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Minutes of the Bethersden Parish Council Meeting  
held on the 12th November 2025  

in Bethersden Village Hall at 1900hrs. 

 MINUTES 

Receive reports from County and Borough Councillors. Public questions and comments on 

agenda and non-agenda items (this section will be limited to 15 minutes or otherwise at 

the discretion of the Chairman). 

Requests from members of the public included a proposal to restart the A28 Speedwatch 

group; requests for updates on Hardy House and development on the land next to the 

Village Hall. 

128/2025 Present 
Cllrs A Boyd (Chairman), M Peters (Vice-Chairman), E Allen, J Henderson, P Buss, J 

Crannis, P Light, C Cracknell. 

129/2025 Apologies 
Cllr Jordan 

130/2025 Declarations of Interest 
None 

131/2025 Minutes of the Meeting of the 8th October 2025 
The Parish Council resolved to approve the minutes as a true record and a hard copy was 

signed. 

132/2025 Chairman`s Report 
This was read to the room and can be seen at Appendix One. 

133/2025 Parish Clerk`s Report 
This was read to the room and can be seen at Appendix Two. 

Planning Applications  
To agree proposed comments for: 

134/2025 Planning Application PA/2025/1592 
The Parish Council resolved to approve the following comments for submission: 

Having regard to:-  

• the previous approval granted by ABC for residential use on this current application 
site for one dwelling – by conversion of the existing commercial building - known as 
Unit 1 

• the previous approvals granted by ABC for residential use on the adjoining site for 
two dwellings – by virtue of separate schemes for the conversion of existing 

commercial buildings and for “demolition and new build” – known as Unit 2, 

https://abcportal.ashford.gov.uk/pr/s/planning-application/a0hTw0000038Xt7IAE/pa20251592
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the Parish Council considers there are no grounds for raising any objections in principle to 

the current application. 
Consequently, we would wish to raise no further material planning issues at this point, 

apart to request that, if minded to approve, the Council:- 

• exercises appropriate controls over the ridge height of the proposed development 
to ensure that is closely follows that of the previously approved conversion of the 
existing commercial building (ref PA/2022/2007),  

• that all external materials used in the construction of the proposed dwelling are 
appropriate to the character and appearance of this rural setting in the Kent 

countryside and  

• that there is no loss of privacy or overlooking of adjacent residential properties 
from the proposed first floor terrace/balcony.          

 

135/2025 Planning Application PA/2025/1133 
The Parish Council resolved to approve the following comments for submission: 
Given the limited amount of information submitted with the application we are not 100% 
certain what the application is for.  
In addition, we note that a “proposed building” is annotated on both the proposed block 
plan and site/location plan, but it appears that no drawings have been submitted to show 
its size or appearance. Consequently, we would be grateful for some clarification from the 
Council (or applicant) on the purpose of the application, before commenting in detail, not 
least in regard to the nature and use of the ”building” and whether any fencing (or walls) 
are proposed to delineate the edges of the proposed new driveway and extended 
curtilage. 
That said, on the basis of the drawings that have been submitted, we consider that the red 
line application site (and the proposed resultant change of use) represents a contorted 
extension to the residential curtilage across the front of the house and projecting in an 
awkward, angular configuration into what is described on the application forms as adjacent 
“grassland”.    
In light of the above, and in the interests of properly protecting the rural nature of the site 
and its surroundings, we believe it would be unsound in planning terms to determine the 
application until far more information and clarification is provided.   

 

136/2025 Second public consultation for Waste Water Treatment Works       

EPR/DB3745KA/A001 
The Parish Council resolved that the Clerk and Cllr Henderson would prepare a response 

if they see fit. 

137/2025 Financial Report 
As at 31st October 2025 £ 

Lloyds Bank – Treasurers Account (as at 31/10/2025) 56,752.88 

Lloyds Bank – George Field Account (as at 31/10/2025) 6.67 

Co-op Bank (as at 30/09/2025) 2,798.46 

Income  

None  

  

Expenditure  

*Lloyds Account Charges 4.25 

*Scottish Water 65.83 

https://abcportal.ashford.gov.uk/pr/s/planning-application/a0hTw000002S5QDIA0/pa20251133
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/tn26-1hh-severn-trent-services-water-and-sewerage/
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Staff Salary and Expenses 961.36 

Bethersden Village Hall (181) 29.00 

Countrywide – Monthly grounds maintenance (660028) 399.90 

Countrywide – Monthly grounds maintenance (660029) 303.60 

Alastair Boyd – expenses (inc Krystal Hosting payment) 146.00 

Leo Lyons Digital 315.00 

Chris Buckman (Village Handyman)(34) 120.00 

Canelec (5759&5776) 519.62 

*Invoices paid   

There was an additional invoice for the second instalment of the playground refurbishment, 

for the amount of £27,957.60. With this amount included the Parish Council resolved to 

approve all payments. 

