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DM policies consultation responses

Respondent View Comment Action

Section 2 – Green Belt General Comments

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Support The approach helps prevent the proliferation of inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt

Noted

Policy DM1 – Agricultural and Forestry Development

NFU Support Thank you for requesting comment from the NFU. We are 
pleased to see the inclusion of balanced policies on 
agricultural and forestry development, rural workers dwelling 
and agricultural land. The policies appear to be set out in a 
balanced and appropriate manner.

Noted

KCC Neutral Development between villages and hamlets and among farm 
buildings would in many places be consistent with the historic 
character of those areas. Historic England (together with KCC 
and the Kent Downs AONB team) has published guidance on 
historic farmsteads in Kent that considers how rural 
development proposals can be assessed for whether they are 
consistent with existing character of the countryside. The Kent 
Farmsteads Guidance has been endorsed by KCC and it is 
recommended that GBC considers adopting the guidance as 
SPD, as part of the Local Plan process.

Noted.  Whilst the KCC Farmsteads Guidance (along 
with publications by the Kent Downs AoNB Management 
Unit) are useful in assessing proposals, consideration 
would need to be given to the value of a stand-alone 
SPD for Gravesham given the characteristics of the 
borough.  Predominately a landscape issue where 
reference to documents in policy as material 
considerations may be sufficient.  Consider this in 
drafting of possible landscape/AoNB policy.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Conditional 
Support

Agree that the re-use of existing buildings should not result in 
a need for replacement buildings, especially in the Green Belt.  
It is important to ensure that farm shops sell locally grown 
produce to avoid the import of food from outside the area that 
results in lorry movements on country roads.

Minor change in wording proposed to address this point.
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Policy DM2 – New dwellings for agricultural, forestry and other workers in the Green Belt

Member of 
public

Object Reason for choice – to stop the development of Green Belt 
land, development which will be development of land which 
should be part of Gravesham countryside.  Believes in 
protecting Green Belt land for future generations and creating 
less pollution from proposed development.

National policy states that inappropriate development is 
by definition harmful to the Green Belt and should only 
be permitted where very special circumstances exist that 
clearly outweigh both definitional and actual harm.  
Whilst NPPF paragraphs 145 – 146 sets out categories 
of development which are not inappropriate (including 
buildings for agriculture and forestry but not specifically 
dwellings) the need to house rural workers close to their 
place of employment is capable of being ‘very special 
circumstances’.  Policy DM2 is criteria based and sets 
out what the Council will take into consideration in 
determining whether such ‘very special circumstances’ 
exist in line with national policy.

KCC Neutral Development between villages and hamlets and among farm 
buildings would in many places be consistent with the historic 
character of those areas. Historic England (together with KCC 
and the Kent Downs AONB team) has published guidance on 
historic farmsteads in Kent that considers how rural 
development proposals can be assessed for whether they are 
consistent with existing character of the countryside. The Kent 
Farmsteads Guidance1 has been endorsed by KCC and it is 
recommended that GBC considers adopting the guidance as 
SPD, as part of the Local Plan process.

Noted.  Whilst the KCC Farmsteads Guidance (along 
with publications by the Kent Downs AoNB Management 
Unit) are useful in assessing proposals, consideration 
would need to be given to the value of a stand-alone 
SPD for Gravesham given the characteristics of the 
borough.  Predominately a landscape issue where 
reference to documents in policy as material 
considerations may be sufficient.  Consider this in 
drafting of possible landscape/AoNB policy.

NFU Support Thank you for requesting comment from the NFU.

We are pleased to see the inclusion of balanced policies on 
agricultural and forestry development, rural workers dwelling 

Noted
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and agricultural land.

The policies appear to be set out in a balanced and 
appropriate manner.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Conditional 
Support

The policy relates to new dwellings.  Does ‘temporary unit’ 
referred to in paragraph 2.3.6 relate to structures such as 
caravans / mobile homes that can be removed once there is 
no longer any need or need is not justified?  If so we would 
support the approach.  It will be important to be clear that the 
site should be restored once the temporary use ceases.

Minor change in wording proposed to address this point.

Policy DM4 – Equestrian Development in the Green Belt

Graham 
Simpkin 
Planning

Object Policy  DM4  and  DM5  and  the  supporting  text  indicate  
that  change  of  use  of  land  to equestrian  uses  represents  
inappropriate  development  in  the  Green  Belt  that  requires 
special  justification.   Policy  DM5  must  be  reworded.    It  
would  not  be  appropriate  for  an applicant  wishing to  use 
land for equestrian purposes  to  demonstrate  ‘need’ nor 
‘whether there  are  alternative  sites  not  in  the  Green  Belt’  
that  could  accommodate  the  use,  for example. This policy 
should be reviewed.

