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Cabinet

Monday, 26 February 2018 7.30 pm

Present:

Cllr David Turner (Chair)
Cllr John Knight (Vice-Chair)

Councillors: Sandra Garside
Anthony Pritchard
Alan Ridgers
Derek Shelbrooke

Note: Councillors: John Burden, Lee Croxton, Leslie Hills, David Hurley, Shane 
Mochrie-Cox, Narinder Singh Thandi and Jenny Wallace were also 
in attendance

David Hughes Chief Executive
Nick Brown Director (Environment & Operations)
Kevin Burbidge Director (Housing & Regeneration)
Melanie Norris Director (Communities)
Wendy Lane Assistant Director (Planning)
Graham Cole Communications Officer (Temporary)
Lauren Wallis Committee Services Officer (Minutes)

73. Apologies for absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs. Gurjit Bains, Julia Burgoyne, Samir Jassal 
and Jordan Meade.

74. To sign the minutes of the previous meeting 

The minutes of the meeting held on 5 February 2018 were signed by the Chair.

75. To declare any interest members may have in the items contained on 
this agenda.   When declaring an interest a member must state what 
their interest is. 

No declarations of interest were made.

76. Delegated Decisions - Cabinet Members 

No decisions other than those already circulated had been made.
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77. Site Allocations Policies Document 

Further to minute 38 of the meeting of Cabinet held on 9 October 2017, the next stage of the 
Local Plan, the preparation of a Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 
Document to compliment the adopted Core Strategy, was presented to Members. The 
Development Management Policies component of the document was approved in October 
for consultation.

The Assistant Director (Planning) informed Members that the Site Allocations Policies 
document was broadly similar to the one submitted for consideration to Cabinet in November 
2017, but subsequently withdrawn at officer request, where Members had expressed 
concerns on the clarity of the document and the consultation process from the public 
viewpoint.  A key change had been made to chapter 7 of the document which had originally 
asked for opinions. Other Green Belt authorities, such as Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells, 
gave clear options rather than asking for opinions and the Borough Council’s document had 
been amended to reflect this change of approach. This is more akin to the growth options 
approach brought to Members in 2014. 

The Development Management component of the document contained specific proposed 
policies whilst the Site Allocations document was more about broad issues and options. The 
document did not contain any specific site proposals by the Borough Council although the 
supporting Draft Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) contained details of sites 
that had been put forward to the Council by landowners and developers. However Members 
were advised that inclusion of a site in the SLAA should not be taken as any form of 
endorsement or support for it by the Council.

Cabinet was advised that land for the development of approximately 2,000 units of housing 
had to be found and it was noted that developers might consider this to be an under 
estimation from their previous Local Plan representations. The Strategic Housing and 
Economic Needs Assessment (SHENA) contained figures in relation to housing, 
employment and retail in the Borough.  

Members noted that the situation had been slightly alleviated by the Government changing 
the rules in relation to permitted development rights which had enabled shops in retail use 
and offices to be changed to residential use.  In addition, funding from the Ebbsfleet 
Development Corporation had enabled sites such as the Northfleet Embankment East to 
move forward. However the 2,000 unit gap of unidentified sites still existed.  

In addition to the Site Allocations and Policies Document, a summary booklet had been 
produced which aimed to be much less technical and more accessible. Accompanying the 
summary booklet would be a questionnaire which would be used as an attitudinal survey to 
understand the public’s views on growth and the strength of that view. These documents 
would be delivered to every household and business in the Borough. A list of Frequently 
Asked Questions (FAQs) and their answers would be published on the Council’s website 
and be regularly updated. Once the documents had been published an 8 week consultation 
period would commence. All individuals, businesses and organisations that had engaged 
with the Local Plan Core Strategy in the past or had asked to be added to the consultation 
list, would be notified by email at the start of the consultation process. After the consultation 
had taken place, officers of the Council would consider the responses. It was anticipated that 
it would take a year to progress to a “preferred options stage”. This would include additional 
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technical work, such as traffic modelling using outputs from Highways England’s latest 
assumptions

The following issues were raised by Members and answers given where appropriate:

 A question was raised regarding challenging or putting pressure on the Government 
to reduce the numbers of housing units required to be provided in the Borough. 
Members were advised that there was no national housing supply plan for England 
as a whole with each area expected to meet its needs. However, there was a figure 
derived from the SHENA which was the provision of 495 new housing units per 
annum. Housing numbers were an area of challenge and the Government was trying 
to assist local authorities with their formulae so there were consistent assumptions 
across local authorities. Officers were aware that there was concern about using pre-
Brexit migration assumptions. However, the Government could be challenged and 
the Borough Council had written to its Member of Parliament, Adam Holloway and 
asked if he could request from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) that a variant 
demographic forecast be produced with an alternative Brexit informed migration 
profile. No response had been received from Adam Holloway, MP as yet. This 
subject had, however, been discussed at other fora.  Officers were requested to 
follow up on this challenge to the Government.