Recreation Ground Works 
 

138/2025 Clubhouse refurbishment 
Three quoted options were presented for the proposed refurbishment of the clubhouse. 

The Parish Council resolved to choose Option 2. 

139/2025 Electrical Works at the Recreation Ground 
An update was given on the emergency works already carried out to the electrics. Further 

electrical work and revision of the CCTV system is needed but work will be agreed on 

these once costs are known. 

140/2025 Wooden Obstacle Course testing 
The wooden obstacle course is deteriorating and is likely to need remedial/replacement 

and/or maintenance works in the near future. An option to test the existing timber support 

posts for £695 would identify those areas most in need of work. The Parish Council 

resolved to approve the timber testing work. 

141/2025 Budget Setting 
The draft budget had been circulated and discussions were held on suggested increases 

and decreases for various budget lines. These figures will be updated and provided ahead 

of the December meeting to agree final figures. 

142/2025 Monthly office spend for Parish Clerk 
The Parish Council resolved that a £100 ‘float’ would be available for the Parish Clerk to 

use for office expenses. 

143/2025 Social Media Policy 
The Parish Council resolved to accept the social media policy and that a Facebook page is 

set up as soon as practically possible. 

144/2025 Memorial Bench for Roger Claydon 

The Parish Council resolved that a bench policy would be produced to ensure a uniform 

approach to this, and future, bench requests. The policy will include that costs of the 

bench, concrete base and installation are to be met by the requestor. That the bench will 

have a minimum 10-year guarantee and that ongoing maintenance will be carried out by 

the requestor.  
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145/2025 Walking and Cycling Routes  
The Parish Council resolved to make a decision on transferring the existing footpath 

booklets to Bethersden Scout Group once a hard copy example has been seen. 

146/2025 Correspondence 

• Letter from ABC to Joe Cope re Hardy House 16/10/2025 

• Letter from BPC to ABC 28/10/2025 re outstandin s106 payments awaited by BPC 

• Planning Appeal comment submission for Land Adj to The Bull Inn (Can be seen at 

Appendix Three) 

147/2025 Date of the Next Meeting 
The next meeting will be held on the 10th December 2025 in Bethersden Village 

Hall at 1900hrs. 

 

Meeting ended at 20:10pm. 
 
 
Signed: _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Date: ___________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix One – Chairman’s Report  

November 2025 

Concerns are again raised regarding the rapid deterioration of the Bull Stables 

building, and it appears that no action is being taken to restore the building, make it 

watertight, or prevent further damage. 

Contact has been made with our County Councillor regarding the various concerns 

the Community has about the A28 speed, safety at the junction with A28 and Bull 

Lane, and safe crossing points for our school children. A face-to-face appointment is 

being sought. 

Hardy House continues to raise concerns about its future use as a residence for 

multiple immigrants. 

Electrical work has been carried out on the tennis court lights to make the previous 

installation safe. 

The proposed new Chilmington sewage works continues to cause significant 

problems, particularly with the ongoing proposal to discharge “treated” water into 

the River Beult. The River does not flow in the summer months, and this discharge 

will accumulate in the pools of the river until heavy rains move it downstream 

through the SSSIs en route. The solution proposed by the developer is to pipe it 

further downriver before discharge, but this would have to be several miles from the 

works before an all-year-around flow was found. 

No conclusion is known regarding the proposed housing estate in the Bull Field. 

The Chairman attended a KCC Highways seminar at County Hall. 

Your parish council continues to engage with ABC to secure the release of the parish 

council's Section 106 grants. The withholding of these Section 106 funds by the 

Section 106 officers at ABC has put the parish council’s budget under stress. The 

Parish Council met with these officers in an attempt to satisfy the officers' 

requirements. 

Quotes have been received to reline the Pavilion away team room following the 

removal of the asbestos-type wall coverings. The football team is going to have 

practice evenings on the pitch. 

The Parish Council is launching its consultation on the precept requirements for next 

year. This has been aggravated by the shortfall created by Section 106 funding this 

year. 
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Appendix Two – Clerk’s Report 
 

The last month has been a busy one, mainly progressing administrative work as a new 

member of staff, and preparing for the budget setting process. 