Agree that policy should be reviewed in the light of 
changes to national policy.  Changes of use no longer 
inappropriate where they have no impact on openness 
and do not conflict with purposes of including land in it.  
However, where the proposal is inappropriate because it 
conflicts with those criteria, it would still be necessary for 
the applicant to provide material considerations that are 
capable of constituting very special circumstances that 
clearly outweigh harm.  .

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Conditional 
Support

The Kent Downs AONB has produced a guide to good practice 
for equestrian use in the Kent Downs AONB – ‘Managing Land 
for Horses’  (  https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/explore-
kent-
bucket/uploads/sites/7/2018/04/18113905/ManagingLandforH
orses.pdf).

 We would like to see a requirement for proposals within the 
AONB to have regard to the guidance contained in this 

Reference inserted.

https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/explore-kent-bucket/uploads/sites/7/2018/04/18113905/ManagingLandforHorses.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/explore-kent-bucket/uploads/sites/7/2018/04/18113905/ManagingLandforHorses.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/explore-kent-bucket/uploads/sites/7/2018/04/18113905/ManagingLandforHorses.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/explore-kent-bucket/uploads/sites/7/2018/04/18113905/ManagingLandforHorses.pdf
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document.  

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object The proposed preamble at paragraph 2.5.1 refers to Proposed 
Policies DM 1 and DM5 whilst the policy only refers to 
Proposed Policy DM5.  The policy should also include 
reference to DM 1.  Lighting can have an adverse impact on 
the Green Belt as recognised in Proposed Policy DM1.  It can 
also have an adverse impact on biodiversity and character of 
the countryside, including nocturnal creatures. Paragraph 
2.5.6 needs to include reference to Proposed Policy DM1 to be 
consistent with paragraph 2.5.1.

Policy and supporting text amended to address points.  
Lighting dealt with more comprehensively through 
amendments to policy.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object There is no explanation of how the Council will treat equestrian 
development if the uses ceases or the owner seeks an 
alternative use(s).  Paragraph 2.5.2 recognises that equestrian 
development can lead to the proliferation of development and 
the introduction of sizeable buildings which can have a 
significant impact on the openness and purposes of including 
land in the Green Belt.  The Proposed Policy should be clear 
that should the use cease the site will need to be restored to 
its original condition. 

Disagree - Consider the suggestion too onerous.  If 
equestrian development falls under an NPPF paragraph 
145 exemption, it would not in itself compromise 
openness or Green Belt purposes – what would the 
justification be for removal.  If there were very special 
circumstances demonstrated then it would still accord 
with policy + would be no different from any other form 
of development that had been permitted in this way.  
Why should equestrian uses be removed but not others?  
Would such a policy relate to cessation of use or 
abandonment?  Also, having to remove a building when 
an alternative use is sought fails to recognise that the 
NPPF treats re-use of buildings in some instances as 
not inappropriate + removal rather than re-use would be 
unsustainable in these circumstances.

Policy DM5 – Change of use of land to accommodate cemeteries, outdoor sport and recreation in the Green Belt

Graham 
Simpkin 

Object Policy  DM4  and  DM5  and  the  supporting  text  indicate  
that  change  of  use  of  land  to equestrian  uses  represents  
inappropriate  development  in  the  Green  Belt  that  requires 

  Given changes to national policy allowing changes of 
use where they do not impact on openness or Green 
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Planning special  justification.   Policy  DM5  must  be  reworded.    It  
would  not  be  appropriate  for  an applicant  wishing to  use 
land for equestrian purposes  to  demonstrate  ‘need’ nor 
‘whether there  are  alternative  sites  not  in  the  Green  Belt’  
that  could  accommodate  the  use,  for example.  This policy 
should be reviewed.

Belt purposes, policy should be deleted.

Policy DM6 – Extensions, replacement buildings and ancillary development in the Green Belt

Graham 
Simpkin 
Planning

Object Paragraph  2.7.1  should  be  amended  as  follows:  ‘Many  
extensions  ……………………can  take place without the need 
to apply for planning permission’.

The final sentence of paragraph 2.7.2 should be amended to 
read as  follows:‘…….extensions which exceed the overall 
volume  of an original building by 33%  or more  will is likely to 
be disproportionate’.

Paragraph 2.7.4 refers to the construction of basements and 
habitable loft spaces, and the impact  this  can have  on  
openness  of  the Green  Belt  (or visual impact  on  the Green  
Belt). Roof conversions (within the envelope of the building) 
and single basement extensions (that don’t exceed the 
building footprint) should normally be considered acceptable.  
The addition of domestic paraphernalia or parked cars, for 
example, and the measurement of impact is not normally 
helpful (and can vary greatly depending on how the existing 
building is used / occupied).

At  paragraph 2.7.6, the council  needs to  clarify  whether  this 
section is aimed  at assessing whether development is 
disproportionate – or materially larger.  This paragraph 
potentially conflicts with paragraphs 2.7.2 and 2.7.3.

