CROWBOROUGH TOWN COUNCIL

To all Members of the PLANNING and DEVELOPMENT Committee (with copies to all other
members for information).

You are summoned to attend a meeting of the PLANNING and DEVELOPMENT Committee to
be held on Monday 13 March 2023 at 7.30pm when it is proposed to transact the following
business:

Caroline Miles, Town Clerk
7t March 2023

MEETINGS OF THE COUNCIL ARE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

Before the committee considers the individual applications, the Chairman of the Committee
will invite Members of the Public present at the meeting, if they so wish, to address the
committee with their views on any applications on the agenda, subject to a maximum of 3
minutes per person.

1. APOLOGIES
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

3. MINUTES
3.1. Minutes of the P&D meeting of 20t February 2023.

4. NEW PLANNING APPLICATIONS
To consider the following Planning Applications that have been submitted to Wealden
District Council and to delegate authority to the Town Clerk to submit the observation for
each application in accordance with the Committee’s resolution.

4.1. Application No. WD/2023/0571/F Application Type: Full
Location: 3 ALPHA COTTAGES, FERMOR ROW, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 1NL
Description: CONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE-STOREY FLAT ROOF SIDE EXTENSION.

4.2. Application No. WD/2023/0102/F Application Type: Type: Full
Location: 25 ERIDGE DRIVE, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2TJ
Description REMOVAL OF INTEGRAL GARAGE AND CONSTRUCTION OF A WRAPAROUND
SIDE AND REAR EXTENSION TO FORM AN ANNEXE AND LARGER KITCHEN Updated proposal
description to include the formation of an annexe.

4.3. Application No. WD/2023/0363/F Application Type: Full
Location: 19A MEDWAY, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2DL

Description REMOVAL OF EXISTING DETACHED GARAGE AND REBUILDING TO FORM A
HOME OFFICE/STUDY.

4.4. Application No. WD/2023/0392/FR Application Type: Full - Retrospective
Location: 22 SIMONS CLOSE, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2XU



Description: RETROSPECTIVE ERECTION OF FENCE

4.5. Application No. WD/2023/0424/F Application Type: Full
Location: PADDOCKS, LONDON ROAD, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 1SR

4.6.

Description: PROPOSED SIDE EXTENSION, PROPOSED DORMER WINDOWS TO THE FRONT

ELEVATION, PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR FRONT EXTENSION, PROPOSED EXTENSIONS TO THE

EXISTING REAR DORMER WINDOW AND PROPOSED GARAGE CONVERSION INTO HABITABLE

ACCOMMODATION.

Applications on Appeal

Application No. WD/2022/1639/F / APP/C1435/W/23/3316110
Application Type: Full
Location: LAND WEST OF ALICE BRIGHT LANE, AND SOUTH OF HURTIS HILL,

CROWBOROUGH

Description: ERECTION OF 4 DWELLINGS, NEW ACCESS AND LANDSCAPING

5. DECISION NOTICES

Approved
WD/2023/0220/F

WD/2023/0182/F
WD/2022/2677/FR
WD/2022/3162/F

Refused
WD/2023/0024/F

Withdrawn
WD/2022/2116/LB

WD/2022/1047/FA

Appeal Dismissed

WD/2021/3110/F

PENLAN, CROWBOROUGH HILL, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2EA
THE BRAMLEY, ERIDGE ROAD, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2SL
APPLETREE COTTAGE, GREEN LANE, CROWBOROUGH, TN6 2XB
LAVENDER COTTAGE, COOPERS LANE, CROWBOROUGH, TN6
1SJ

LAND BETWEEN STONE CROSS ROAD AND ALICE BRIGHT LANE

WINSCOMBE TOWER, BEACON ROAD, CROWBOROUGH, TN6
1UL
LAND EAST OF HADLOW DOWN ROAD, CROWBOROUGH, TN6
3EJ

LAND REAR OF WEST RIDGE HOUSE, GOLDSMITHS AVENUE,
CROWBOROUGH, TN6 1RJ

*RA = Recommends Approval, RR = Recommends Refusal

6. WORKING GROUP AGAINST OVERDEVELOPMENT

6.1 To note the recent communication from the Working Group Against Overdevelopment.

7. STREET NAMING CONVENTION

7.1 To consider the street naming proposal for the development to the North of Walshes

Road.

8. ARTICLE 4 DIRECTIONS
8.1 To note the Article 4 Directions for the Land at Beechenwood Farm, Pilmer Road,
Crowborough

RA
RA
RA
RA

RR

RA

RR

RR



9. URGENT MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRMAN FOR NOTING

10. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
10.1. To agree the date of the next Planning and Development Committee meeting



Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill: reforms to national

Question
Number

planning policy

WGOD response submitted 23 February 2023

Question Wording

Do you agree that local planning authorities should not have to
continually demonstrate a deliverable five- year housing land
supply (5YHLS) as long as the housing requirement set out in its
strategic policies is less than five years old?

Yes.

For a local plan to have been found sound, it will first have to
contain details in strategic policies of specific, deliverable sites to
meet its housing requirement for at least the first five years and
potentially, for the first ten years of the plan. Thus, should there
be a future concern that projected housing trajectory is potentially
falling short of that accepted at the examination, the cause is
most likely to be due to developer behaviour who are able to
regulate the rate of building new houses in a way that will
maximise selling prices. Therefore, any 5YHLS assessment
indicating a shortfall would penalise the LPA over matters for
which it has minimal, if any, control.

