days 
before the operation can commence. 

I hope these comments are helpful and we remain fully committed to working with Folkestone and Hythe District Council and the applicant 
to ensure that the proposed development avoids or fully mitigates adverse impacts on designated sites. We would be pleased to provide 
further advice through our Discretionary Advice Service if this would be helpful.  

 

 

19 Network Rail 
(Nicholas Donoghue) 

04.07.2019 
16.05.2022 
16.06.2022 

(1) 04.07.2019 
I am writing to provide you with an update on Network Rail’s position in relation to planning application Y/0257/2019.  As you are 
aware there has been dialogue between Network Rail and Folkestone & Hythe District Council in relation to the impact of the 
proposal on Westenhanger Station.  At this stage Network Rail believe improvements will be required to mitigate against the 
additional usage at the station as a consequence of the proposed development.  These improvements will need to be funded via 
S106 contributions. 
Network Rail are keen to discuss improvements further with the council and the applicant.  Please see below some improvements 
that have been identified at this initial stage: 

• Remodelling of station forecourt including bus stop provision 

• Car Parking 

• Cycle parking provision 
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4 https://soils.org.uk/education/guidance-and-science-notes/  
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• Platform shelters 

• Platform lengthening of both platforms to 12 cars 

• Access for all footbridge (including lifts) 

• Possible new station building 
 
(2) 16.05.2022 
 
I can confirm that we have no further comments to make in relation to the amendments.  Please can you advise whether there has 
been any update with regards to the Westenhanger Station improvements required with our original consultation response dated 
04 July 2019 (listed above) 
 
(3) 16.06.2022 
Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the planning application and I am writing to provide you with an update on Network 
Rail’s position in relation to the planning application Y19/0257/FH. 
 
Network Rail provided a response to a previous version of this application, Y/257/2019, on 4 July 2019.  In that response, it was 
noted that improvements at Westenhanger station would be required to accommodate the additional passengers expected here 
resulting from the application. 
 
Since 2019, Network Rail have been working wit Otterpool Park LLP in progressing their aspirations for Westenhanger station.  
The periodic Westenhanger Station Project Governance Group, which is chaired by Otterpool Park LLP and attended by Network 
Rail, the local train operator Sotheastern, has been an effective forum for engagement. 
 
In 2022, Network Rail entered into a Basic Services Agreement (BSA) with Otterpool Park LLP for the delivery of early feasibility 
work exploring the viability of proposed enhancements at Westenhanger station – known as PACE A.  A Client Requirements 
Document (RCD) was prepared as a PACE A deliverable.  This recorded the requirements of Otterpool Park LLP, Network Rail 
and Southeastern.  Network Rail’s requirements are therefore captured in the CRD and have taken into account in the completion 
of PACE A.  To date, Network Rail are satisfied that our minimum requirements are being met with regard to enhancements at 
Westenhanger station. 
 
This work will conclude in the Summer of 2022 and provide an assessment of the feasibility of the proposed enhancements and 
an order of magnitude cost range for further consideration.   
 
Following the completion of PACE A, Network Rail expects development work at Westenhanger station to continue.  The 
industry’s requirements must continue to be met through a project CRD or equivalent and as long as this is in place Network Rail 
does not object to the application. 
 
Network Rail support the strategic fit of the overall proposal as it proposes to use and enhance an existing rail asset.  Network 
Rail also recognises the importance of Westenhanger station in providing sustainable travel options for Otterpool Park. 
 
In summary, Network Rail support and encourage a continuation of the working relationship to date.  It is recommended that the 
development and design of the proposed enhancements at Westenhanger station continue, with formal recognition of industry 
requirements monitored.  Finally, our support is contingent on continued funding for the development, design, and delivery from 
outside of Network Rail and the Rail Enhancements Pipeline. 
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20 NHS England (Kent & 
Medway Integrated Care 
Board) 
(Samantha Page) (Mike 
Gilbert) 

15.07.2022 NHS Kent and Medway is pleased to see that the proposals for the proposals for the Otterpool Park development make reference 
to the local Health and Wellbeing strategy and other key government health planning documentation.  We must also ensure that, 
wherever possible, we maximise the delivery of care closer to where people live.  It is therefore vital that any proposals relating to 
the future provision of health and social care services for the Otterpool Park development – including commissioning decisions 
regarding any general practice provision, regardless of delivery model – must be formally agreed by NHS Kent and Medway. 
 