Minor amendments to policy to reflect NPPF (2019) and 
some of the points made in relation to consistency.   
`Disagree with point made about loft spaces or 
basements.  The NPPF test is whether an extension is 
disproportionate or a replacement building materially 
larger.  Whilst whether or not an extension can be seen 
is a material consideration as to whether or not very 
special circumstances exist that clearly outweigh harm, 
the metric for determining whether or not either is 
‘inappropriate’ is firstly scale/size etc. compared to 
original.  Issue of domestic paraphernalia and impact on 
openness is material, as evidenced by numerous appeal 
decisions.  Accept point regarding whether or not 
building is capable of subsequent conversion and 
amend wording accordingly.  Disagree on point of 
treating outbuildings up to a certain size being 
considered appropriate as this would conflict with NPPF 
which doesn’t treat such outbuildings as an exception to 
Green Belt policy.  Also disagree on point regarding 
GPDO as a guide to what should be acceptable in this 
instance.  Whilst an outbuilding may be deemed 
acceptable under permitted development rights where 
these apply, where they do not they stand to be judged 
against policy in the normal way.  GPDO may provide a 
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Paragraph 2.7.10  (and paragraph 2.7.19 of the  Policy)  needs 
further clarification.   It is not reasonable to refuse planning 
permission for a building simply because it may be converted 
to  a  dwelling  in  the  future.  Conversion  to  a  dwelling  
would  require  planning  permission. More guidance is 
needed.

Similarly, care should be taken with the wording of paragraph 
2.7.11, referring to ancillary development.  Much of the text 
relates more to landscape and street scene considerations, 
rather than Green Belt openness.

Criteria  (a)  of  the  Policy  DM6  (referring  to  extensions)  
refers  to  ‘footprint,  floorspace  and volume’ as measures of 
determining ‘proportionate’.  The explanatory text (2.7.2), 
however, only refers to volume as a measure.  This should not 
be the only test and the text should be clarified.

Criteria (a) of the Policy DM6 (referring to replacement 
buildings) refers to ‘footprint, volume and  volume’  as  
measures  of  determining  ‘proportionate’.    The  
explanatory text  (2.7.3), however, refers to different tests as a 
measure.  This should be clarified.

Policy  DM6  in  respect  of  ancillary  buildings  needs  further  
assessment.    The policy and paragraphs   2.7.7   and   2.7.8   
indicate   that   where   planning   permission   is   required   
for outbuildings they will be treated as inappropriate 
development which must be justified with Very Special  
Circumstances.    It  would  be  preferable  if  the  policy  
allowed outbuildings, subject  to  some  criteria  (such  as  

fall-back position but this would not be applicable in all 
cases, particularly where permitted development rights 
are more limited of such rights have been removed by 
condition.
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footprint  area).   For  example,  Sevenoaks District  Council 
limit outbuildings to a maximum of 40 sqm.  This is a more 
reasonable approach that seeks to  understand  that  the  
GDPO  2015  (as  amended)  is  a  clear  Government  
statement that outbuildings in a suitable location and scale are 
not normally harmful.  Of course, the policy wording does need 
to ensure that ‘guideline footprints’ do not become a target, 
and in this respect the guidelines at paragraph 2.7.17 may be 
helpful.   Criteria (b) of 2.7.17 should be deleted,  since  it  
infers  that  existing  outbuilding  should  be  repurposed,  even  
if they  are  in use.

Boyer Planning Object We strongly object to this policy in its current form. Our 
primary objection is that it is far too restrictive, and in particular 
the proposed restriction to extend or enlarge the volume of a 
building by no more than 33% - as stated in paragraph 2.7.2.

This level of restriction is far too great, and will be 
counterproductive. It is accepted that extensions and 
alterations to dwellings should be proportionate, and 
subservient to the primary building. This however can be 
achieved with development being limited to 50% of the size of 
the original dwelling. Furthermore, this is not always the case, 
and through careful design the impact of the proposals can be 
limited to preserve the value of Green Belt whilst still being 
well above a 50% increase. As such, the policy should be 
absolutely clear that any % will be used purely as a guide.

The need for this reduced level of restriction are the significant 
Permitted Development Rights available to dwellings in the 
Green Belt. Under current legislation, a single storey extension 
of up 8m in depth is available to many dwellings. This will in 
many cases significantly exceed a 33% increase in the volume 

33% is stated to be a rule of thumb and with the 
amendment suggested above is sufficiently flexible to 
enable proposals to be considered on their individual 
merits.  It should be noted in any event that the one-third 
rule has applied in Gravesham for many years – most 
recently under ‘saved’ policy C13 of the Local Plan First 
Review and before that under policy GB2 of the Local 
Plan 1987.  The current position is that the one third rule 
is embedded in policy rather than a guideline figure in 
supporting text.  The policy has been successfully 
defended at appeal on many occasions and has been 
considered by Inspectors to be generally consistent with 
the NPPF.  The draft policy simply updates an 
established position.