Unfortunately, as currently constructed, both the NPPF and
accompanying guidance take the position that should housing
delivery fall below the requirement, the solution is to punish the
LPA with the presumption. As LPAs have minimal input to the
build-out rate following a grant of permission, to penalise the LPA
for lack of delivery is wrong and the current proposal to set aside



Question
Number

Question Wording

the 5YHLS for the first five years is a small step to put right the
current shortcomings in the NPPF.

The fundamental weakness of the 5YHLS is the reliance on the
standard method to provide the housing requirement. The
standard method is supposed to represent the objectively
assessed housing need, but its use for this is patently absurd as
certainly, for rural authorities in SE England, the standard
method provides a much-inflated figure. Therefore, although the
proposed change to the 5YHLS outlined in this question is to be
welcomed, the elephant in the room remains the continued use
of an unchanged standard method. Any pressure to amend the
5YHLS or HDT would be much reduced if the housing need
figure was objectively assessed by a mechanism that was
justified: the standard method completely fails this requirement.

The standard method fails to provide an objective assessment of
projected household growth and affordability pressures. It is
accepted that for a short period in the late summer of 2018, the
method attempted to consider projected household growth, but
following the publication of the 2016 Household Projections, the
continued reliance on the earlier 2014 Projections meant that
these out-of-date projections totally lost their objectivity. This
position has been further worsened with the later publication of
the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the forthcoming 2021
projections are certain to show yet a further fall in the rate of
increase of future households over the 2018 projections. Thus,
the use of the 2014 household projections as the number
underpinning the standard method cannot be considered to
provide an objective assessment of household growth; it quite
plainly is not objective, nor justified.

The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
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improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is due
to the median cost of the new build homes being provided is
above the median cost of existing homes arising from both the
type/size of new homes being provided, and the new homes
premium. The affordability factor, which has a substantial impact
on the so-called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the
issue that it was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for
purpose.

As a result of using the 2014 household projections and the
affordability factor being defective, the standard method
becomes completely incapable of reflecting the objectively
assessed local housing need. Therefore, to use the standard
method as the basis for plan-making, or to identify the number of
homes required in the 5YHLS assessment and the number of
homes needed to be built over the preceding three years for the
HDT, is illogical, ineffective and quite plainly wrong. But to put off
any change to this iniquitous situation until late 2024 at the
earliest, or sometime thereafter, is absolutely wrong.

Do you agree that buffers should not be required as part of
5YHLS calculations (this includes the 20% buffer as applied by
the Housing Delivery Test)?

Yes.

The 5YHLS calculation uses the standard method to determine
the local housing need. However, due to fundamental
weaknesses in the standard method, this formula fails to provide
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the objectively assessed local housing need in a rural district like
Wealden.

We accept that for a short period in the late summer of 2018, the
standard method attempted to consider projected household
growth, but following the publication of the 2016 Household
Projections, the continued reliance on the earlier 2014
Projections meant that these out-of-date projections totally lost
their objectivity. This position has been further worsened with the
later publication of the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the
forthcoming 2021 projections are certain to show yet a further fall
in the rate of increase of future households over the 2018
projections. Thus, the use of the 2014 household projections as
the number underpinning the standard method cannot be
considered to provide an objective assessment of household
growth; it quite plainly is not objective, nor justified.

The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is
because the median cost of the new build homes being provided
is above the median cost of existing homes due to both the
type/size of new homes being provided, and the new homes
premium. The affordability factor, which has a substantial impact
on the so-called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the
issue that it was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for
purpose.

If developers fail to build out as anticipated and as a result, the
LPA fails to meet 85% of its so-called need, the chances of then
meeting a need containing an additional 20% buffer are
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negligible. The result is the imposition of the presumption,
meaning that any plan-led approach falls away. Of course, this
will be very attractive to developers, who will stand a much better
chance of gaining permission for their favoured, non-allocated
sites, but it makes a mockery of the requirement for a plan-led
system.

The standard method requires practically all rural LPAs to deliver
housing far in excess of what has ever been previously achieved.
To then increase further this quantity by 20% simply illustrates
the “Alice in Wonderland” approach to try and achieve the
300,000 national figure.

The buffer has the perverse impact of requiring LPAs to identify
and bring forward more land than is required in their local plan. In
most cases, more homes will not be built, but developers will pick
and choose those sites from which they can make the best
return, which frequently are not the ones included in the local
plan.

Should an oversupply of homes early in a plan period be taken
into consideration when calculating a 5YHLS later on, or is there
an alternative approach that is preferable?

Yes, an oversupply should be taken into consideration.

It would be iniquitous for an earlier oversupply not to be deducted
from any subsequent 5YHLS requirement as this would likely
result in an increase in the development of housing on un-
allocated (normally, less suitable) sites. This result militates
against a plan-led system.
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However, the concept of using the 5YHLS to stimulate
development is badly flawed as it is developers who control the
build out rate and hence the number of dwellings anticipated to
be completed over the succeeding five years. Consequently, to
penalise LPAs for not achieving their 5YHLS is specious as they
generally cannot impact the actual rate of delivery of
permissioned housing.

