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Issue 3 

James Ransley 

Rep. ID 461 

Issue 3 

Are the strategic objectives and the strategic approach to housing delivery and economic 

development delivery in terms of distribution and location sound having regard to the needs and 

demands of the Borough, national policy and Government objectives and the evidence base and 

preparatory processes?  Has the Local Plan been positively prepared? 

i) Is the strategy selected for the distribution of housing and economic growth, with the emphasis

on Ashford town, justified compared to the reasonable alternatives?  What is the proportion of 

development proposed in the urban and rural areas across the plan period?  How sensitive are the 

rural areas to further growth?  

3.1 No comment 

ii) Is the plan period of sufficient length to ensure the delivery of the strategic objectives?

3.2 We consider that planning for a longer period would be beneficial as it allows the council to 

look at a wider range of options. See our response in paragraphs 1.13 and 1.14 

iii) Will the strategy satisfactorily and sustainably deliver the new development and infrastructure

needed over the plan period? 

3.3 The provisional housing completion number for the most recent year was given at a recent 

inquiry to be 562. This is below the 639 the council has forecast for year 1 in the housing 

trajectory and could suggest that the councils figures are optimistic. 

3.4 Of the new rural allocations to deliver in year 2 there are 11 in total and we believe that 

none yet have planning permission and only 3 have submitted an application which are yet 

been determined. (application submitted in bold- Pluckley NP, S60, S37, S35, S34, S30, S56, 

S54, S53, S27, S51). These 185 homes therefore need to be pushed from year 2 to year 3 or 

beyond. For homes to be built on these sites in year 2 we would expect them to have 

planning permission by this point and be discharging conditions/being sold to developers. To 

use a coin toss analogy the chances of getting no heads on 11 tosses is 1 in 2048. Whilst the 

council could have just been that unlucky it is much more probable that there is something 

fundamentally wrong with how the council is assessing the likelihood of these sites coming 

forward by a certain date.  

3.5 By extension if the council considered the rural sites in year 3 to be less probable to deliver 

quickly than those in year 2 then there is an argument that the sites in year 3 should be 

reassessed to push many of them into year 4. 

3.6 We are concerned with the capacity of the planning department to take the necessary 

number of decisions within the first 3 years. All major residential decisions must go to ABC’s 

planning committee and we have looked back over the past 3 years of decisions of that 

committee to form the summary table below (April 2015 to March 2018) 
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  All residential sites 
Sites over 100 
homes 

Sites under 100 
homes 

  Approved Refused Approved Refused Approved Refused 

Outline 4 5 1 2 3 3 
(Average day 
count) 320 205 196 141 361 248 

Full 20 1 3 0 17 1 
(Average day 
count) 290 356 186 0 308 356 

Reserved M. 5 0 2 0 3 0 
(Average day 
count) 268 0 220 0 300 0 

Total 
Decisions 29 6 6 2 23 4 
(Average day 
count) 290 230 199 141 314 275 

       

       

(Sites  above 100 homes average 257 homes each)    

(Sites below 100 homes average 32 homes each)    
   

3.7 We estimate from the housing trajectory that within the next 3 years 46 planning 

applications will need to be determined (of the 46 we believe around 11 have been 

submitted but not yet determined). In addition to the 46 to be determined we must add 

other major residential applications which the council has received but have not yet been 

determined. We believe that there are 14 of these, bringing the total to 60 decisions 

needed. Over the next 3 years we can expect that windfall applications will be received for 

major sites and would suggest adding 15 applications to the total to allow for this bringing 

the total to 75 applications to be determined in the next 3 years. This number makes no 

allowance for outline applications which will then subsequently have to have reserved 

matters applications determined, meaning the 75 figure could be considered conservative. 