 The subject of the A227 was raised in relation to the possible impact of the Lower 
Thames Crossing. It was felt that if there were congestion problems on the Crossing, 
the M25 or any of the major highways in the vicinity then there could be a knock on 
effect on the A227 and officers were asked if the projected impact on this road could 
be built into the consultation. Cabinet was advised that it would be difficult as this 
could be seen as pre-determination of the different options by officers. Kent 
Highways and Highways England did not consider the A227 to be congested. It was 
recognised that the public would have a whole range of concerns and it was 
anticipated that the impact on the A227 would be one of those concerns as well 
impacts on a range of other roads.

 Following a comment that the public did not like the Council choosing sites to be 
developed, the Assistant Director (Planning) stated that the consultation was 
requesting opinion on locations where people thought the Borough could grow rather 
than specific sites. The Director (Housing & Regeneration) advised that the Council 
must look at all options for growth, urban, rural and otherwise and the consultation 
process should enable the public to make suggestions on how they think this could 
be achieved.

 It was suggested that the Borough Council should receive mitigation on the required 
housing numbers because of the development of the Ebbsfleet Garden City. The 
development was having a massive impact on the infrastructure of the area and only 
25% of what was proposed by the Government had been built. 15,000 new homes 
would eventually be built and this would have an enormous impact on the whole of 
North West Kent. It was felt that the Borough should petition the Government on this 
matter. The Assistant Director (Planning) responded that Gravesham was in a better 
position because of the EDC. The EDC sites within the Borough Council’s area had 
already been counted, as had the sites within the boundary of Dartford Borough 
Council. The EDC was bringing in money which other local authorities in Kent would 
not have access to and the EDC would also have to develop utilities and the 
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infrastructure to support the new city and this would take pressure off the 
infrastructure in the other areas. As another example, the A2 junctions that would be 
affected by the redevelopment of this area were already the subject of a consultation 
with regard to improvement works and we believe that the EDC would be contributing 
to the funding of these junction improvements. Also, as highlighted by the report 
brought to Cabinet in early January by Director (Housing & Regeneration), the 
Council was working with the Ebbsfleet Development Corporation (EDC) to identify 
potential sites where their assistance could bring forward further housing to assist 
with housing delivery in the Borough.

 With reference to page 40 of the agenda, it was noted that the Borough’s population 
had increased by 11,000 people and a question was raised on future projections and 
where this growth had taken place. Members were advised that the underpinning 
projections showing that the population was aging and this impacted on dwelling 
need. In 2011, Kent County Council produced ward level population projections. With 
aging being more pronounced in the rural areas, there were declines in the rural 
populations whilst the urban wards showed population increases. It was assumed 
that this trend had continued.

 Further to a question with regard to water supply, Cabinet was advised that Southern 
Water was the sole utility company covering the Borough and the company had 
recently applied for a drought mitigation plan after a couple of recent dry winters, 
albeit the recent high rainfall had meant that the order had not been enacted. The 
Borough had previously been highlighted as a water scarcity area. However this 
would not be accepted as a reason to stop growth. The Assistant Director (Planning) 
would be speaking with Southern Water to ensure that the Council was kept informed 
of their plans. The water supply in this area mainly comes from ground water and, 
prior to the recent winter drought, the supply had bounced back when the land use 
changed from industrial because of the reduced direct abstraction. The Council had a 
policy to require new housing to be built to use water more efficiently and Southern 
Water required water meters to be installed.

Following a request from the Chair, the Assistant Director (Planning) agreed suggest a list of 
key interest groups that might be useful resources for the public when considering their 
responses to the consultation, such as CPRE. 

Resolved that:

1. The Site Allocations Issues and Options Document with supporting technical and 
accessible material be placed on public consultation under Regulation 18 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) Regulations 2012 and the 
consultation arrangements outlined in the report.

2. The Assistant Director (Planning), in consultation with the Planning and Regeneration 
Portfolio Holder, be authorised to agree any minor editing changes to the document 
before publication.

78. Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking Statement 
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The Director (Communities) apprised Cabinet of the Borough Council’s obligations under the 
Modern Slavery Act 2015 to publish a Statement setting out steps that the Authority has 
taken to ensure that modern slavery and human trafficking do not occur within its 
organisation or its supply chains.

Resolved that:

1. The Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking Statement 2017/18 be approved.

2. Subject to any suggested amendments, the Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking 
Statement 2017/18 be published on Gravesham’s website before the end of the 
current financial year (2017/18) with an annual review and publications taking place 
in Quarter 4 of each subsequent financial year.

Close of meeting 

The meeting ended at 8.20 pm