The major issue with the 5YHLS is the requirement to firstly use
the standard method to assess the number of dwellings needed
to be delivered. The standard method produces a grossly inflated
number for the need in rural Districts like Wealden and this
number certainly does not reflect the objectively assessed local
need. Clearly, achievement of the 5YHLS would not be the
current highly challenging hurdle if the housing need was not
defined by the standard method, but by an assessment that was
objective and justified.

It is accepted that for a short period in the late summer of 2018,
the standard method attempted to consider projected household
growth, but following the publication of the 2016 Household
Projections, the continued reliance on the earlier 2014
Projections meant that these out-of-date projections totally lost
their objectivity. This position has been further worsened with the
later publication of the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the
forthcoming 2021 projections are certain to show yet a further fall
in the rate of increase of future households over the 2018
projections. Thus, the use of the 2014 household projections as
the number underpinning the standard method cannot be
considered to provide an objective assessment of household
growth; it quite plainly does not.

The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
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improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is
because the median cost of the new build homes being provided
is above the median cost of existing homes due to both the
type/size of new homes being provided, and the new homes
premium. The affordability factor, which has a substantial impact
on the so-called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the
issue that it was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for
purpose.

Do you have any views about the potential changes to paragraph
14 of the existing Framework and increasing the protection given
to neighbourhood plans?

We support the proposed changes that will strengthen the
protection afforded to neighbourhood plans and their
effectiveness where an LPA’s policies are out of date.

The current two-year protection is woefully inadequate and
disincentivises communities from preparing a NP. Thus, the
proposed five-year “life” of a NP is to be welcomed.

The removal of the other tests is also welcome as they are far
too blunt in causing the protections in a NP to fall away when
their LPA is struggling to ensure its policies remain in-date.
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Question
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6 Do you agree that the opening chapters of the Framework should
be revised to be clearer about the importance of planning for the
homes and other development our communities need?

Yes.

But this brings up the question of what number of homes and
development do our communities need? We strongly believe that
the standard method does not objectively assess the local
housing need and it is simply a crude formula contrived to
achieve each LPA’s share of the politically inspired 300,000
figure. This figure has little, if any, justification.

A very concerning omission from this consultation is any
proposal to amend the standard method. The intent to review the
standard method after 2024 is too late for the majority of LPAs
currently engaged in plan making to meet the government’s
December 2023 deadline. For those LPAs with an up-to-date
plan, they are still required to use the standard method’
assessment of “need” in their 5YHLS and HDT assessments.

It is far too simplistic to attribute the so-called housing crisis to
that of an undersupply of houses, although, understandably, this
reasoning is supported by the development industry. If there is a
housing crisis in SE England, it arises from the lack of truly
affordable housing, both for ownership and rent.

Unfortunately, so much of recent government policy towards
housing has stimulated in an increase in house prices. These
policies have helped a small proportion of buyers onto the
housing ladder, but at the expense of increasing new housing
prices for all. It is recognised that the Help to Buy scheme and
the stamp duty holiday both have resulted in a considerable
increase in first time buyer home prices.
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With the failure to address at this time the iniquitous standard
method, it can only be hoped that in the proposed consultation
next year, this method of wrongly assessing the housing need is
set aside in favour of an objective and justified method.

Taking Wealden as an example, for many years, deaths have
outnumbered births, leading to a negative natural population
growth i.e. the existing population is falling. Yet the standard
method stipulates that 1,200 additional homes are to be provided
each year. Over a 20 year plan life, this would increase the
district’s housing stock by 35%, a truly ludicrous increase when
the natural population is falling. With only a small number of
supressed or overcrowded households in the District, this 35%
increase would result in a population increase caused from those
migrating in, of the order of 30%. By contrast, over this same
duration, ONS estimate that Wealden’s population will increase
by around 9%.

Quite clearly, there is a disconnect between the standard method
and the ONS population predictions. Whereas the ONS data has
been derived from a rigorous analysis of past trends and future
predictions of births, deaths and migration etc. the standard
method formula has no similar provenance and relies on the
totally out of date (and now discredited) 2014 household
projections combined with an affordability factor that is a crude
approach that fails to provide an uplift based on local
affordability.

Thus, the standard method fails to provide an objective
assessment of projected household growth and affordability
pressures. It is accepted that for a short period in the late
summer of 2018, the method attempted to consider projected
household growth, but following the publication of the 2016
Household Projections the continued reliance on the earlier 2014
Projections meant that these out-of-date projections totally lost
their objectivity. This position has been further worsened with the
later publication of the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the
forthcoming 2021 projections are certain to show yet a further fall
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in the rate of increase of future households over the 2018
projections. Thus, the use of the 2014 household projections as
the number underpinning the standard method cannot be
considered to provide an objective assessment of household
growth; it quite plainly does not.

The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is
because the median cost of the new build homes being provided
is above the median cost of existing homes due to both the
type/size of new homes being provided, and the new homes
premium. The affordability factor, which has a substantial impact
on the so-called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the
issue that it was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for
purpose.