I now have a new work phone number – 07706 611676. This has been emailed to 

members, added to the website, my email signature, and letter headers. I can receive 

calls, texts, whatsapp messages and also remotely access my emails, but not files. 

The Lloyds bank mandate has been submitted and is still being processed. The Coop 

mandate will be signed tonight and submitted later this week. The financial regulations will 

be updated for the next meeting as the way of working has not changed at this point. 

Other tasks I have been working on are included in the agenda for this evening’s meeting 

and can be discussed under those items. 

I intend to start my, fortnightly at this stage, visits to The George from next Wednesday 19th 

November, 10am until noon. I will bring my laptop to work, but will be happy to speak with 

councillors or residents about parish related matters face to face during this time. 

Paula Cowperthwaite 

Clerk to Bethersden Parish Council 
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Appendix Three - Planning Appeal comment submission for 

Land Adj to The Bull Inn 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – APPEAL UNDER SECTION 78 

Appeal by Esquire Developments Ltd against the refusal by Ashford Borough Council for 

outline planning permission (with all matters reserved except ‘means of access’) for up to 

32 dwellings including access from Bull Lane, parking, landscaping, open space and 

associated infrastructure and earthworks 

At land adjacent to the Bull Inn, Bull Lane, Bethersden, Kent 

Planning application ref PA/2024/1442 

Appeal ref APP/E2205/W/25/3368725 

Appeal statement opposing the development  

on behalf of Bethersden Parish Council 

The Planning Inspectorate will be aware that Bethersden Parish Council submitted a letter 

of objection when the planning application was originally submitted to the Borough 

Council, which we presume has been passed on to the appointed appeal Inspector in the 

normal way. We also submitted a further letter of objection in response to the amended 

description of development when the number of dwellings was reduced to “up to 32”, 

which we presume has also been sent to the appeal Inspector. 

This appeal statement now seeks to add further submissions and material planning 

arguments to supplement and endorse our objections at the application stage and to 

support the Council’s refusal of planning permission.  It also seeks to support the many 

letters of objection submitted by local residents at the time of the planning application. 

At the time of preparing this statement, it is our wish for a representative of Bethersden 

Parish Council to be permitted to appear and speak at the appeal hearing.  

 
Background  
 

As the Inspector will be aware, the Council’s original decision to refuse the planning 

application (at the Council’s Planning Committee dated 19 February 2025), was based on a 

unanimous vote of 13-0, and set out five reasons for refusal. 

At the outset we wish to state that the Parish Council was of the opinion, that with the 

exception of the reason relating to the impact on the listed public house (The Bull Inn) 

(original reason for refusal no.1); which in our view, never appeared especially robust, the 

remaining four reasons were all considered by the Parish Council to be sound, well 

reasoned and fully justified in light of the inappropriate, unacceptable and harmful nature 

of the scheme. 

While we acknowledge that three of the five reasons for refusal were subsequently 

jettisoned by the Council at the meeting of the Planning Committee meeting dated 23 July 

2025, we respectfully contend that two of those reasons related to issues that are still 
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material planning considerations that are pertinent to the decision maker in the full 

assessment and determination of this appeal. These relate to original reason for refusal 

no. 4 (the impact of the development on the amenities of the property known as 

“Fairview”) and reason for refusal no. 5 (traffic dangers).    

We will specifically refer to those matters later within this appeal statement. 

 
Introduction  
 

We wish to open our appeal statement here with the exact wording we used in our “three 

minute public speaking slot” at the first Planning Committee on 19 February 2025 when 

speaking against the development. For clarification, the application had been 

recommended for approval. 

 

“Good evening. 

Our Parish Council understands the increasing pressure for housing, but there are no 

planning policies to support sites that are unsustainable and materially harmful. 

Why do we say harmful? 

Well, on no level is this a sensitive, well planned ‘infilling’ or a logical “rounding off” within 

the village settlement, but a massive, disproportionate extension outside the boundary of 

the village. 

Additionally, it is an extension that intrudes substantially into open, highly attractive 

countryside at the top of a rising hillside. 

A Strategic Vision Policy in the LP says the Council WILL preserve and enhance the identity 

and attractive character of the Borough’s rural area. Councillors, this application will do the 

exact opposite! 

Tonight’s report says…… 

…….there are “severe adverse visual impacts” of the development and it is prominent and 

highly visible from key viewpoints… 

…particularly stark at the site entrance……that will exacerbate its prominence along Bull 

Lane.  

Long term “planting” will not fully eliminate the impact…. and the development will remain 

discernible and result in a permanent change to the character of the site”….leading to  

irreversible contrast and change, and the erosion of the site’s rural character. 

