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1 Introduction 

1.1 Overview  

1.1.1 This additional evidence is submitted on behalf of Countryside Properties, which controls a 
number of major development sites within the Maidstone Borough.  

1.1.2 Land south of Sutton Road Langley (H1(10)) and Vicarage Road, Yalding (H1(67)) feature as 
draft housing allocation sites within the emerging plan.  Furthermore, allocation sites in 
Headcorn H1(44) and Coxheath H1(59) already benefit from existing planning permissions.   

1.1.3 Notwithstanding the above sites, Countryside Properties has also provided robust evidence 
regarding the suitability and deliverability of two omission sites; Stanley Farm, Staplehurst 
and Land West of Lenham, and feel these sites need to be added to the plan for soundness 
reasons. 

1.1.4 Land west of Lenham has been addressed within the context of the Matter 7 (Rural Service 
Centres) session.  Accordingly, this statement relates solely to Stanley Farm, Staplehurst, 
which is also subject to a pending planning appeal. 

1.1.5 We acknowledge that it is beyond the Inspector’s scope to recommend that Maidstone 
Borough Council add specific development sites into the plan.  However, it is within the 
Inspector’s remit to recommend that further housing allocations are required and should be 
subject to further consultation and sustainability appraisal.  Furthermore, for clarity, it should 
be noted that Countryside Properties does not seek to promote Stanley Farm as an 
alternative to the land allocations within the submission draft of the plan.  To the contrary, 
we consider there to be significant flaws associated to the housing strategy and insufficient 
firm allocations to meet the objectively assessed housing need.  For this reason, there is a 
clear need to identify additional sites.   

1.2 Scope of Representations 

1.2.1 Maidstone Borough Council (MBC) has submitted its Local Plan and associated 
documentation for Independent Examination.  An Examination Programme has divided the 
hearings into various sections over six weeklong sessions.  The first tranche of hearings were 
held in October 2016 and addressed issues of national policy consistency, housing land 
supply and other strategic borough-wide policy issues.  The subsequent parts, being heard 
in November and December 2016 continue to consider site-specific allocations and more 
generic planning issues.  

1.2.2 This statement constitutes Countryside Properties’ formal response to questions raised by 
the Inspector in regards to Stanley Farm, Staplehurst as part of the Matter 13B hearing 
session. 
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2 Response to The Inspector’s Questions 

2.1 Overview of Evidence 

2.1.1 The Inspector has raised twelve questions in respect of alternative sites and therefore we 
take this opportunity to respond to each of these.  Furthermore, in order to aid the Inspector, 
we append Countryside Properties statement of case pursuant to an ongoing planning 
appeal. 

2.2 Qn13.20 Does the site have any relevant planning history? (applications, permissions, 
appeals, previous allocations) 

2.2.1 The site subject to these representations is a rectangular shaped parcel of land, situated to 
the south of Headcorn Road, on the eastern edge of Staplehurst.  

2.2.2 The site forms part of a wider site that was promoted through the Maidstone 2012/13 Call for 
Sites Submission (ref HO-15). The initial assessment concluded that despite being well 
screened and located in a sustainable location (within walking distance of local amenities, 
the station and the nearest bus stop and a significant distance from properties to the south 
of the site), there would be a relatively high impact upon the character and appearance of 
the locality.  These factors, along with the uncertainty of not having a developer linked to the 
site (bringing into question its deliverability), the site was recommended for rejection.  

2.2.3 Nevertheless, since this time Countryside Properties have secured an option agreement with 
the landowner, undertook pre application discussions and progressed an outline application 
in August 2015 for the erection of 110 dwellings (application ref: 15/507124/OUT).  The 
application site pursuant to Countryside’s promotion is approximately one third of the wider 
site and accordingly the potential impact would be considerably less than when first 
assessed.   

2.2.4 During the life of the application, the planning policy team confirmed that the application 
should be determined through the process set out in paragraph 14 of the NPPF.  They 
consider the site to be in a sustainable location, the landscape designation is of local 
importance only and that whilst the development would have impacts, these impacts 
cannot reasonably be considered to ‘significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits’. 
On this basis the policy team raised no objection.  

2.2.5 Despite ongoing liaison with MBC and support from MBC officers, the significant delays in 
determination ultimately necessitated an appeal against non-determination, which was 
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 12 August 2016 and made valid on 9 November 
2016.  
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2.3 Qn13.21 What is the site’s policy status in the submitted Local Plan? (eg whether in 
defined settlement/countryside/AONB/conservation area/Landscape of Local Value 
etc) 

2.3.1 The site lies on the eastern edge of Staplehurst, albeit outside the defined limits to built 
development, within a Countryside location as defined by the emerging plan. 

2.3.2 Policy SP17 identifies land to the east and south of Staplehurst (which includes this site) as 
being within the Low Weald area of Local Landscape Importance. 