Following our meeting with development team on 8th July, we have agreed to set up a working group to undertake a detailed 
health needs assessment for the proposed Otterpool Park development. This assessment will consider the likely future health 
requirements of the Otterpool Park population and other local communities. It will also take into consideration the future provision 
of health services that will be provided locally and across the wider East Kent geography. Only then will we be in a position to 
provide you with a proposal for likely health service provision requirements within the proposed Otterpool Park development. 
 
We look forward to working with the Folkestone & Hythe District Council and the Otterpool Park development Team to progress 
the health service provision plans for the proposed Otterpool Park development. 
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21 Office for Nuclear Regulation 
(Vicki Easton) 

13.05.2022 With regard to planning application Y/19/0257/FH, ONR makes no comment on this proposed development as it does not lie 
within a consultation zone around a GB nuclear site. 
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22 South East Coast Ambulance 
Service NHS Foundation 
Trust  
(Steve Laker) 

03.05.2022 With reference to the attached, a development on this scale will lead to a very significant impact on patient demand for South East 
Coast Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust (SECAmb). 
 
The Trust has moved to an operational model known as “Make Ready” – which is explained in more detail at this 
link:  https://www.secamb.nhs.uk/what-we-do/about-us/make-ready/ 
 
The area in which the proposed Otterpool Park development is proposed is primarily served by Ashford and Hastings Make 
Ready Centres.  Ashford Make Ready Centre (MRC) is operating at capacity and Hastings is already undersized.  This 
development will significantly further increase the requirement to relocate Hastings MRC to a substantially larger facility as well as 
a requirement for a further Ambulance Community Response Post (ACRP - see description at above link) in the heart of the 
development. 
 
Presumably, there would be scope for the Planning Authority to seek developer contributions towards SECAmb’s costs in 
increasing its capacity and for developer provision of the ACRP? 
 
We should be grateful for your thoughts please.  
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23 Easements and Wayleaves 
Southern Gas /SGN 
(Kim Miller) 

31.05.2022 In response to the attached Notice, I am writing to advise that Southern Gas Networks PLC’s (SGN) records indicate the presence 
of a low pressure gas main on/within the Application boundary.  In the event that planning permission be granted, SGN request 
that an informative note be appended to the decision notice top draw this to the attention of the applicant.   
 
Such note will state that prior to proceeding with any physical works near SGN’s low pressure gas main, the Applicant must 
arrange for the location of it to be determined on site and if required, enter into an Asset Protection Agreement with SGN.  SGN 
can expect the Applicant to pay its associated legal costs for the negotiation of this Agreement. 
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Copy of map of SGN Network Gas Plan  

Kofax Power PDF 

Document  
 

 

24 Southern Water Planning 
(Future Growth Planning 
Team) 

30.06.2022 Thank you for your letter dated 29 April 2022. 
 
No discharge of foul sewerage from the site shall be discharged into the public system until offsite drainage works to provide 
sufficient capacity within foul network to cope with additional sewerage flows are complete.  Southern water is currently in process 
of designing and planning delivery of offsite sewerage network reinforcements.  As previously advised Southern Water seeks to 
limit the timescales to a maximum of 24 months from a firm commitment of the development. 
 
All other comments in our previous response dated 23.05.2019 remail unchanged and valid. 
 
Copy of Letter Received and All Attached Maps (30 Maps) 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
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25 Southern Water Planning  
(Claire Smith) 

23.05.2019 This is a copy of the 2019 response received on 23.05.2019 

Kofax Power PDF 

Document
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26 Sports England 
(Laura Hutson) 
 

11.05.2022 Thank you for reconsulting Sports England.  I have no further comments to add to our comments provided previously.  LPA 396 

 

27 Theatres Trust (Tom Clarke) 20.05.2022 The Theatres Trust is the national advisory public body for theatres.  We were established through the Theatres Trust Act 1976 ‘to 
promote the better protection of theatres’ and provide statutory advice on theatre buildings and theatre use in England through the 
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, requiring the Trust to be consulted by 
local authorities on planning application which include ‘development involving any land on which there is a theatre’ 
 
Thank you for re-consulting Theatres Trust regarding the application following submission of revisions. There currently remains no 
specific theatres, arts centres, or other such performance building proposed within this scheme, therefore we have no further 
comment to make at this stage. 
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