The issue with respect of Permitted Development rights 
is noted.  However, for it to constitute a fall-back position 
the applicant is required to demonstrate (amongst other 
things) that there is a reasonable prospect that it could 
occur – it cannot be a mere theoretical possibility.  Even 
then, the fall-back position may not be determinative as 
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of the building, and so this will remain a very enticing option to 
homeowners. It can however result in extensions to buildings 
that are far less attractive, and potentially far more harmful to 
the quality and openness of the Green Belt than a more 
sensitively designed scheme that may require planning 
permission.

It is the Councils responsibility to encourage a high quality of 
design, and to protect the value of the Green Belt. This policy 
must therefore be reworded to encourage a greater level of 
engagement with the Council to deliver schemes of the highest 
design quality.

to the outcome of the decision making process. It should 
also be noted that:

 More restrictive rights may occur on Article 2(3) 
land – parts of the Green Belt in Gravesham 
are designated AoNB etc.

 Properties previously permitted in the Green 
Belt may be subject to conditions restricting 
extensions that remove such PD rights.

 The LPA can where appropriate remove 
permitted development rights in some cases by 
Article 4 directions.

It is appropriate that the one-third rule remains as a 
metric against which applications are evaluated.  The 
fact that permitted development rights exist 

Policy DM7 – Limited infilling in villages and development of previously developed sites in the Green Belt.

NB.  Further work to be done on this policy to ensure that it is fully NPPF 2019 compliant.  A Green Belt topic paper in relation to development management 
policies will also be prepared.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Conditionally 
Support

Whilst the approach is generally supported it is unclear which 
settlements it refers to as only two settlements are named.  To 
avoid confusion and provide clarity it would be helpful to list all 
the settlements.

This is background text to policy DM7.  It is made clear 
that policy regarding limited infilling in villages will only 
apply to those rural settlements shown on the policies 
map and within defined boundaries.

KCC Neutral In considering the transport links and the sustainability of a 
site’s location, KCC considers that there must be a choice of 
travel options available, ensuring that the public is not 
dependent on private vehicle use. Policies should promote 
active travel patterns along safe routes, especially in rural 
areas and ensure that new developments provide access to 

Noted.   The comment relates primarily to the suitability 
of a site for development and the ability of people to 
access services and other facilities by means other than 
the private car.  Suggest change of wording within draft 
DM policies document (not necessarily against this 
policy) to deal with this consistent with recent appeal 
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high quality infrastructure, with links to local amenities and the 
PRoW & Access Network, which encourage walking and 
cycling activity.

decisions and the Braintree judgement on isolated 
dwellings.

Graham 
Simpkin 
Planning

Object The NPPF allows for “infilling” or partial or complete 
redevelopment of previously developed sites.   For extension 
to existing buildings the council indicates that extension by up 
to 33% would  be  proportionate.    The approach  
contemplated  by  the  Council  for  replacement buildings   
and   redevelopment   of   brownfield   sites   should   also   
commit   to   this   general guideline figure.   Existing non-
residential buildings can be extended but there seems to be no   
allowance   for  this   in  considering  the  relationship  between  
existing  and  proposed development on brownfield sites.  As 
currently drafted, it is conceivable that an extension to existing 
buildings would result in more development than complete 
redevelopment of the site.

It  is  also  difficult  to  see  how  any  infilling  could  be  
permitted  at  a  brownfield  site  on  this basis, given that the 
level of protection seems greater  for these sites than 
elsewhere.    At Part (c) of the policy, for example, it makes a 
contradictory statement that infilling ‘should not lead to a 
significant increase in the developed parts of the site’.

Finally,  the  policy  or  the  supporting  text  should  clearly  
indicate  that  brownfield,  edge  of settlement sites, have 
broad sustainability benefits.  Paragraph 2.8.11, for example, 
does not state  that  the  previously  developed  status  of  a  
site  (which  would  not  result  in  loss  of agricultural  land,  
have  potentially  lower  landscape  and  biodiversity  impacts  
and  result  in visual,  energy  performance  or  access  

Agree that some changes to policy are necessary for the 
purposes of clarification.  However, there does need to 
be a distinction drawn between extensions or alterations 
of a building not being disproportionate (NPPF 145c) 
compared to the limited infilling or partial or complete 
redevelopment of previously developed land, where the 
test is either that it should not have a greater impact on 
openness or (in the case of development meeting 
affordable housing need) not causing substantial harm 
to openness.  It would not be appropriate to use the 33% 
metric for replacement buildings or redevelopment of 
brownfield sites because the test is different and impact 
on openness can be caused by a variety of factors other 
than just size – i.e. location within the site, relationship to 
other buildings and visual impact etc.

Comment on sub-paragraph c noted and will be 
considered as part of redrafting.