Thus, the standard method does not help to plan for the homes

that our communities need. However, the stated limited reasons
permitted for using an alternative method of assessing need do

not allow rural authorities similar to Wealden to avoid using the

standard method.

Thus, we are in favour of the wording in the opening chapters of
the NPPF to be revised, but until a more objective method of
assessing local housing need is permitted, the revisions to the
wording will not be satisfactory whilst the standard method
continues in its current form.

10
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What are your views on the implications these changes may
have on plan-making and housing supply?

We agree with the concerns listed in paragraph 4 of Chapter 4
and consider that they are valid. They do reduce community
confidence in the plan-making regime and the short-comings
need addressing. However, these concerns do not engage with
the fundamental issue, that being the use of the standard
method.

The standard method fails to provide an objective assessment of
projected household growth and affordability pressures. It is
accepted that for a short period in the late summer of 2018, the
method attempted to consider projected household growth, but
following the publication of the 2016 Household Projections the
continued reliance on the earlier 2014 Projections meant that
these out-of-date projections totally lost their objectivity. This
position has been further worsened with the later publication of
the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the forthcoming 2021
projections are certain to show yet a further fall in the rate of
increase of future households over the 2018 projections. Thus,
the use of the 2014 household projections as the number
underpinning the standard method cannot be considered to
provide an objective assessment of household growth; it quite
plainly does not.

The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is
because the median cost of the new build homes being provided

11



Question
Number

Question Wording

is above the median cost of existing homes due to both the
type/size of new homes being provided, and the new homes
premium. The affordability factor, which has a substantial impact
on the so-called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the
issue that it was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for
purpose.

With both the use of the 2014 household projections and the
affordability factor being defective, the standard method
becomes completely incapable of reflecting the local objectively
assessed housing need. Therefore, to use the standard method
as the basis for plan-making, or to identify the number of homes
required in the 5YHLS assessment and the number of homes
needed to be built over the preceding three years for the HDT, is
illogical, ineffective and quite plainly wrong. But to put off any
change to this iniquitous situation until late 2024 at the earliest or
sometime thereafter, is completely amiss.

Most Wealden residents are already highly concerned with the
ongoing levels of development (being an average of 746
dwellings/year over the last five years) and are horrified when
they become aware that the requirement from the standard
method is for 1,200 dwellings/year The character of the district is
being badly degraded by the existing level of development, whilst
the increased pressure on the already inadequate infrastructure
is intolerable. To therefore expect the community to be content to
have a further 60% increase in current development imposed
whilst retaining trust in the planning system is very unlikely. Trust
in the planning system in Wealden has long gone and it will take
a sustained period of much reduced development i.e. well below
the current 746 dwellings/year, for any trust to be regained.

Do you agree that policy and guidance should be clearer on what
may constitute an exceptional circumstance for the use of an
alternative approach for assessing local housing needs? Are

12
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there other issues we should consider alongside those set out
above?

Yes.

Policy and guidance should be much clearer with regard to what
constitutes an exceptional circumstance to provide a route for
plan-makers to use a justified alternative in assessing their need.
In addition, clarity is also required to preclude PINS from
denying plan-makers the option of using their justified alternative
method.

However, it needs to be acknowledged that the standard method
does not objectively assess the local housing need. Until this is
recognised and a rational replacement is in place (e.g. as a
minimum, use of the most up to date household projections and
abandon the affordability factor uplift to provide a starting
number), any tinkering with guidance or wording is akin to the
proverbial deck-chair shuffling on that stricken liner in the north
Atlantic.

The standard method fails to provide an objective assessment of
projected household growth and affordability pressures. It is
accepted that for a short period in the late summer of 2018, the
method attempted to consider projected household growth, but
following the publication of the 2016 Household Projections the
continued reliance on the earlier 2014 Projections meant that
these out-of-date projections totally lost their objectivity. This
position has been further worsened with the later publication of
the 2018 Projections. Furthermore, the forthcoming 2021
projections are certain to show yet a further fall in the rate of
increase of future households over the 2018 projections. Thus,
the continued use of the 2014 household projections as the
number underpinning the standard method cannot be considered
to provide an objective assessment of household growth; it quite
plainly does not.

13
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The affordability factor is similarly flawed. The use of the
workplace earnings rather than the residence-based earnings in
Districts like Wealden, which has a low wage economy combined
with a large commuting outflow to better paid work outside the
District, completely misrepresents the ability of Wealden
residents to afford homes. The use of residence-based earnings
in place of workplace earnings would provide some
improvement. However, the largest weakness with the
affordability factor is the totally perverse situation whereby the
greater the number of new dwellings completed in Wealden
worsens the affordability ratio, rather than reducing it. This is
because the median cost of the new build homes being provided
is above the median cost of existing homes due to both the
type/size of new homes, and the new homes premium. The
affordability factor, which has a substantial impact on the so-
called “need” in rural Districts, does not address the issue that it
was intended to resolve and is clearly not fit for purpose.

Thus, certainly in rural districts like Wealden, the standard
method completely lacks objectivity and justification meaning that
an alternative method of assessing the local housing need must
be preferable and should not need to be justified by exceptional
circumstances. With the standard method being basically
unjustified, it is iniquitous that the proposal requires exceptional
circumstances before any replacement method can be used.