There’s no “blending in” here –-- this proposal for up to 32 dwellings is extensive, harmful 

and highly intrusive.  

The report however concludes that this will only result in a moderate adverse impact.   

We respectfully, but very strongly disagree. Members, please don’t let this happen!  
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Just 5 months ago, an appeal case elsewhere in the Parish concluded that ABC’s 4.39 year 

housing supply is NOT a significant shortfall, therefore “substantial weight” should still be 

given to conflicts with the Local Plan and that unsustainable development is not 

acceptable.   

The site is wholly unsustainable.  

It is located at varying distances of over half a kilometre from any village services that are 

along unlit country lanes or the busy unlit A28. All movements to and from the site will 

likely be by private car; contrary to all levels of modern planning policy. 

New footpaths are being engineered to entirely urban standards, completely alien to the 

character of the rural setting of Bull Lane. Thereby in themselves adding significantly to 

the visual harm. 

The report tells us that part of the new footpaths is actually of substandard width – but 

only for a short section – as if that would be any comfort to a parent with a double buggy 

trying to walk to the village shop! 

The partially blind junction of Bull Lane/A28 is regarded locally as one of, if not THE, most 

dangerous road junction for miles around. 

It has numerous recorded road traffic accidents at, or within 90 metres; a point raised in 

our written objections.  

All of these local issues (and others) are under severe threat.  

And, we contend that this application is seriously flawed and the recommendation is 

demonstrably unsound. 

I would respectfully ask, therefore, that the application be refused”. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Bethersden Parish Council’s reasons for opposing the appeal development 

based on our written objections to the scheme 

  
Our written objections – nos. 1- 4 and no. 6 
 

At the very outset, we wish to make clear that the stance of the Parish Council in this 

matter is not about “blocking new homes”.  What it is about….is ensuring that we 

encourage the building of the right homes in the right places.  

It is our view that this is fundamentally not achieved by the proposed appeal 

development. 

This view is very apparent in our written objections where it will be clear that the first four 

reasons for our strong objections (plus reason no. 6) all focus on a similar set of material 

planning considerations based around (i) intrusion into open countryside and (ii) the fact 

that the appeal development seeks to unacceptably and inappropriately extend the built 

up part of the village settlement well beyond the village envelope. 



 

10 
 

In support of our appeal submissions on these initial grounds, we would wish to start by 

presenting a number of additional material planning points that we believe reinforce and 

underline our strong convictions around these primary objections and issues. 

The application site lies in a predominantly isolated countryside location in both visual and 

functional terms.  The proposed development would be detrimental to the sustainable 

objectives included in the Development Plan and NPPF.  

No overriding justification or need for the dwellings has been advanced to outweigh the 

harm caused to these objectives. The development would represent an unsustainable, 

sporadic and visually harmful form of development (through the introduction of high 

density, highly engineered, built development and domestication of the countryside), that 

would be overwhelmingly detrimental to the character and appearance of the countryside 

and the environment as a whole. 

The Vision for Ashford Borough includes the following statement:- 

“The identity and attractive character of the Borough’s rural area, with its 

range of attractive settlements, wealth of heritage assets and its expansive 

countryside, including the Kent Downs AONB to the north and High Weald AONB to the 

south, will be conserved and enhanced (our emphasis). 

It is our view that the proposed development adjacent to The Bull Inn does nothing to 

recognise, respect or in any way take account of this well established Borough-wide vision, 

and nothing at all to conserve or enhance the location, the setting of the village or the 

wider aspects of the open countryside in which the existing site is located. On the 

contrary, it is our view that it would materially harm and undermine the conservation 

and/or enhancement of the location and surrounding area, in direct contravention of this 

key stated and highly valued vision for the Borough. 

 

A visit to the site will make it immediately apparent that the appeal site is located 

markedly outside any part of the recognised settlement boundary of the village of 

Bethersden. It will be clear from the site inspection that the development would be the 

first, and very substantial, incursion into the open land and countryside that lies on the 

south side of Bull Lane, and thereby represents in an unacceptable and inappropriate 

sprawl of built development outside the outer edges of the village settlement.  

The appeal Inspector will note a simple attachment to this statement that we hope will 

show the respective scale/size (and location) of the appeal site in relation to the village 

settlement.  

Even on the north side of Bull Lane (where dwellings are more related with the southern 

edge of the village), it can hardly be regarded as a built-up, continuous linear frontage of 

dwellings, and this is very definitely true on the south side of the lane.  