Currently in the bottom 20% of the DCLG’s table P151 on decision speed for major 

residential applications, and which makes heavy use of extension of time agreements, we 

think that this constraint is a consideration in determining what is an appropriate strategy 

within the local plan. It is reasonable to think that the submitted plan will likely push the 

council into special measures on decision speed, particularly as the thresholds rise. We 

strongly disagree with a push to include many more small sites in order to try and generate a 

5 year land supply given this constraint. 

iv) In assessing the viability of the Local Plan and having regard to paragraph 173 of the NPPF has 

sufficient account been taken of all the relevant standards in the Plan and the future implications 

of CIL?   

3.8 We have concerns about the revision of the viability evidence to Court Lodge from 2016 

to 2017. The development appears to have become substantially more viable from 2016 

to 2017 and it looks particularly odd when compared to the Kennington site S2. Opening 

up costs are given as being the same when S2 faces few of the costly issues related to 

flood risk which will be faced by Court Lodge. Between 2016 and 2017 it also became 

clear that the cost of the Pound Lane Link would be materially more than initially costed. 

We are also concerned that the value of the land lost in order to provide flood storage 

compensation for the Pound Lane Link road has not been considered when assessing 
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viability of Court Lodge, as it would appear that Court Lodge is the only likely site for 

such compensation given the land adjacent to the Pound Lane Link hosts a Roman 

settlement and is a scheduled monument.  

v) In setting the strategic objectives and the approach to delivery has regard been had to the 

purposes of the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within the Borough as required by section 85 

of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 and as explained in the PPG on Natural 

Environment? (ID 8-003-20140306)? 

3.9 No Comment 

vi) Does the Local Plan plan positively for the infrastructure required across the Borough?  Does 

the Local Plan make clear, for at least the first five years, what infrastructure is required, who is 

going to fund and provide it, and how it relates to the anticipated rate and phasing of 

development in line with the PPG on Local Plans (ID 12-018-20140306)?  In particular, the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (SD10) identifies a need for additional provision in respect of 

education, waste water, health infrastructure, sports provision, strategic parks, green space and 

allotments.  Where and how is that provision to be made? 

3.10 The council has not submitted transport evidence for sites other than those in the 

NE quadrant of the urban area. The note in response to Highways Englands concerns 

(TBD06) makes clear the council is relying on the transport modelling supporting the 

GADF - ‘Ashfords Future Transport 2006’. 

3.11 The inspector of the Core Strategy (GBD04) expressed ‘‘I do not consider that the 

present information base is sufficiently robust to enable housing and other 

requirements to be rolled forward by 5 years without further research’ in para 4.9 of 

page 7, of the inspectors report (in appendix). The information available at the time did 

not allow for the plan to be extended from 2021 to 2026 and given the comments in 

paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5 on page 1 it would appear transport was a focus of the 

inspector’s concerns. 

3.12 ABC has to date not provided with the further modelling mentioned in 1.5   

3.13 We have concerns with TBD06  

3.13.1 Paragraph 2.1.2 on page 3, the Core Strategy did not commit to an 

additional 7,850 homes beyond 2021 it committed to an early review to 

identify where such homes could be located and simultaneously review of 

the SMARTLINK proposals, paragraph 5.6 on page 26 (GBD04) 

3.13.2 Page 9 of TBD06, It is not correct to head the column as ‘Core Strategy 

Residential’ an inspector has not examined a Core Strategy to 2030. The 

Core Strategy extends to 2021 

3.13.3 Page 9 of TBD06, The two columns are comparing different timescales as the 

Local Plan column compares 2017 to 2030 and the ‘Core Strategy’ column is 

comparing 2008 to 2030. We can check this as page V of the Core Strategy 

gives us 31,000 homes over the period 2001 to 2031. Assuming 1000 per 

year on average then this is 30,000 over the period to 2030. Then looking at 

page 10 of the Core Strategy for delivery 2001-2006 we see 3950 homes 

were expected. Assuming 5000 were expected in the period 2001-2008 then 

that means the residual between 2008-2030 was around 25,000. This is very 

close to the 24,550 figure quoted in the ‘Core Strategy’ column and so 

validates that this column relates to a different time period to the Local plan 

column. 
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3.13.4 Page 9 of TBD06, I have then tried to correct the Local Plan figure to cover 

the same period as the ‘Core Strategy’ column. Taking all allocations in the 

Local plan within the Urban area from the housing trajectory the figure 

totals 10,641 

3.13.5 Page 9 of TBD06, looking at the authority monitoring reports and taking the 

completions within the Ashford Urban Area between 2008 and March 2017 

then this total 3,735 homes which must be added to the Local Plan column. 