It is an Alice in Wonderland situation to require the use of
superseded, out of date figures unless exceptional
circumstances can be demonstrated before an alternative
justified method can be permitted. If the government wishes to
retain any credibility at all with regard to the housing need, it
should immediately drop its pretence that the standard method
represents the local objectively assessed housing need and
permit LPAs to use an alternative justified assessment method.

14
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Do you agree that national policy should make clear that Green
Belt does not need to be reviewed or altered when making plans,
that building at densities significantly out of character with an
existing area may be considered in assessing whether housing
need can be met, and that past over-supply may be taken into
account?

Yes.

Without this additional clarity, PINS will likely continue to demand
that LPAs use their Green Belt to make up any shortfall in
allocated sites required to meet their assessed “need”.

If new building is permitted that significantly increases the density
and degrading the character, this will quickly lose any remaining
public confidence in the planning system.

It would be iniquitous for any past over-supply not to be taken
into account.

It should be remembered that the push-back against the planning
system has largely come to prominence due to the requirement
to use the standard method to determine the housing need. This
method frequently produces an inflated figure of need that then
requires LPAs to squeeze too many dwellings into their area. If a
more objective assessment of the housing need was permitted
that resulted in lower figures, then clearly, there would then not
then be such a large pressure to release land from the Green
Belt.

The Green Belt was designed to prevent urban sprawl into the
countryside and continues to be provided some protection
against development by the NPPF. However, largely due to the
flawed standard method, many of Sussex’s town and villages are

15
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now being expected to expand into their unprotected countryside
(there is no Green Belt in Sussex).

Where the Green Belt was originally designated to restrict urban
sprawl on those areas where development was deemed to be
necessary, policy should now be strengthened to ensure that it
maintains the intent. But now (largely due to the standard
method), many non-Green Belt towns and villages are being
required to accommodate a large increase in development
although their rural outskirts gain minimal protection from NPPF
policies. Consequently, PINS apparently regard rural areas on
the edge of towns and villages as merely a resource available to
site development.

So, the countryside in non-Green Belt Districts should be
afforded considerably more protection from development in
NPPF policies than currently available. This will allow rural
dwellers and those living on the edge of urban areas to maintain
a modicum of confidence in the planning system, which is
currently sadly lacking.

Do you have views on what evidence local planning authorities
should be expected to provide when making the case that need
could only be met by building at densities significantly out of
character with the existing area?

We fully support the intent to prevent significant changes to the
character of an area through densification and would welcome
sight of a policy wording that defines what would be considered
as a significant change.

16
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A significant change in character is subjective but clearly, the
imposition of tall towers into an area of two-story housing is likely
to be considered a significant change.

One change in character, however, that we suggest would be
significant is green field development. What greater change
could be envisaged to the character of an area than changing the
countryside into an urban area? This is of far greater
significance than changing the appearance of an urban area
through densification — these areas are urban and will remain
urban.

For far too long, policy makers, developers and some LPAs
(notably urban LPAs) have regarded the countryside simply as a
resource available and suitable for development. This approach
must cease and rural Districts should be granted a measure of
protection against development, e.g. development assessed from
a justified need (not the ludicrous standard method) can only be
permitted when all other options — brown field development,
densification of existing urban areas etc. have been exhausted.
Basically, development of the countryside should be the last
resort, not the first.

Do you agree with removing the explicit requirement for plans to
be fjustified’, on the basis of delivering a more proportionate
approach to examination?

No.

We consider that removal of the explicit requirement for plans to
be justified is not to be welcomed. In many cases, NPPF policies
are simply inadequate to reflect local circumstances or
development constraints. The problem to date with plans having
to be justified is the inordinate amount of evidence deemed

17
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necessary by PINS to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed policies. If PINS were content with a less rigorous
requirement, much LPA time and effort would be saved during
plan-making. It would, of course, be open to any who disagree
with a policy(ies) to present contrary evidence at the
examination, but this currently does occur.

Therefore, we consider that plans should continue to have a level
of justification in order for the LPA to show the reason why a
specific policy or allocation has been selected whilst other areas
should be protected.

LPAs frequently commit a large amount of resource into the
compilation of their Sustainability Analysis, but too often, this
largely becomes a tick box exercise that bears only a passing
resemblance to reality. Whereas the sustainability analysis is
supposed to inform the policies in the local plan, it is suggested
that often it is compiled after the policies have been constructed
and the analysis finalised so that it then supports the policies.
This makes the exercise a waste of time and resource. Thus,
requirement for a sustainability analysis need to be re-thought so
that the analysis more accurately reflects reality and better
represent the justification of the plan policies.

Do you agree that we should make a change to the Framework
on the application of the urban uplift?

18
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Yes.

All too frequently the 20 largest urban areas look to their
neighbours to help meet their need and this should be avoided.
Most developers seek green field land on which to develop and
shun brownfield land. This has to be discouraged and one way is
the requirement for urban LPAs to look at their own land, not
their more rural neighbours.

It should, however, be recognised that the 35% urban uplift and
the so-called housing “need” is based on the standard method
which together require an unsustainable level of new housing. If
the standard method was to more realistically represent the
housing need, there would be less call on neighbouring
authorities to release land to meet this more rational need.