The appeal site forms part of the outlying Bethersden mixed landscape area, which is 

typified by small fields, hedged lanes and roads, informal, non-engineered (and heavily 

planted) road junctions, ponds and scattered woodland. Within this area is the River Beult; 

that enjoys recognition and protection as an SSSI.  
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There can be no doubt that the proposed housing estate development at the appeal site 

would introduce building of considerable mass and scale where there currently is none.   

Moreover, the development would be easily seen from the rear elevations (and gardens) 

of the properties along the south side of Bull Lane and also from some on the opposite 

side of the lane. It is also likely that the development will also be seen from certain 

vantage point along the A28 (to the east and south) at times of the year when leaf 

coverage is less dense. This includes when after travelling downhill soon after passing the 

local garden centre (Ripleys) towards Bethersden from Tenterden, where there is a very 

real prospect in the future that the appeal development will be apparent on the opposite 

slope of the valley and resulting in an open scar in the wider vista.  

In this specific location therefore the bulky and extensive appeal proposal and its range of 

accompanying elements of residential living (e.g. car movements, kerb side and frontage 

parking, garaging etc and future additional buildings and garden structures etc), would 

erode the transition to the adjacent pasture and wide countryside beyond. This would 

result in material and substantial harm to the character and appearance of the area, 

contrary to Local Plan policy, which says, amongst other things that development should 

sit sympathetically in the wider landscape. 

The proposed development would be positioned on the south side of Bull Lane and built in 

considerable depth, in a housing estate layout, extending southwards down the slope of 

the land. It would introduce a significant amount of built form into the currently open 

field.   

The appeal site comprises an open field set on steeply rising land, bounded by hedgerows 

and mature trees. It is devoid of existing buildings and reflects the positive values and 

characteristics of the established local landscape surrounding the village, being visually 

consistent with the rural, spacious, pastoral character and appearance of the area and 

contributing positively to it. 

The appeal site has no visual or special connection to the existing built form and urban 

grain of Bethersden. Development in the area is extremely limited and generally consists 

of a scatter of dwellings solely along the Bull Lane frontage, with no buildings located in 

deeper lying positions nearby (with the possible exception of the farm shop on the 

opposite side of the A28). 

The proposed scheme would result in a harsh, highly engineered, and heavily urbanised/ 

dense form of development that is totally out of character with the unbuilt rural character 

of the land around the outer edges of Bethersden village, which is typified by a character 

and appearance of predominantly isolated dwellings set in heavily landscaped and 

extensively rural surroundings. 

In the absence of any relationship with the existing built form or urban grain of 

Bethersden, in our opinion, the proposed development would appear isolated, incongruous 

and as a result would significantly blur the existing distinction between rural and urban 

character. 

As such, the proposed development would represent a substantial and unwelcome 

encroachment into the open countryside, resulting in a visually harmful urbanising effect 
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and would erode the spaciousness and rural character and appearance of the site and the 

surrounding area. 

Whilst some wider views into the site may be limited to some extent, as a result of 

existing trees and hedgerow screening, the built form will still be perceivable, including 

from the A28, but especially in stark impact and appearance terms in Bull Lane where a 

significant length of hedgerow would need to be removed to create the proposed new, 

highly engineered, site access.  

For these primary reasons, it is our strongly held view that the proposal does not meet the 

aims of para 135 (c) of the NPPF, which requires that planning policies and decisions 

should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including 

the surrounding built environment and landscape setting. 

Before closing our submissions on the broad topic of unacceptable and inappropriate 

levels of visual intrusion arising from the appeal development, there is one further matter 

that we raised in our three minute public speaking slot at the Feb Planning Committee that 

we now realise that we did not cover elsewhere. This relates to the numerous and 

extensive engineering operations that are proposed outside of the main application site. In 

particular it is clear that there are to be sections of new footpaths and sight lines, 

especially along Bull Lane and at the junction of Bull Lane and the A28, that are being 

engineered to entirely urban standards and appearance.  

When this is compared to the existing situation, where this section of Bull Lane (between 

the proposed new point of access onto Bull Lane and the junction with the A28) is 

characterised and marked by enclosing hedges, with a resultant somewhat rural ambience 

at the junction (despite its busy-ness), in our opinion the new “engineered junction” will 

be incongruous and entirely out of keeping with the rural setting of Bull Lane (and the 

majority of other junctions along the A28 through the village). As a result, it is our view, 

that these ancillary engineering works will “overspill” from the site and, in themselves, will 

add significantly to the visual harm caused by the appeal development as a whole and 

cannot be overlooked or simply brushed aside. 

 
Our written objections – no. 5 and no 9 

 

At this juncture we wish to again make the point (as above) that the objective of the 

Parish Council is, and never has been, about blindly “blocking new homes”. 

