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Removal of Ramslye Farm from the Proposed Local Plan 
 

 Site Identification and Resultant land Use 
 

Site RTW16 is incorrectly named. The subject property is at Ramslye Farm TN3 
9ET. It is not Spratsbrook Farm TN3 9EX. Spratsbrook Farm is in Wealden and 
therefore falls under Wealden District Council, and no part of the proposed 
development extends to Spratsbrook Farm. 

 
Our repeated requests to have the subject property correctly named have been 
ignored. The only concession was to change the original site name ‘Spratsbrook 
Farm’ to ‘Land at the west of Eridge Road at Spratsbrook Farm’ a complete refusal 
to add the word Ramslye. Wealden named their section of the same site ‘Ramslye 
Farm (Spratsbrook Farm)’ 

 
This fundamental and very basic error has not only caused confusion for local 
residents as to the exact position of the proposed development, but it is extremely 
possible that the statutory assessment process itself has been fundamentally hindered 
in reaching its conclusions because Ramslye Farm and Spratsbrook Farm are two 
very different farms in different uses, in different locations – indeed different 
Counties. 

 
This is clearly shown on the following map. 
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Land Classification 

The proposed changes do not apply the correct Agricultural Land classification 
(ALC) to the subject property. In this regard, the subject property’s ALC are 3a and 
3b as clearly stated in the detailed land survey commissioned by Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council in 2014. Under this ALC, the subject property has the following 
generic classifications: 

 
• Grade 3a: Good to moderate quality agricultural land 
• Grade 3b: Moderate quality agricultural land 

 
These ALC classifications are clearly shown on the following plan: 
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This being so, these ALCs should have been used in the Strategic Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA). They were not, and the 
SHELAA used a Natural England desktop survey. That survey erroneously 
classified the fields as having an ALC Grade 4 Urban classification. This ALC 
defines the subject as being, “Poor quality agricultural land with severe limitations 
only able to sustain occasions crops.” 

 
Why the statutory planning authority have not amended the ALC for the subject 
property is a clear error on their part to the extent that a fundamental and wrong 
conclusion has not been amended in the proposed changes to the subject property. 

 
This is especially so when the following is acknowledged: 

 
• Natural England themselves state that, ‘these maps are not sufficiently 

accurate for use in assessment of individual fields or sites’. 
• The proposed development areas within the subject property are arable fields 

that have never had any buildings on them. 
• The proposed development areas are currently in agricultural use, and they 

produce a good arable crop year on year. 
• The proposed development areas are on the border of Wealden District 

Council (WDC) and TWBC. 
• The Wealden SHELAA concludes within its "Unsuitable Sites Summary”, at 

Page 24 Appendix 4 under site reference 729/1610, that the Land at Ramslye 
Farm as follows: 

1. Is not suitable for housing. 
2. Is not suitable for employment. 
3. Is not suitable for new development. 

 
• The proposed development of the ALC Grade 3b land will mean the larger 

and more productive ALC Grade 3a land will become landlocked due to lack 
of access. As a consequence, the proposed development will result in an 
unacceptable loss of a huge amount of productive farmland at a time when 
food security is so important. This is a fundamental misuse of land and strikes 
at the very heart of planning ideology. 

 
Given the above, we conclude that if the correct ALC had been used, then the 
subject property would have been deemed unsuitable for development at the 
SHELAA stage in line with the same conclusions as that of Wealden District 
Council for land within the same curtilage to that of the subject property. 

 
On this basis we believe the TWBC conclusion are clearly wrong at law and 
should be addressed as a proposed change in the local plan. 
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Green Belt Designation 
Ramslye Farm conforms to all the criteria for its well-established Green Belt 
designation. Against this background, we are surprised that no exceptional 
circumstances have been identified for the subject property to be released from its 
current Green Belt designation in the proposed changes to the local plan. 

 
In the absence of such exceptional circumstances, we are devoid of any practical 
rationale or reasoning to support the subject property’s removal form the Green Belt. 

 
This is especially so, given that the Housing Secretary has announced that Local 
Authorities would no longer have to redraw Green Belt boundaries to satisfy 
housing targets. 
 

When comparing site RTW 16 with other sites found to be ‘Unsuitable’ for 
development it is hard to see how the level of harm in releasing sites such as site 73, 
116, 99, 114 and 411 from the Green Belt is higher than the assessed harm of releasing 
Ramslye Farm.  The sites mentioned are all Green Belt greenfield sites but are 
unmanaged.  Sites 73, 99, 114 and 411 are adjacent to Limits to build as is Ramslye 
Farm.  Sites 99 and 114 have archaeological potential, Ramslye Farm contains an Iron 
Age Hillfort, highways issues apply to all the sites.  Sites 114, 411 have ancient 
woodland, Ramslye Farm has Friezland Wood adjacent, nearly 8 ha of ancient 
woodland owned by the Woodland Trust.  Sites 73, 99 are within or adjacent to 
conservation area, Ramslye Farm is adjacent to the Broadwater Down Conservation 
area one aspect of which is the far reaching view to Hungershall Park which will be 
destroyed by the proposed development. 
 