As with many of the other changes being proposed in this
consultation, many only require changing because of the inflated
housing need produced by the standard method. If, however,
emphasis was placed upon providing homes that are truly
affordable (for rent, shared ownership, or purchase) then the so-
called housing crisis would considerably reduce.

19
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18 Do you support adding an additional permissions-based test that
will ‘switch off’ the application of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development where an authority can demonstrate
sufficient permissions to meet its housing requirement?

Yes.

As LPAs have practically no influence over the build out rate after
granting permission, it is iniquitous to penalise them with the
presumption in favour of sustainable development when
developers either delay starting building or alternatively, build
slowly in order to support the price.

20
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As an example, Wealden has a current 5YHLS of 3.92 years and
scored 82% in the 2022 HDT. On the basis of these two figures,
inspectors frequently state that the District has a considerable
shortfall in their housing supply and apply the presumption. Yet
Wealden has currently granted permission for well over 8,000
dwellings that have yet to be built. Wealden’s largest site, one for
1,000 homes, was granted outline permission in 2016, reserved
matters in 2017 and construction started in 2018. Yet by April
2022, only 133 homes have been completed and at this rate,
completion of development will not be until 2042, rather than the
envisaged 2028.

The above example is typical of that found by Oliver Letwin in his
2018 review. What is so disappointing is the total lack of take up

of Letwin’s recommendations to improve the build out rate. That

these recommendations were not welcomed by the development
industry should not be of any concern to a government looking to
improve affordability.

This developer gaming of the system would be partially
neutralised if the presumption could be switched off by a
permissions based test.

Do you consider that the 115% ‘switch-off’ figure (required to turn
off the presumption in favour of sustainable development
Housing Delivery Test consequence) is appropriate?

Clearly a switch off figure is required given developer behaviour,
but 115% appears high and 105% would be more appropriate for
rural Districts like Wealden where there is a history of all major
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applications and the vast majority of non-major applications all
being fully built out.

Therefore, we suggest that the 115% could remain as the default
figure but where an LPA can justify an alternative level, this
should be accepted.

Do you agree that the government should revise national
planning policy to attach more weight to Social Rent in planning
policies and decisions? If yes, do you have any specific
suggestions on the best mechanisms for doing this?

Yes.

Typically, most new developments do not contain sufficient
homes for social rent, these being the type of homes most
needed in rural districts and policies should ensure that these are
increased in number.
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As the NPPF does not differentiate between the various tenures
of affordable housing, developers do not deliver homes for social
rent instead providing the more profitable shared ownership.

The government should follow the recommendations included in
Letwin’s 2018 review of build out rates.

The calculation of the formula rent for social homes uses local
income data and it should be straightforward to understand how
many households require a social home and then local policies
constructed accordingly.

23 Do you agree that we should amend existing paragraph 62 of the
Framework to support the supply of specialist older people’s
housing?

Yes.

However, any amendment to the NPPF should wait until the
older people’s taskforce has reported.
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26 Should the definition of “affordable housing for rent” in the
Framework glossary be amended to make it easier for
organisations that are not Registered Providers — in particular,
community-led developers and almshouses — to develop new
affordable homes?

Yes.

The majority of the Registered Providers lack interest in
operating a small number of homes despite the need for these in
rural areas. Thus, any measures that would overcome this
constraint is to be welcomed.
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29 Is there anything else national planning policy could do to
support community-led developments?

30 Do you agree in principle that an applicant’s past behaviour
should be taken into account into decision making?

Yes.

31 Of the two options above, what would be the most effective
mechanism? Are there any alternative mechanisms?

32 Do you agree that the three build out policy measures that we
propose to introduce through policy will help incentivise
developers to build out more quickly? Do you have any
comments on the design of these policy measures?

33 Do you agree with making changes to emphasise the role of

beauty and placemaking in strategic policies and to further
encourage well-designed and beautiful development?
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34

Do you agree to the proposed changes to the title of Chapter 12,
existing paragraphs 84a and 124c to include the word ‘beautiful’
when referring to ‘well-designed places’, to further encourage
well-designed and beautiful development?

35

Do you agree greater visual clarity on design requirements set
out in planning conditions should be encouraged to support
effective enforcement action?

36

Do you agree that a specific reference to mansard roofs in
relation to upward extensions in Chapter 11, paragraph 122e of
the existing framework is helpful in encouraging LPAs to consider
these as a means of increasing densification/creation of new
homes? If no, how else might we achieve this objective?

37

How do you think national policy on small scale nature
interventions could be strengthened? For example, in relation to
the use of artificial grass by developers in new development?

38

Do you agree that this is the right approach making sure that the
food production value of high value farm land is adequately
weighted in the planning process, in addition to current
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Number

references in the Framework on best most versatile agricultural
land?

39 What method or measure could provide a proportionate and
effective means of undertaking a carbon impact assessment that

would incorporate all measurable carbon demand created from
plan-making and planning decisions?

40 Do you have any views on how planning policy could support
climate change adaptation further, specifically through the use of
nature-based solutions that provide multi-functional benefits?

41 Do you agree with the changes proposed to Paragraph 155 of
the existing National Planning Policy Framework?

Do you agree with the changes proposed to Paragraph 158 of

42
the existing National Planning Policy Framework?