2.3.3 Policy SP5 identifies Staplehurst as a Rural Service Centre.  

2.3.4 Policy SP10 seeks to ensure that key services within Staplehurst are retained and supported, 
and sets out the considered key infrastructure for Staplehurst.  

2.4 Qn13.22 What is the site’s policy status in any made or emerging neighbourhood plan? 

2.4.1 Staplehurst Neighbourhood Plan has been subject to Examination and referendum and in 
this regard, the Parish Council has concluded that it did not wish to take the site forward into 
the Neighbourhood Plan.   

2.4.2 Nevertheless, the Parish Council chose to progress the neighbourhood plan ahead of the 
borough wide Local Plan in the knowledge that the higher level plan could supersede it. 

2.5 Qn13.23 Is the site greenfield or previously developed (brownfield) land according to 
the definition in the glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework? 

2.5.1 The site is Greenfield. 

2.6 Qn13.24 What previous consideration by the Council has been given to the site’s 
development (eg inclusion in a Strategic Housing and Economic Development Land 
availability Assessment (SHEDDLAA) and does the Representor have any comments on 
its conclusions. 

2.6.1 As documented above, the site forms part of a wider site that was initially promoted through 
the Maidstone 2012/13 Call for Sites Submission (ref HO-15).  However, the site now 
promoted and subject to the pending appeal is approximately one third of the wider site.   

2.7 Qn13.25 What is the site area and is has a site plan been submitted which identifies the 
site? 

2.7.1 The site has a total area of 4.3 hectares. As illustrated on the indicative masterplan submitted 
with the outline planning application, the site is capable of accommodating at least 110 
dwellings at a density of 25.5 dwellings per hectare.  The appeal masterplan is included as 
Appendix 2. 
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2.8 Qn13.26 What type, and amount of development could be expected and at what 
density? 

2.8.1 As demonstrated in the outline illustrative masterplan, 110 dwellings can adequately be 
accommodated on the site at a density of 25.5 dwellings per hectare. This ensures 
development makes the most efficient use of this parcel of land, provides sufficient and 
appropriate landscaping and with a form of development that reflects the density and 
pattern of development within the immediate area.   

2.9 Qn13.27 When could development be delivered and at what rate? 

2.9.1 In terms of availability and deliverability, Countryside Properties have an appeal running 
against the non-determination of an outline planning application for up to 110 dwellings.  
There are not considered to be any impediments to development coming forward on this 
site within the next 2 to 5 years.  

2.10 Qn13.28 What evidence is there of the viability of the proposed development? 

2.10.1 There is clear evidence that development is site is viable given the fact an application has 
been progressed and an appeal is running.  

2.11 Qn13.30 Has the site been the subject of sustainability appraisal and does the 
Representor have any comments on its conclusions? 

2.11.1 The site (ref: HO73) was subject to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Maidstone Local 
Plan in March 2014 prepared by URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited.  

2.11.2 This report concluded that:  

• This site is not previously developed land and contains best and most veritable 
agricultural land.  

• The Landscape Character Assessment concludes that the landscape of the wider area is 
in good condition with a high sensitivity.  

• This site is adjacent to a listed building and is within close proximity of a conservation 
area. 

• The site is not easily accessible to a secondary school or cycle route 

2.11.3 The appraisal suggests a number of mitigation measures, including:  

• Retention and enhancement of the existing site boundaries through structural 
landscaping, to screen the site from existing residential dwellings and land to the west.  

• The siting of development to preserve the setting of adjacent Listed Building, Jewell 
House, at the site's eastern boundary Public footpath KM281 will be retained and 
improved, continuing the link between the site and Albion Road Development subject to 
results and recommendations of phase one ecological survey.  
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• Provision of publicly accessible open space as proven necessary, and/or contributions.  

• Appropriate contributions towards community infrastructure will be provided, where 
proven necessary Pedestrian and Cycle access to be provided from the site to Napolean 
Drive to ensure good links to existing residential areas and the village centre, and to the 
existing open space adjacent to north west corner of the site.  

2.11.4 The report concludes that these measures would be likely to address the majority of issues 
identified by the Sustainability Appraisal, However, there would be a loss of agricultural land 
and the site will remain very poorly related to a secondary school. 

2.11.5 The outline indicative masterplan incorporates all of the recommended mitigation to ensure 
landscape and visual impacts are fully mitigated and to create a landscape led scheme.  

2.11.6 In respect of agricultural land quality, the site is Grade 3b – not best and most versatile land.  
In this regard, sustainable development involves balancing environmental, economic and 
social matters. The loss of agricultural land is one of the many environmental impacts that 
needed to be weighed against the social and economic benefits in the planning balance. 