This is evidenced by virtue of the valuable preliminary work on the (prematurely aborted) 

Bethersden Neighbourhood Plan (developed up to that point in full local consultation with 

the local community), that identified four sustainable, well located and credible sites for 

future housing development. Of these four sites, two have already been implemented in 

full and one of the others has been actively pursued, albeit by a form of development that 

was refused by the Borough Council and dismissed on appeal.  That said (and crucially) 

the principle of the site being developed for residential purposes was not questioned at 

either stage.  
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Although the Bethersden Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2030) was regrettably not adopted 

(primarily due to procedural obstacles and dwindling manpower and resources), it’s much 

praised local consultation and public engagement was widely supported by the local 

community.  

In the document, a number of key objectives were identified affecting residential new 

build. These included….. 

• supporting “small scale housing to retain the village character”,  

• developing “smaller sites and supporting housing….on suitable sites at appropriate 

lower densities….” 

• providing “sufficient public open space, so that the built development retains its 
rural character 

It is our view that none of these locally identified factors are to be found in the appeal 

development, either in its location or form. 

 
Our written objection – no. 7 
 

It is our strongly held view that the appeal site would be isolated and would not be a 

suitable location for housing when applying the spatial strategy in the Local Plan, having 

regard to the lack of accessibility of the site to services, facilities and employment 

opportunities. 

Amongst other matters, these local policies seek to focus development at accessible 

locations and minimise less sustainable forms of travel when accessing local services and 

facilities.   

For the avoidance of doubt, the list of the primary local services and facilities are:- 

• the local store - in the centre of the village (with a post office counter) – hours of 

opening are limited to 9am – 5.30pm (Mon-Fri) and 9am – 12.30 (Saturdays),   

• a local butcher’s/small store - in the centre of the village, 

• the local community pub The George PH - in the centre of the village, 

• The Bull Inn – adjacent to the site, 

• a local hairdresser - in the centre of the village, 

• the Village Hall - located in Forge Hill , 

• the village primary school -at the junction of School Road/Wissenden Lane),  

• the Recreation Ground with the activity trail, children’s playground and tennis 

facilities, plus youth shelter, kick-wall and football pitch - in Mill Road and 

• the main Parish Church and Union Baptist Church - also in the centre of the village  

NOTE - Our one page plan attachment at the end of this appeal statement (where its 

source is included) identifies the village/settlement (in red), the appeal site (in blue), and 

where we have subsequently added the following three locations as follows:-   

A – the primary school 

B – the centre of the village 

C – the Village Hall 
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Note – the location of the Recreation Ground is away off the top of the map.  

With the exception of the Bull Inn, it is our estimation that the appeal site is located at 

varying distances of over half a kilometre from any village services and, whatever the 

precise distance are, all such foot journeys would be along unlit country roads/lanes, or 

along the busy (also unlit) A28. The footways are narrow and have notably pitted and 

uneven surfaces in many sections. Many of the footways are often on only one side of the 

carriageway. Footways are of course generally non-existent to the west of the access 

along Bull Lane.  Also from local knowledge, for various lengths (especially along the A28) 

the footways are bordered by a narrow verge of rough vegetation that contains generally 

unkempt (and occasionally overgrown) vegetation.   

One other factor to consider under this aspect of the unacceptable nature of the appeal 

scheme from the viewpoint of foot traffic/pedestrians, concerns the bend on the A28 that 

is located between the junction of Bull Lane with the A28 and the junction of School Road 

with the A28 (which is marked by hi-viz echelon signage – denoting the tightness of the 

curvature of the bend on the main road at this point).  

We would respectfully, but specifically, invite the appeal Inspector (when visiting the 

appeal site) to walk along, and wait long enough, on this bend to gain the fullest possible 

impression of what it will feel like to use this section of footway, especially if with children 

or if pushing a child’s buggy to or from the local school or into the centre of the village. 

Normal motor car traffic passing by at this section of footway is one thing, but when any 

of the numerous HGV traffic is passing along the main A28 road at this point, it can be a 

very different and uncomfortable proposition altogether. We would suggest that the 

prospect of any road crossings by pedestrians in the vicinity of the road junction (with or 

without a buggy or children present) is an unlikely proposition altogether.   

From our own personal measurements, the width of the hard surface of the footpath 

(including the kerb stone) along the majority of the bend is only between a maximum of 

36 inches – 40 inches wide, with some sections only 30 inches wide. In addition, there is a 

substantial, mature hedge immediately abutting, and protruding into, the alignment of the 

footway, that contains overhanging brambles.   