Disagree – it is not the case that all brownfield, edge-of-
settlement sites may have broad sustainability benefits.  
Proximity to settlements with poor access to services or 
alternatives to the private car is not necessarily 
sustainable and it is not the loss of agricultural land per 
se but the best and most versatile that national policy 
seeks to preserve.  Whilst many of the factors raised in 
the comment are capable of being material, it would be 
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enhancements)  might  perform  well  in  sustainability terms.  
Such  benefits  need  to  be  considered  alongside  
accessibility to  public  transport, services and facilities.  
Sustainability and suitability need to consider a wider range of 
criteria than simply  proximity  to  public transport, services 
and facilities.   This must be part of the planning balance 
towards delivery of sustainable development.

The Council will need to define ‘sustainable location’ at Part 
(e) of the Policy.   All council’s use  different  criteria,  but  the  
use  of  internet  and  remote  working  means  that  this  is 
becoming an out-of-date approach.  Criteria that are too 
challenging could lead to a waste of resources and empty 
buildings.

Amend paragraph 2.8.5 so that ‘where other uses are 
proposed’ is before the text: ‘buildings of a similar scale’.

Definition of infilling at 2.8.13 should be amended so that 
‘where other uses are proposed’ is before the text: ‘buildings of 
a similar scale’.

for the developer to show that these were sufficient to 
outweigh a potentially poor location at the application 
stage.  It should also be noted that even if a proposal 
was well located issues such as landscape impact, 
impact on biodiversity and  visual impact and a host of 
other factors would still stand to be considered in the 
overall planning balance.

Disagree.  The fact that the internet and remote working 
can reduce the need to travel and improves 
sustainability, misses the point that this also applies to 
buildings erected in locations that do have good access 
to services and sustainable alternatives to private car 
use.  

Agreed

Agreed 

Barton 
Willmore on 
behalf of 
Esquire 
Developments

Object There are several set circumstances, as defined by paragraph 
89 of the NPPF, where development in the Green Belt is not 
considered ‘inappropriate’, one of which being limited infilling 
in villages.

Proposed Policy DM7 seeks to strictly define what constitutes 
both limited infilling with this being confined to development of 
a small gap in an otherwise built up frontage or group of 
buildings, capable of accommodating no more than one or two 
dwelling or buildings of a similar scale’. Further the policy 
identifies that only rural settlements inset from the Green Belt 

Policy requires amending due to changes in the NPPF 
2019.  

However, disagree with a number of the points made in 
the comments for the following reasons and which it is 
suggested should be tested at examination:

The boundary of the ‘village’ shown on the Policies Map 
is not determinative and it is for the decision taker to 
make a judgement ‘on the ground’.
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(as defined by the Policies Map) will be considered to have the 
status of villages and their boundaries taken as shown.

No definition is provided in the NPPF as to what constitutes 
limited infilling, nor how to define the village boundary, 
however these have been considered by numerous appeals 
and case law. In some cases these are contrary to GBC’s 
definition, including:

 ‘Infill’ in relation to development in the Green Belt is 
not determinative of designated village boundaries, 
instead the decision maker needs to consider whether, 
as a matter of fact on the ground, the site appears to 
be part of the village;

 There is no set definition of what constitutes ‘infill’, with 
appeals being allowed where there is development on 
at least 2no. sides2; and

 Whether a development is ‘limited’ needs to be 
considered in the context of the village, with appeals 
being allowed on sites for 7 and 8 dwellings.

Cite the following in support of objection:

 Wood v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government [2014] EWHC 683

 Main Street, Repton, South Derbyshire District Council 
(Appeal Ref: APP/F1040/W/17/3176356)

 Appleton House, Snitterfield, Stratford-upon-Avon 

The objector relies on the judgement in the Court of 
Appeal in the case of Julian Wood v Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government [2015] EWCA 
Civ 195 (not as cited by objector).

However, in order to understand the judgement, it is also 
necessary to understand the background.  The case 
related to a plot adjacent to the See Ho PH in Shorne, a 
part of Gravesham.  Under the adopted Core Strategy 
(2014) the Proposals Map shows the boundaries of rural 
settlements inset from the Green Belt (not villages) and 
a further statement in the supporting text (at 4.2.6) that 
these boundaries do not represent the full extent of each 
settlement.  

As such, the Inspector dealing with the appeal could 
only take the boundary shown on the Policies Map as 
the boundary of the Green Belt and not the full extent of 
the village to which NPPF (now paragraph 145) applied 
in terms of limited infilling – he should have made a 
judgement ‘on the ground’.

Subsequently, the appeal was re-determined and 
dismissed because the Inspector agreed that the 
boundary of the Green Belt and the village was 
coterminous at that point.