43 Do you agree with the changes proposed to footnote 54 of the
existing National Planning Policy Framework? Do you have any

views on specific wording for new footnote 627
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44 Do you agree with our proposed Paragraph 161 in the National
Planning Policy Framework to give significant weight to
proposals which allow the adaptation of existing buildings to
improve their energy performance?

45 Do you agree with the proposed timeline for finalising local plans,
minerals and waste plans and spatial development strategies
being prepared under the current system? If no, what alternative
timeline would you propose?

46 Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for
plans under the future system? If no, what alternative
arrangements would you propose?

47 Do you agree with the proposed timeline for preparing
neighbourhood plans under the future system? If no, what
alternative timeline would you propose?

48 Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for

supplementary planning documents? If no, what alternative
arrangements would you propose?
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Do you agree with the suggested scope and principles for
guiding National Development Management Policies?

No.

Currently, the concept of National Development Management
Policies is flawed and despite government protestations to the
contrary, it represents a loss of local democracy and a power

grab by government.

The thinking that centralised policies can reflect local
circumstances is delusional; it may appeal to a one-party state
administration but is wholly inappropriate in a democracy.

Should the government be wedded to the introduction of these
policies, they should be only a guide or a template and LPAs
should be free to include justified alternative policies in their local
plans.

What other principles, if any, do you believe should inform the
scope of National Development Management Policies?

NDMPs should be considered a guide and not be mandatory.
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Number

55 Do you think that the government could go further in national
policy, to increase development on brownfield land within city
and town centres, with a view to facilitating gentle densification of
our urban cores?

Yes.

Existing policy is failing to prioritise brownfield development over
greenfield development and developers are mostly ignoring
brownfield sites. Therefore, greenfield development of areas not
allocated in local plans should not be permitted where suitable
and available brownfield sites exist in nearby urban areas.
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AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 6.1

MEETING DATE: 13 March 2023

COUNCIL/COMMITTEE: Planning and Development

TITLE: Working Group Against Overdevelopment
PURPOSE OF REPORT: To note the report

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: Appendix A— NPPF Consultation Submission
OFFICER CONTACT: Minute-Taking Administrator

OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONS:

1

2

The WGAO circulated their recently completed NPPF Consultation to interested parties. The
report is for noting.



AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 6.1

MEETING DATE: 13 March 2023
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE: Planning and Development
TITLE: Street Naming Consultation
PURPOSE OF REPORT: To note the report

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: Appendix A — Email from Wealden District Council.
OFFICER CONTACT: Minute-Taking Administrator

OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONS:

1

2

Wealden District Council have received plans for the development at Orchid Riding Centre, Walshes
road along with a proposal for five new street names for said development. Members are asked to
consider whether they approve the street names suggested or wish to recommend a proposal of their
own.



From: NLPG

Sent: 16 February 2023 07:41

To: Clerk

Subject: Street Naming Consultation - SNN1567D

Dear Caroline

Re: Street Naming & Numbering SNN1567D
Development at Land North of Walshes Road - WD/2021/2739

| have received a plan (attached) of the above development which will require four
new street names, for which the Developer has proposed:

Seedling (Drive), Dabinett (Place), Gala (Close) & Claygate (Road) - these names
are all apple varieties and reflect the former orchard at the site as per our Street
Naming and Numbering Policy.

In line with our Street Naming and Numbering Policy we are contacting your council
as a courtesy and would be pleased to receive your Council's comments, in writing,
on the proposed names within 21 days of this email.

| note that you have a meeting set for 20" February - please could | ask that this
consultation is added to the agenda for this meeting.

If you have any alternative suggestions and reasons for these suggestions, please
forward them to us within 21 days of this email.

Please note the closing date for comments was extended to 14.03.2023.

With Kind Regards
Stephanie



AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 8.1

MEETING DATE: 13 March 2023

COUNCIL/COMMITTEE: Planning and Development

TITLE: Article 4 Directions

PURPOSE OF REPORT: To note the report and agree any further action

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: Appendix A — Article 4 - Direction No 3
Appendix B — Article 4 - Direction No 4

OFFICER CONTACT: Minute-Taking Administrator

OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONS:

1

2

Wealden District Council have set up an Article 4 direction for the land at Beechenwood Farm, Pilmer
Road.

Members are asked to note the report and agree any further action.



Bae.

Wealden‘

District Council

WEALDEN DISTRICT COUNCIL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING
(GENERAL PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT) (ENGLAND) ORDER 2015
{as amended)
The Wealden District Council {Land at Beechenwood Farm, Pilmer Road,

Crowborough) Direction No. 4, 2022

Direction made under Article 4(1) to which Article 5 applies
WHEREAS the Council of the District of Wealden being the appropriate local
planning authority within the meaning of article 4(5) of the Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) (Engiand) Order 2015 (as amended), are
satisfied that it is expedient that development of the descriptions set out in the
Schedule below should not be carried out on land at Beechenwood Farm, Pilmer
Road, in the Parish of Crowborough, which is shown edged red on the attached plan
unless permission is granted on an application made under Part lll of the Town and
Country Planning Act 19380

NOW THEREFORE the said Council in pursuance of the powers conferred by Article
4(1) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England)
Order 2015 (as amended) hereby direct that the permission granted by Article 3 of
the said Order shall not apply to development on the said land of the descriptions set
out in the Schedule below