According to an internet search, the width of a child’s pushchair/buggy in the UK is:- 

• Single buggy – between 18 inches – 25 inches 

• Double buggy – between 25 inches – 28.5 inches*  

*We refer to the point we were making here in our spoken objections to the planning 

application – as set out in the introduction to this appeal statement.  

The second attachment to this appeal statement shows a series of photos taken recently 

from the footway on this bend. These show the width, the overhanging nature of the 

hedgerow and the proximity of HGV’s to pedestrians using the footway. 

In light of the above, it is our strong submission that, if not all, then the vast majority of,  

movements to and from the appeal site, will be by private car; contrary to all levels of 

planning policy aimed at creating, encouraging and supporting sustainable housing 
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developments. If any are on foot or by cycling, the footway environment can be described 

as unpleasant, even threatening.  

Our written objection – no. 8 (and original reason for refusal no.5) 
  
Although we acknowledge that the Council subsequently jettisoned the original reason for 
refusal no. 5 that referred to the road safety concerns associated with the appeal development (as 
per our written objection no. 8), we nevertheless consider that this remains a very serious matter, 
and a compelling material planning consideration, that we hope the Inspector will still take fully into 
account in the assessment and determination of this appeal. 
 
In our written objection to the application, we stated as follows:- 
 

The proposed development’s location will generate significantly more daily traffic from its 

access close (circa 100m) to the busy and hazardous junction of Bull Lane and the A28. 

This partially blind junction is on the brow of a hill with a bend. In this specific regard, the 

Council is urged to take into account the numerous recorded traffic accident events at, or 

within approx 90m of, this dangerous junction, including several at the junction itself.  

In our spoken objections at the Planning Committee in February, we said:-  

The partially blind junction of Bull Lane/A28 is regarded locally as one of, if not THE, most 

dangerous road junction for miles around. 

We still have significant concerns over this matter based on local experiences and 

knowledge, not least having regard to the number of large farm vehicles that turn in and 

out Bull Lane, given the rural/farming character of the locality.    

With this in mind, we would respectfully ask the Inspector (if it is acceptable and 

appropriate within the scope of an appeal hearing) to please consider driving along the 

A28 from the south towards the junction of the A28 with Bull Lane (perhaps on more than 

one occasion if it is possible) to assess the exact nature, the alignment, the left bend (as 

the gradient on the A28 changes), the overall change of level itself, the geometry and the 

topography and location of the road junction at the top of the brow of the hill. 

We believe that the additional traffic associated with the appeal development being added 

to this junction will create an extra loading that is hazardous to the safe and free flow of 

traffic at this already compromised junction.    

We would also ask if there is any way that a number of possible anomalies relating to the 

traffic/highway issues associated with the appeal proposal can be clarified/resolved as part 

of the appeal hearing, especially:- 

• was the applicant’s traffic information and speeds survey (that were submitted in 

support of the planning application/appeal), undertaken during a period of school 

holiday? 

• was the applicant’s traffic information and speeds survey (that were submitted in 

support of the planning application/appeal), undertaken during a period of 

inclement (partially icy) weather? From many years local knowledge, the Parish 

Council does not recognise the results of the survey work as a reality.  
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If so, to what extent did this likely affect the findings/outcomes and proposed highways 

works?, 

and please…… 

• how can it be explained that a planning application in the side garden of a property 

opposite the entrance to the appeal site was refused planning permission by the 

Council (ref PA/2024/0473) in regard to a proposal for a single dwelling, where the 

County Highway Authority was seeking visibility splays of 2.4metres x 203metres in 

the direction of the junction of Bull Lane with the A28, whereas (as far as we can 

ascertain) a less demanding visibility sight line standard is being accepted (in the 

same direction) in regard to the appeal proposal for up to 32 dwellings?      

The inconsistency is extremely disturbing.    

We sadly do not have the benefit of highway consultants or traffic experts on the Parish 

Council.  Hence as stated above, we can only impart to the appeal Inspector our local 

knowledge and experience gathered over many years and ask that these crucial matters of 

road safety still be closely analysed and questioned. 

We would estimate that, with the potential of two cars per household, it is reasonable to 

forecast between 64 and 100 extra car movements a day onto Bull Lane, with it fair to 

imagine the majority exiting to the east and onto to the junction with the A28. 

Regrettably, as a small local Parish Council we can do nothing more at this stage than to 

re-highlight our genuine concerns (and those of local people) and ask that such issues are 

still taken fully into account, prior to the determination of the appeal. 