However, there is nothing in the Judgement that 
prevents a Policies Map from showing what is 
considered to be the boundaries of a village for the 
purposes of applying national policy on limited infilling in 
villages.  Indeed, a plan could be found unsound without 
it because it is a policy with a spatial dimension 
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(Appeal Ref: APP/J3720/W/16/3167715)

 New Road, Chilworth, Surrey (Appeal Ref: 
APP/Y3615/W/16/3150853)

 Copthorn Road, Felbridge, Surrey (Appeal Ref: 
APP/M3645/W/16/3141780)

The introduction of a stricter criteria for limited infilling, 
inconsistent with established case law and previous appeal 
decision,  would  unduly restrict potential sustainable windfall 
sites in and adjoining settlements The existing criteria 
contained within NPPF para 89 (and being brought forward as 
part of the draft NPPF) is sufficient to ensure only suitable 
development is considered ‘appropriate’ for its Green Belt 
location.

The proposed policy is not considered positively prepared or 
consistent with national policy and risks the emerging plan 
being found unsound. It is recommended this proposed policy 
be removed.

applicable to ‘villages’ only.

Article 9(c) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 specifically states 
that the adopted policies map must be comprised of, or 
contain, a map of the local planning authority’s area 
which must illustrate geographically the application of 
the policies in the adopted development plan.

It follows therefore that if a local plan has a policy on 
limited infilling in villages, it must be illustrated 
geographically on the Policies Map.

This would not run counter to the Judgement because it 
would remain (as always) the starting point for decision 
making under s.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 but it would be the responsibility of 
the actual decision maker to determine whether this 
remained a correct interpretation of the extent of the 
village on the ground at the time as a material 
consideration.

What constitutes ’limited’ infilling?

The objector cites a number of appeal decisions where 
development has been allowed for 7 or 8 dwellings as 
‘limited’.  Clearly, it is difficult to have regard to these 
without full knowledge of the circumstances of each 
case and how it might relate to potential sites in 
Gravesham.  They would also have been determined in 
the light of policy in those particular areas as it stood at 
the time.  They do not represent case law and they do 
not prevent Gravesham adopting a definition of ‘limited 
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infilling’ for the purposes of the application of its own 
policy.  Whether that definition is ‘sound’ or requires 
modification is a matter for the examination.  Although 
the definition set out in the Regulation 18 Stage 1 
document is one that is commonly used, consideration 
will be given to modifying it in the light of recent appeal 
decisions in the borough.  It is however considered 
important to clearly provide guidance on what will be 
considered to constitute ‘limited infilling’ given the 
exception is not caveated by a requirement in relation to 
preservation of openness or not conflicting with the 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  In this 
respect some gaps in frontages and between existing 
development may be important in Green Belt terms and 
infilling should be resisted as inappropriate.

Member of 
public (as 
below)

Object The document does not take into consideration areas like 
Culverstone Valley. Infilling of vacant plots between developed 
plots would provide an extra 100 houses without detriment to 
the overall nature of the greenbelt area and would prevent use 
of pristine greenbelt areas elsewhere.

Issue of approach to Culverstone Valley area will be 
addressed through review of Green Belt and strategic 
policy CS02.  Beyond this, the development 
management policy is intended to set out how the 
relevant exemptions contained in NPPF paragraph 145 
will be applied locally.

Member of 
public (as 
above)

Object Page 22, DM7 – This section does not take into account areas 
such as Culverstone Valley, where infilling on vacant plots 
between developed plots could provide extra housing without 
determent to overall greenbelt area.

Issue of approach to Culverstone Valley area will be 
addressed through review of Green Belt and strategic 
policy CS02.  Beyond this, the development 
management policy is intended to set out how the 
relevant exemptions contained in NPPF paragraph 145 
will be applied locally.

Kent Downs 
AoNB 

Object This paragraph should also include reference to the AONB; 
not all brownfield sites within the AONBs will meet the 

Amendment proposed to text drawing attention to Kent 
Downs AoNB in this context.
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Management 
Unit

stringent test required for developments in the AONB, for 
example where these fail to relate well to existing settlements 
in location or appropriate to the particular locally distinctive 
character of rural settlements.  For development to meet the 
test of conserving the AONB, the local character, qualities and 
distinctiveness of the AONB need to be conserved and 
enhanced; new developments need to be complementary to 
local character in form, setting, scale and contribution to 
settlement pattern.  Residential development of brownfield 
sites that are unrelated to existing settlement boundaries 
and/or where there is little built development on the existing 
site are unlikely to meet these criteria and therefore will fail to 
conserve or enhance the AONB.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object The Proposed Policy title is 'Limited Infilling in Villages ...'  
Paragraph 2.8.13 refers to ‘Limited infilling’.  This could be 
read as relating to settlements such as Harvel and Thong, and 
rural areas referred to in paragraph 2.8.2 where additional 
infilling at these settlements would adversely affect the 
openness of the Green Belt and well as have an adverse 
effect on rural character and landscape setting.  To avoid 
confusion and conflict with paragraph 2.8.2 it would be helpful 
for paragraph 2.8.13 to start 'Limited infilling in villages …’.