THIS DIRECTION may be cited as “The Wealden District Council (Land at e
Beechenwood Farm, Pilmer Road, Crowborough) Direction No. 4, 2022

Direction 4, 2022 non-immediate/1
Cf2022/0210/CRO
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SCHEDULE

1.  The use of land, other than a building, as a caravan site in the circumstances
referred to in paragraph A.2. being development comprised within Class A of
Part 5 of Schedule 2 to the said Order and not being development comprised
within any other Part or Class

2. The carrying out of any development required by the conditions of a site licence
for the time being in force under the 1960 Act, being development comprised
within Class B of Part 6§ of Schedule 2 to the said Order and not being
development comprised within any other Part or Class

3. The use of land by members of a recreational organisation for the purposes of
recreation or instruction, and the erection or placing of tents on the land for the
purposes of the use, being development comprised within Class C of Part 5 of
Schedule 2 to the said Order and not being development comprised within any
other Part or Class

4. Development by statutory undertakers for the generation, transmission
distribution or supply of electricity for the purposes of their undertaking
consisting of—

(a) the installation or replacement in, on, over or under land of an electric fine
and the construction of shafts and tunnels and the installation or replacement
of feeder or service pillars or transforming or switching stations or chambers
reasonably necessary in connection with an electric line;

(b) the installation or replacement of any electronic telecommunications line
which connects any part of an electric line to any electrical plant or building,
and the installation or replacement of any support for any such ling;

(¢) the sinking of boreholes to ascertain the nature of the subsoil and the
installation of any plant or machinery reasonably necessary in connection with
such boreholes;

(d) the extension or alteration of buildings on operational land;

(e) the erection on operational land of the undertaking of a building solely for
the protection of plant or machinery;

(f} any other development carried out in, on, over or under the operational land
of the undertaking.

Direction 4, 2022 non-immediate/2
C/2022/0210/CRO
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being development comprised within Class B of Part 15 of Schedule 2 to the
said Order and not being development comprised within any other Part or Class

MADE UNDER THE COMMON SEAL of Wealden District Council
DATED thls‘omw\ ...dayof ..... D gmo thousand and twenty-th\ﬂj

THE COMMON SEAL OF
WEALDEN DISTRICT COUNCIL
was affixed to this Direction

in the presence of:-

Authorised Signatory

CONFIRMATION OF DIRECTION

CONFIRMED under the Common Seal of
Wealden District Council this r?if\ day of Qbﬂ% ..... 2025

The Common Seal of
WEALDEN DISTRICT COUNCIL
was affixed to this Direction

in the presence of:

el

Authorised Signatory

Direction 4, 2022 non-immediate/3
C/2022/0210/CRO
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STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR MAKING THE ARTICLE 4
DIRECTION

. It is the case that there has in the past and continues to be a serious and
significant issue regarding the Land being regularly used as a camping and
caravanning site for the majority of every calendar year. The iand is currently
being advertised on the ‘Pitch-Up' website as being ‘open all year and
showing pictures of the extent of the use of the site at various times —
particulars of the advertising can be found at:
hitps://www.pitchup.com/campsites/England/South East/East Sussex/Crowb

orough/beechenwood-farm /

. Each fime that the Land is so used it generates a significant level of
complaints to the Council from the immediately adjacent residential properties
concerning noise generation, pollution issues (smoke, rubbish, foul water) and
traffic generation. The site is located within the formally designated High
Weald Area of Qutstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and it is considered that
the presence of large numbers of unrestricted caravans and tents on the land
causes significant demonstrable harm to the visual amenity of this protected
landscape, contrary to the provisions and saved policies in the Wealden Local
Pan 1998, the provisions and policies of The Wealden Core Strategy Local
Plan 2013, and the National Planning Policy Framework. The Land is the
subject of an extant Enforcement Notice preventing its use for the (amongst
other things) the storage of caravans. This Enforcement Notice was upheld on
appeal, the Inspector noting that the presence of large numbers of caravans
and other items on this land did indeed result in just such a demonstrably
harmful impact on the visual amenity of the AONB (Planning Inspectorate
appeal reference;: APP/C1435/C/04/1152348 & 1152464, decision letter dated

Direction 4, 2022 non-immediate/4
C/2022/0210/CRO
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14" December 2004). It is additionally the case that the Land is the subject of a
second Enforcement Notice relating to the stationing of a permanently
residentially occupied caravan and Recreational Vehicle — currently the subject of
an appeal (Planning Inspectorate appeal reference APP/C1435/C/22/3297162 &
3297163). Whilst the demonstrably harmful caravanning and camping use of this
Land is carried out for the majority of any and every calendar year it is considered
that the existence of 28 day permitted development rights for temporary use of
the Land allowing such activities frustrates the Local Planning Authority from

taking effective formal enforcement action against it.

It is additionally considered necessary to restrict other permitted development that
would allow other temporary structures to be present and services to be provided
ancillary to the use of the site for camping and caravanning, to protect the
characteristics of the designated AONB and the residential amenities of

neighbouring properties in the vicinity of the Land.

Direction 4; 2022 non-immiediates5
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