2.11.7 Overall, there are clear benefits of allowing residential development on this site in 
sustainability terms. This would be a proportionate level of growth within a settlement 
identified as being able to accommodate further housing provision. The proximity to 
services, public transport provision, combined with the social benefits of providing much 
needed private and affordable housing, as well as the significant economic benefits as 
outlined above, clearly demonstrate that this proposal comprises sustainable development 
as defined by the NPPF. 

2.12 Qn13.31 What constraints are there on the site’s development and how could any 
adverse impacts be mitigated? 

2.12.1 The site is located within an area identified within the Maidstone Borough Wide Local Plan 
(2000) as being a Special Landscape Area (SLA) and an area of Local Landscape Importance 
in the emerging Local Plan.  

2.12.2 A full LVIA has been prepared and findings of the LVIA informed the formulation of the 
masterplan and subsequently shaped the proposal to ensure it would sit sensitively within 
the landscape. 

2.12.3 MBC’s own landscape capacity study identifies this as an area that can accommodate some 
development, and the proposed mitigation within the Council’s own Landscape Capacity 
Study is fully included as part of the appeal proposal.  Again, the appended appeal 
statement assists in this respect. 

2.12.4 The indicative site layout seeks to mitigate any impacts by retaining, managing and 
enhancing the existing hedgerow and boundary ditch vegetation, reinstating historic 
hedgerow boundaries within amalgamated fields. 

2.12.5 In summary, the site is absent from any overriding constraints to development and is 
capable of accommodating a sensitive development that respects the character of the area, 
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preserves and enhances biodiversity and landscape quality and maintains neighbouring 
amenity. 

2.13 Qn13.32 Are these changes necessary for soundness, and if so, why? 

2.13.1 As set out in detail within our critique and Matter 5A statement, there are areas of the 
current housing land supply that are not credible, not supported by sufficient evidence and 
that provide an overly optimistic prediction of delivery that is unlikely to be realised.   

2.13.2 MBC’s housing completion rates have persistently been substandard when analysed over a 
five (no achievement of target), ten (40% achievement of target) or twenty year period (40% 
achievement), yet the Council disregards this past performance, resists applying a 20% 
buffer and fails to positively plan for the housing need with a robust contingency. 

2.13.3 Furthermore, having regard to the unknown potential of Invicta Barracks (given the decision 
not to vacate the site until 2027), the excessively high windfall allowance (still subject to 
challenge) and the question marks surrounding the Broad Locations (including the 
unrealistic approach to Lenham), a third of the Council’s local plan housing supply is to be 
derived from unspecific sites and uncertain sources that are unlikely to be delivered in the 
manner or rates expected.  This is simply too high to ensure that the plan is effective and 
deliverable over the plan period. 

2.13.4 In contrast, Stanley Farm is sustainable, suitable, available and achievable and is deliverable 
within the immediate five-year period.  For this reason, we feel it could play an essential role 
in delivering more certain housing delivery. 

2.13.5 To be justified the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against 
the reasonable alternatives and based on a proportionate evidence base.  On the basis that 
there are further sustainable, deliverable and developable sites available, including our 
clients land at Stanley Farm, Staplehurst, a more appropriate and positive strategy would be 
to allocate additional land for development rather that rely on components of housing that 
are unlikely to be delivered and fall outside of the Council’s control. 

2.13.6 The need to put in place robust and realistic assumptions should be of greater importance as 
the implication of not putting in place a robust housing strategy are significant.  Should the 
level of under delivery continue, as we fear it will, the identified under supply of housing will 
quickly render the emerging Local Plan out of date - potentially within 6 to 12 months of 
adoption. 

2.13.7 For the reasons outlined above, we consider it is within the Council’s own best interest to 
review and amend the plan and housing supply strategy to ensure that the plan will endure 
the plan period.  These points have already been covered in detail as part of Matter 5A, but 
in conclusion, the housing supply elements of the plan are not positively prepared, justified 
or effective and would fail to boost the supply of housing to the required levels as set out in 
national policy. 
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3 Conclusions and Suggested Modifications 

3.1 Summary 

3.1.1 The Council’s planning strategy is currently not underpinned by robust evidence and 
therefore is unsound.  Accordingly, it is recommended that main modifications are necessary 
owing to the housing land supply deficiency and due to the inadequate identification of 
housing to meet the plan target as a whole. 

3.1.2 For this reason, existing firm housing allocations within the draft plan must be maintained 
and, where possible, capacities increased.  This includes land south of Sutton Road Langley 
(H1(10)), Headcorn (H1(44)), Coxheath H1(59) and Vicarage Road, Yalding (H1(67)).  
Furthermore, additional sites must be identified and we believe that these should include 
Stanley Farm, Staplehurst. 

3.2 Suggested Modifications 

3.2.1 We acknowledge that it is beyond the Inspector’s scope to recommend that Maidstone 
Borough Council add specific development sites into the plan.  However, it is within the 
Inspector’s remit to recommend that further housing allocations are required and should be 
subject to further consultation and sustainability appraisal.   
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