2.8.12 refers to limited infilling in villages – text amended 
for the sake of clarity.  2.8.13 refers to limited infilling 
and the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed land.  Text amended for the sake of clarity to 
refer to limited infilling on…..

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Lighting can have an adverse impact on the Green Belt as 
recognised in Proposed Policy DM1.  It can also have an 
adverse impact on biodiversity and character of the 
countryside, including nocturnal creatures.  The policy at bullet 
d. should include lighting as a consideration.

Agreed – lighting inserted + policy amended to reflect 
changes to NPPF.

DM8 – Re-use of buildings in the Green Belt
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Graham 
Simpkin 
Planning

Object Paragraph 2.9.1 and Policy DM8 (criteria e).   Care needs to 
be taken to ensure that Green Belt  Policy  (and  in  particular  
the  re-use  of  existing  buildings)  does  not  conflict  with  any 
reasonable understanding of sustainability.   The reuse  of 
buildings  is  normally an  efficient use of land and resources, 
but cannot always meet prescriptive sustainability criteria, 
such as  walking  distance  to  a  school  or  bus  stop.   This 
needs to be addressed to  avoid  policy conflict.  Reuse of 
most rural buildings would fail against the ‘sustainable location’ 
criteria in the policy described at paragraph 2.9.6.  The 
Government has specifically deleted this requirement in the 
GPDO Part 3 Class Q.   It is not appropriate for the Council to 
advocate a 2-tier approach. 

Agreed – NPPF (2019) paragraph 79 says that isolated 
dwellings in the countryside should be avoided with an 
exception being where the development would re-use 
redundant or disused buildings and enhance their 
immediate setting.  Applying criteria related to 
sustainable location in relation to re-use of a building for 
residential purposes in the Green Belt would therefore 
appear onerous and should be removed (NPPF para 
79). However, this may still apply where other uses are 
proposed and it would be necessary to weigh the 
benefits against disbenefits.  Change of wording 
proposed to cover this.

KCC Neutral In considering the transport links and the sustainability of a 
site’s location,  KCC recommends there be a choice of travel 
options available, to ensure the  public  are  not  dependent  
on  private  vehicle  use.  Policies should promote active travel 
patterns, ensuring that new developments provide high quality 
access infrastructure, with links to local amenities and the 
PRoW & Access Network, which encourage walking and 
cycling activity.

Noted.  Whilst there would naturally be a preference for 
the re-use of buildings where they are sustainably 
located, it needs to be accepted that access to services 
and sustainable modes of transport are more likely to be 
limited in rural areas.  Case will need to be determined 
against a range of policies and material considerations.  
See also response above.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Lighting can have an adverse impact on the Green Belt as 
recognised in Proposed Policy DM1.  It can also have an 
adverse impact on biodiversity and character of the 
countryside.  The policy at bullet d. should include lighting as a 
consideration.

Agreed – lighting inserted

Policy DM9 – Agricultural land
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NFU Support Thank you for requesting comment from the NFU.  We are 
pleased to see the inclusion of balanced policies on 
agricultural and forestry development, rural workers dwelling 
and agricultural land. The policies appear to be set out in a 
balanced and appropriate manner.

Noted

Natural 
England

N/A As part of the site allocation process, Natural England 
recommends that the potential impacts to best and most 
versatile (BMV) agricultural land should form part of the site 
assessment criteria. As part of the site selection process, as 
with other environmental considerations, impacts to BMV land 
should wherever possible be avoided. Where this is not 
possible, preference should be given to allocating sites of 
lower grade BMV land. We would recommend that this should 
be fully evaluated within the sustainability appraisal that is 
normally required as part of the local plan process.

Site allocation issue

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Natural England Agricultural Land Classification data indicates 
that 35% of the borough is Grade 1 and 2.  This is double the 
average for England (17%).  Continuing security of food supply 
will be an important issue for future generations supporting 
their health and social well-being.  We are concerned that 
paragraph 3.1.13 a) refers to best and most versatile (bmv) 
land that is allocated in the Local Plan.  Given the importance 
of bmv for the nation we are of the view that such land should 
not be allocated.

Reject – This is a development management policy 
(DM9) intended to set out how the Council will deal with 
applications for planning permission.  Where a site is 
allocated through the local plan process, the question of 
any loss of best or most versatile agricultural land will 
already have been addressed and decided that the need 
for the allocation outweighs the loss.  It is logical 
therefore that a development management policy should 
set aside allocated sites.

Gladman 
Developments

Conditionally 
Support

Gladman note the policy on agricultural land. Whilst we 
acknowledge the importance of such land, which is classed as 
best and most versatile (BMV), the policy fails to consider that 
agricultural land quality should be one such factor in arriving at 
a balance decision on a development proposal. For example if 

Agreed that policy requires modification to better reflect 
NPPF.  Paragraph 170 of the NPPF 2019 requires 
protection to be given to soils commensurate with their 
identified quality and the economic and other benefits of 
the best and most versatile agricultural land recognised.  