 
On this basis, the proposed changes to the Local Plan should have removed the 
subject property from its proposed designation as housing development land 
given its outstanding Green Belt capacity to contain the urban conurbation of 
TW. 

 
We believe not to do so, is wrong at law. 
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In addition, the proposed changes to the local plan, make no reference to how the 
local plan will address the November 2023 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
requirements now required at law. 

 
Given the above, it appears that the proposed changes to the local plan are seriously 
lacking in addressing the BNG requirements of the subject property. 

 
This is a serious omission on the part of TWBC such that its current conclusion 
is not sound. 

 
Heritage: The proposed changes do not adequately take account of the Ancient 
Scheduled Monument (Historic England) components of the site and the role played 
in its setting. 

 
Nor do they adequately reflect the role in the setting of the Broadwater Down 
conservation area as set out in the Conservation Area Assessment, along with other 
heritage constraints (listed buildings and historic farmstead). 

 
The proposed development of Ramslye Farm has not adequately addressed the 
heritage of the farm as a Grade II listed building including relevant consultation with 
English Heritage. In this regard, it makes no reference to the 1960s excavations of 
the High Rock’s Iron Age Multivallate Hill Fort. Those excavations discovered the 
paved entrance to the South of the Hillfort went from Broadwater Down, through 
Ramslye Farm. 

 
However, this part of the farm has not been excavated although there is evidence of 
covered ramparts behind Ramslye Old Farmhouse at the pinch point of the field. 
Moreover, local residents have often discovered flint and pottery artefacts. This is 
especially so, after ploughing of the fields in conformity with its ALC Grade 3 a/b 
classification, indeed the farmer is only allowed to ‘shallow plough’ the fields due to 
their sensitive nature. 

 
Taking all this account it quite clear that the Heritage issues of the subject property 
have not been fully addressed in the proposed changes to the Local Plan. 

 
This is another serious omission on the part of TWBC such that its current 
conclusion is not sound. 

 
Landscape. The proposed changes to the Local Plan do not address the 
undervaluation of the landscape value of the site (including that part outside of the 
AONB) in the same manners as that valuation approach used for other sites such 
numbers 30, 99 & 116. 

 
This is another serious omission on the part of TWBC such that its current 
conclusion is not sound. 
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Services and facilities: It is not clear why this has been scored positively. We 
consider there will be an obvious increase in pressure on existing services and 
facilities that are already stretched, especially when considered with the other five 
sites identified for development in the Broadwater ward which will result in an 
additional c.500 dwellings in one small area. 

 
On this basis, the omission of any reference or infrastructure impact 
assessment is another serious omission on the part of TWBC such that its 
current conclusion is not sound. 

 
Travel: The subject property is on the borough/county boundary. Increased traffic is 
acknowledged by TWBC, as is the borough’s low bus usage, and the existing cycle 
lanes on other sites are listed as issues not positive factors in relation to active travel. 
Eridge Road is already very busy with numerous dangerous junctions and no 
tangible plan has been put forward to deal with the considerable increase in traffic 
which the proposed development of Ramslye Farm would generate. 
Given these statements the proposed changes do not address the rationale for a 
higher travel rating when compared with other sites such as 24 and 176 (which are 
very close to this site) and 73, 99 and 116 (which are greenfield adjacent to the 
LBD). Site 146 is on the A264 which gets 62% less traffic (9,034 vehicles per day 
based on 2016 data) than the A26 (23,496 vehicles per day based on 2016 data). 

 
Water Supply: There have been water supply issues in the area, and these have not 
been addressed in the proposed changes. This a common problem throughout 
TWBC. 

 
Therefore, until such water supply problems are addressed as a legal commitment, it 
can be wrong at law to propose further development on the subject property. 

 
Flooding. Ramslye Old Farmhouse, is a Grade II listed house. It adjoins and is part 
of the subject property. The farm suffers considerably from surface flooding with 
surface water draining from the arable lands. As a consequence, this surface water 
drainage overwhelms the watercourse of ponds. 

 
This being so, the proposed changes to the local plan do not address how 
development on the site will mitigate the onslaught of additional surface water 
flooding given these arable lands slope towards this listed building. This is a serious 
shortcoming in the proposed changes to the proposed local plan. 

 
 
 

Conclusions 
 

Given the above, we conclude that the proposed changes to the Local Plan are 
not Legally Compliant and are not Sound in their directions to the extent that 
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they should not be adopted by the TWBC. They therefore should not be 
adopted or implemented by the TWBC at this time. 

 
These are some photographs of Ramslye Farm taken by local residents 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, 
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the 
representation and the suggested modification, as there will not normally be 
