3.13.6 Page 9 of TBD06, I make no allowance for completions 2017-2018 

3.13.7 Page 9 of TBD06, A proportion of the windfalls occurring in the Local Plan 

need to be allocated to the Local Plan column. Looking at page 20 of SD12 

suggests 59% Urban and 41% rural over the past 10 years. To be 

conservative I assume 50% of the 1599 windfalls will occur within the urban 

area, so add 799 to the Local Plan column. 

3.13.8 Transport planning is based on committed development and new 

developments have to assess their impact against not just the current 

situation but the current situation including those committed developments. 

Chilmington Green has outline planning permission and for the purposes of 

estimating the transport constraints that will be applied to future 

developments it is therefore necessary to include the full 5750 figure for 

Chilmington Green and not the 2500 figure. 

3.13.9 If you apply all of the above then the number of homes in the Local Plan 

period once corrected is 18,425. Applying the same trip factors this is 10,262 

trips in the AM Peak and 11,478 in the PM Peak. When comparing these to 

the ‘Core Strategy’ column, which was based on a dramatic modal shift, we 

see that the AM figure for the Local Plan is only 4.99% lower than the ‘Core 

Strategy’ trip rate and the Local Plan PM rate is 8.53% higher when 

compared to the ‘Core Strategy’. 

3.14 It is not appropriate in our view for a Local Plan to be produced based upon 

transport modelling carried out in the early 2000’s. This is especially the case when the 

expected trip rates are very similar or greater than those originally modelled over a 

decade ago and which an inspector in 2008 thought were insufficient at the time. 

3.15 From the Gladman inquiries we anticipate that the council will argue at the local 

plan hearings for the inclusion of more than 450 homes additional homes within the 

urban area in the trajectory and 5YLS. This will further enhance the inadequacy of the 

transport evidence base. 

3.16 To test our result we can look at the forecast flows from the Ashford’s Future 

Transport Study 2006. In this document on page 66 and 67 we can see that the transport 

modelling at the time forecast that J10 in 2031 would have inflows of 5100 vehicles in 

the AM peak and that Junction 10A would have inflows of 2600 vehicles in the AM peak. 

If the council’s research note were correct and the Local Plan results in trip rates more 

than 40% lower than the ‘Core Strategy’ then we would expect to see that the Highways 

England modelling shows figure lower than those assumed in 2006. On page 61 of the 

Highways England traffic modelling we can see that the AM peak inflows in 2033 to J10 

are expected to be 5210 (721+1576+54+2602+257) and for J10A 3382 

(289+554+867+811+861). It is therefore clear that despite the lower number of housing 

expected in the local plan (which is assumed in the Highways England modelling for 

J10/J10A) the traffic flows are expected to exceed those forecast in 2006 at these 

junctions. This supports our corrected trip rates and the view that the Amey technical 
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report is not correct. Junctions across Ashford can expect equal or greater flows than 

those forecast for the ‘Core Strategy’/GADF and we do not have an up to date transport 

evidence base which can be used to consider these impacts. 

3.17 Regarding the J10a modelling in TBD06- 

3.17.1 These do not compare like with like given that the Local Plan period is to 

2030 and the J10a modelling to 2033. There are also issues with the starting 

point for each 

3.17.2 Starting with the Local plan side, use sites within the urban area from the 

trajectory, which totals 10,641. Then add in windfalls expected within the 

urban area of 799. This totals 11,440. 

3.17.3 Turning to the J10a column, some of these numbers should be reduced 

down to reflect the fact that they have been already built during the time 

that has passed since the modelling. For example only 394 home remain in 

the housing trajectory at Repton Park so this should be reduced to 394 as 

the others have been built. No homes remain to be built at Charter House. 

