
Planning application Y19/0257/FH

Outline application, with all matters reserved, for a comprehensive 
residential led mixed use development

Stanford Parish Council thanks Folkestone & Hythe District Council for 
consulting us on the revised outline planning application.

Having viewed the documents, in particular those marked ‘For Approval’ we 
object to the application for the following reasons.

Clearly, the prospect of the loss of open countryside and the prospect of a 20-
year building site immediately adjacent to our residents is reason enough for 
us to object to this application.  Given the recent adoption of the Core Strategy
Review, however, it seems we are powerless to object to this application in 
principle.  The latest Visual Impact Appraisal shows the horrendous scale of the
impact on homes in the parish and popular walking routes from Stanford up to 
the Downs and the application has not demonstrated that this impact can be 
mitigated acceptably.

Notable in the application, despite its length, is a lack of clarity about the 
actual commitments the applicant will make.  Even the phasing has now been 
removed from the documents ‘for approval’.  Whilst we understand the need 
for flexibility, this can still be achieved by agreeing a plan now so that residents
and third parties know where they stand and can make their plans accordingly.
Changes can be the subject of subsequent amendments in the usual way.  We 
do however expect important matters to be the subject of s106 agreements 
and we look forward to seeing how the applicant’s apparent promises are to be
reflected in any consent.

The comments we made on the original application in June 2019 remain 
relevant and most have not been satisfactorily addressed in this new revision.  
We made the following observations and requests, using our previous 
paragraph numbering.

1. We criticised the proposed “High Street” as an outdated concept for a 
new town centre.  To an extent, the applicant has responded by 
including a “town square”. It remains to be seen how successful this will 
be in creating the required sense of place.  We note in particular the 
proposed town square risks being substantially in the shade in the 
winter.

2. This parish is promised a 30m buffer zone separating new development 
buildings and streets from the edges of all properties in Westenhanger.  
This requirement has been implemented along the western edge of 
Westenhanger, as shown in the emerging Phase 1 masterplan.  A buffer 
is also shown to the east of Stone St on the parameter plans but these 
are not dimensioned. We would welcome confirmation that this buffer is 
indeed 30m wide. Existing properties to the north and south of 
Westenhanger are shown to be not protected by any buffer.  In 
particular the revised parameter plans continue to show multi-storey 



buildings immediately south of “Lyveden” (area TC7).  Also, building 
heights have been increased immediately to the west of “Little Greys” 
and there is no buffer shown for Tollgate Cottage. These matters have 
been discussed extensively with the applicant but the current proposals 
are still not acceptable to this Council.  We have commented directly to 
the applicant on the design of these buffer areas, in particular our 
requirement that there be no formal foot/cycleway constructed within 
the land to be ceded to us.

3. We expressed concern that delays in provision of supporting 
infrastructure would impact not only on the residents of the new town 
but on existing residents, especially in respect of water supply and 
drainage.  This concern remains.  We request the applicant is required to
keep us informed of the detailed programme for the development 
through regular liaison and continued consultation.  We recognise that 
the applicant’s consultants generally do not live nearby.  The design 
should have the benefit of local knowledge, such as the matter of 
persistent flooding on Stone St that we mentioned in our previous 
response and which is not mentioned in the flood studies.  We also 
asked for an information/complaints office to be establshed by the 
applicant to address ongoing enquiries from the public in general.  We 
therefore welcome the proposals in the CoCP Chapter 4, but are 
concerned about how many contractors might be involved.  Residents 
need a single point of contact and should not have to identify which 
party is the subject of any complaint/enquiry.

4. We note that the applicant aims to discourage through traffic (especially 
HGVs) along “Otterpool Avenue” and we welcome the re-arrangement at
the western junction with the A20.  We note that the responses in the 
Statement of Community Involvement have not been updated to reflect 
this change in strategy. We remain concerned that the road design will 
not actually achieve the desired outcome.  In particular, the proposal for
traffic lights at the Newingreen junction seems counter-productive.  Any 
significant tail-back there (which will be visible from the junction at the 
eastern end of Otterpool Avenue) will cause traffic to divert along 
Otterpool Avenue.  Such congestion will be especially bad whenever the 
M20 is shut between Junctions 10 and 11 which is happening more and 
more frequently.  We have continually promoted the idea of a 
roundabout at the Newingreen junction rather than traffic lights.  We 
also made two suggestions by which traffic at the Newingreen junction 
could be relieved by a road which did not go through the town centre. 
We have been told that these options have been considered and 
discounted but we could find no reference to that in the Transport 
Assessment, nor any record of the consultation meeting with parish 
councils at which this matter was discussed (in OP5, Chapter 16).  Could
the applicant confirm exactly why a roundabout is not feasible and the 
reasons for rejecting it?

5. We noted the Heritage Strategy and we remain ready to be consulted on
that as the Tier 2 work proceeds. At present it is not clear from the 
drawings exactly where all the discovered ancient barrows are, which 
ones are to be built over and how those will be further investigated.



We listed a number of observations, amongst which was our concern about the
impact construction activities will have on residents nearby.  We have 
repeatedly requested information about the location of construction 
compounds, haul roads etc. and have been told that is still work in progress.  
The CoCP Chapter 5 sets out the principles and says details will provided at 
Tier 3. In our opinion, that is too late.  The Tier 2 layouts should, as we 
understand it, provide sufficient certainty of the layout of each development 
parcel for principal haul routes and shared contractors’ facilities such as 
batching plants to be set out.  It is essential that these items, which are likely 
to be in place for many years are carefully sited to minimise the impact on our 
residents.  Facilities for each individual parcel/contractor can follow at Tier 3 / 
RMA stage.

We expressed concerns about the availability of communal facilities, in 
particular health centres and the staffing of them.  These concerns remain.

The applicant has agreed that no construction traffic will be allowed along 
Stone St in Westenhanger.  This restriction should be the subject of a condition
on planning consent and added to paragraph 5.10.2 of the CoCP as an 
exception to the first sentence.

We object to the proposals for Stone St by which it seems it would have two 
sections: one with access to Westenhanger from Otterpool Avenue and the 
other to Stanford South via the new town centre. This would further divide our 
parish, already blighted by motorway and railways, a substantial loss of 
amenity.  Some of the submitted documents still refer to a bus-only crossing of
Stone St near the existing racecourse entrance but we understand that is no 
longer the preferred option: that crossing would be open to all traffic.  If a 
crossing of Stone St is necessary, we prefer it to be restricted to buses, 
emergency services and NMUs since otherwise Stone St would need a barrier 
to stop through traffic on this narrow road.  Whichever design is chosen, it is 
essential that parking on Stone St by non-residents is controlled.  There is 
already indiscriminate and illegal parking for the station which can only get 
worse.  The applicant has shared some ideas with residents for how traffic 
might be controlled and we have expressed some reservations about that.  Any
solution must be funded by the applicant as a necessary mitigation for the 
development (capital and running costs).

Finally, we have had sight of the proposed response from our colleagues at 
Lympne PC and support all of their objections for similar reasons to those they 
present.