Comment on the Council’s jettisoned original reason for refusal no.4 (adverse 

impact on the property opposite the proposed access road) 

While we are aware that the owner of the property known as Fairview has made 

numerous written and spoken objections against the proposed development on the land 

immediately opposite his house, we wish to lend our strong support to those objections. 

In our opinion, the wording of the Council’s original reason for refusal perfectly and 

reasonably identified the demonstrable harm to the amenities of the neighbouring 

property.  

We would paraphrase (highlight/stress) the key points as follows:- 

• the proposed development would generate vehicular movements entering and 

exiting the site in close proximity to the neighbouring dwelling.. 

• the neighbouring property is directly opposite the site access.. 

• the width of Bull Lane is narrow (at this point)… 

• and, the position of the access would result in unacceptable harm to the residential 

amenity of the occupiers of Fairview through noise, disturbance and glare from 

vehicle headlights….. 

• (Consequently)….. the proposal is contrary to Local Plan and NPPF policy…. 

When studying the length of the entire frontage of the appeal site onto Bull Lane, we hope 

the Inspector will agree that it is in fact hard to imagine a more intrusive, inconsiderate 
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and harmful location for the access, if the amenities of any property opposite the site 

exit/entrance are to be properly considered and protected.   

The land opposite Fairview (as it exists today) is an undeveloped rural field with well 

established boundary vegetation along its frontage to Bull Lane.  If it is developed as 

proposed in the appeal, it will entirely remove the vegetation and boundary planting 

opposite Fairview and then create the only access for all vehicles to exit and enter the site, 

be they in relation to future residents, visitors, refuse vehicles, delivery vehicles etc etc. 

The Council’s report into why reason no 4 has not been pursued to this appeal comments 

that traffic levels are only expected to be “modest” (presumably compared to a farmer’s 

field with no traffic movements and no access at this point ?) and that opportunities for 

intervening planting and low-level landscaping can “…soften and mitigate the impact …..”. 

We must admit to finding this reasoning and explanation (and mitigation) very hard to 

understand.  We would respectfully ask the appeal Inspector to question where exactly 

will it be possible to plant any “low-level landscaping” in any location between…..  

(a) any vehicle standing at the point of exit from the new estate of houses and  

(b) the front boundary (and part front elevation) of the property directly opposite the 

access point?    

It simply is not possible to achieve within the boundary of the appeal site and hence the 

harm cannot be mitigated in planning terms. We would respectfully ask the appeal 

Inspector to support the sound and reasonable objections against the appeal development 

on this important planning issue. 

Summary 

It is recognised that the appeal scheme will contribute a number of new homes. However, 

these would be demonstrably outside the village envelope and settlement of Bethersden 

and physically separate from any of the local facilities, services or employment 

opportunities. The dwellings would therefore be isolated homes of the type discouraged at 

both Local Plan and national planning policy levels, therefore the provision of such 

homes/housing represents only a limited benefit of the appeal proposal. 

We respectfully submit that substantial importance should be afforded to the clear 

locational harms in terms of accessibility, to the matters of traffic/pedestrian safety, and to 

the severe effect on the local character and appearance of the open countryside 

landscape. The harm to the privacy and amenity of immediate adjacent dwellings and 

especially that of the property immediately opposite the point of exit and access, are also 

aspects that weigh against the appeal development. 

It is our strong view, on this balance, that the adverse impacts of granting permission 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

planning policies at local and national levels. 

In addition, the proposal, having regard to the location of the site, does not benefit from 

any presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
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On this balance, and in light of the above submissions, arguments and points of 

outstanding concerns, we would ask the Inspector to uphold the Council’s decision to 

refuse this application and to dismiss the appeal for this unacceptable, unsustainable, 

intrusive and materially harmful form of development.  

ATTACHMENT 1 

Attachment 1 is an extract (referenced as “Figure 3”) – as it appeared in the Council’s Planning Committee 

report from the meeting dated 19 February 2025. 

It identifies the “Settlement Confines Map : of Bethersden (in red). We have adapted it by drawing on (in 

blue) our interpretation of the appeal site area (as best as is possible at this scale), that we submit shows 

the extent to which the appeal site sits outside of, and in poor relationship with, the village 

envelope/boundary. We have also marked three locations as follows:- 

A =The primary school / B = the centre of the village / C = the Village Hall    

ATTACHMENT 2  

Attachment 2 is series of eight photographs taken from the narrow footway on the bend of the A28 (close to 

the echelon road signs) immediately north of the junction of the A28 with Bull Lane. The dimensions of the 

footway are recorded under the above heading “Our written objection – no. 7”. 

 