Taking those homes out reduces the figure to 9989. 

3.17.4 Making no allowance for the J10a figures being based on 2033 (and so 

should be further lowered) and that Chilmington Green has been treated 

incorrectly it is still that case that the Local Plan results in materially more 

homes than the J10a modelling envisaged. 

3.17.5 I met with the Project Manager for the J10a scheme and the people doing 

the traffic modelling at AECOM in the Aldgate tower in London on the 12th 

May 2017. It is my understanding from that meeting that the purpose of the 

modelling is not to model the entire road network around the DCO. The 

problem with such an approach is that existing bottlenecks elsewhere in the 

network would mean that you plan the new junction incorrectly. It has to be 

assumed that over time other constraints elsewhere will upgraded and 

therefore you are really modelling driver intent. It is based on the current 

road network but not limited by it. An example of this would be that we 

know from the Highways England /KCC Highways comments to the 

application 15/00866/AS for S4/S5 that they have concerns over the impact 

of this proposed development on the SRN particularly the A2070 and some 

of the roundabouts on that road. Were it the case that the J10A modelling 

was a satisfactory basis for assessing the SRN neither Highways England or 

KCC Highways would be raising concerns on this site given that the J10a 

modelling includes an allowance for 3000 homes in Kingsnorth. Highways 

England have made it clear that the J10a modelling is not an acceptable 

basis for assessing the Local Plan (document attached to ALP/2711) 

3.18 The Bellamy Gurner junction scheme is not included in IDS and should be added due 

to its scale and significance. The constraint imposed by modified condition 32 should 

also be acknowledged at Finberry, whilst a minimum of 500 homes are allowed further 

development will not be permitted once the site generates 301 movements in the peak 

hour until the full Bellamy Gurner scheme is implemented. 

3.19 The IDS should be considered a live document which is updated regularly and have 

concerns that this has not been occurring. Highways England commented on application 

15/00866/AS (the sites S4 and S5) on the 25th September 2015 as they had concerns that 

this development could cause severe harm to the strategic network. We feel that this 

concern should have been reflected in the IDS and the site assessments. 
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3.20 The more recent comments of KCC Highways to the application 15/00866/AS (the 

sites S4 and S5) in January 2018 give a more specific idea of the number of capacity 

constraints for sites S4/S5 and by extension due to proximity S3. We would suggest 

these constraints would have been foreseen had ABC commissioned suitable traffic 

modelling of the local plan allocations, in response the concerns to Highways England 

and consistent with the duty to cooperate, resulting in a different distribution of housing 

within the Ashford urban area.  

3.21 We requested list containing a postcode for each person on the allotment waiting 

list (2017) from ABC and plotted this onto a map of the urban area. This is included in 

the appendix, to a spatial idea of allotment demand. 
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Appendix contents- 

• Page 7 Appendix contents

• Page 8-9 – Extract from Inspectors report on Core Strategy 2008, pages 2 and 7. Document 
referenced in paragraph 3.11. Full document available from the link below

https://www.ashford.gov.uk/media/2443/core-strategy_final_inspectors_report.pdf

• Page 12 - Extract from Transport Assessment supporting J10A, page 69. Document 
referenced in paragraph 3.16. Full document available from the below link, filter by

‘transport assessment’

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/m20-junction-

10a/?ipcsection=docs 

 Page 13 -14 – Highways England response to application on sites S4 and S5. Document

referenced in paragraph 3.17.5 and 3.19

 Page 15 -19 – KCC Highways response to application on sites S4 and S5. Document

referenced in paragraph 3.17.5 and 3.20

 Page 20 – Bellamy Gurner junction scheme. Relevant to paragraph 3.18

 Page 20 – Map showing broad location of those on the allotment waiting list within the

urban area. Relevant to paragraph 3.21
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The Bellamy Gurner Junction to replace the orbital roundabout on the A2070 

 

 

Spatial distribution of those on allotment waiting list in 2017 