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

there is a need for housing or employment land the benefits of 
this need to be considered against any potential downsides of 
the loss of the agricultural land. Gladman believe that to be 
complaint with the NPPF the policy should reflect this 
balancing exercise in considering the role of BMV.

Draft policy DM9 does reflect footnote 53 of the NPPF, 
which states that where ‘significant’ (undefined) 
development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 
necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be 
preferred to those of higher quality.  The policy allows for 
a balanced approach but could be better worded and 
this will be addressed within the Regulation 18 Stage 2 
consultation version of the document.

Policy DM10 Shopping Frontages in Gravesend Town Centre

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

(on DM10 and 
other aspects 
of retail policy)

Conditionally 
Support

Given their interests in both the Heritage Quarter and 
Shopping Centre, Reef wishes to make representations on a 
number of draft policies in this document, which have 
particular relevance given the opportunities presented by the 
site in relation to the management of the Shopping Centre.

The Heritage Quarter and Shopping Centre form a key part of 
the wider Town Centre, which is an Opportunity Area under 
Core Strategy Policy CS02.

Reef believes that town centres should be a destination which 
offers a variety of shopping and leisure experiences that 
encourage increased activity outside of normal shopping 
hours. Non-A1 uses, particularly in the food and beverage 
sector (i.e. A3 to A5 uses) make a positive contribution by 
supporting town centres as a primary economic driver for the 
sub-region by increasing footfall and dwell time within centres. 
The diversification of centres also assists in attracting high 
quality tenants which furthers economic development and 
encourages continued investment in town centres.

Accordingly, Reef are keen to introduce an element of other 
town centre uses, including community and leisure uses, into 
the future development at Heritage Quarter and the Shopping 

Given changes to the paragraph 85 of the NPPF 2019 
inserts wording that implies a greater need for flexibility 
in relation to uses so that town centres are allowed to 
grow, adapt and flourish in response to the needs of the 
market and the communities they serve.  This also 
reflects the Government’s approach as expressed 
through amendments to Permitted Development rights 
allowing greater flexibility in moving between use 
classes.  However, it remains important that the Council 
maintains a degree of control on what happens where 
because the interest of the market may not always 
coincide with the interests of the community – the 
planning system exists to act in the public interest.  For 
this reason, policy DM10 will be redrafted and consulted 
on again at Regulation 18 Stage 2.

At this stage, the Council cannot include the proposed 
Heritage Quarter development within areas covered by 
the shopping frontage policies simply because it doesn’t 
yet exist and therefore is no frontage that can be 
identified.  What is shown on the draft Policies Map is 
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Centre. This is in response to both the existing economic 
context surrounding retail and also a desire to diversify the 
offer to create a more viable and deliverable development that 
responds to visitors and investors aspirations. The Council’s 
evidence base (the RCLA) identifies the importance of 
including food and drink uses within Heritage Quarter and 
elsewhere in the town centre.

Those draft development management policies that are 
considered to have particular relevance to this goal, as well as 
the realisation of development in the town centre are 
considered to be as follows:

 DM10 (Shopping Frontages in Gravesend Town 
Centre); 

 DM11 (Complementary Cultural and Tourism Uses in 
Gravesend Town Centre)

 DM13 (Food and Drink);
 DM18 (New Accesses and Junctions);
 DM22 (Open Space);
 DM40 (Tall Buildings);
 DM41 (Riverside);
 DM42 (Development Involving Heritage Assets);
 DM43 (Listed Buildings);
 DM44 (Conservation Areas); and
 DM45 (Archaeology).

DM10 (Shopping Frontages in Gravesend Town Centre

In Figure 3, the Council is proposing to remove the Primary 
Shopping Frontage that currently traverses the rear of the St. 
George’s Centre. Reef considers that the Council needs to 
explain and justify this change to the frontage layout, and 
explain why, if this Frontage can no longer be regarded as 
fulfilling a "Primary" role, why it cannot be included in 

what is ‘on the ground’.  Previously the rear of St 
George’s Centre was shown but in reality there was no 
actual frontage at  ground level. Once Heritage Quarter 
is built out it would be possible to take forward a partial 
review to allow any frontages to be included.  In any 
event, it is anticipated that the range of uses to be 
incorporated and the flexibility to move between them 
would be dealt with via any planning application.

In terms of marketing evidence for loss of A1 units on 
primary frontages, the revised policy DM10 will deal with 
this.  A key consideration is the loss of larger A1 units 
and anchor type stores, whether there is potential for 
them to be occupied as A1 retail and/or what would 
replace them to maintain the function, role, vibrancy and 
vitality of the town centre.

Whilst the principle of flexibility is important, the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development is not 
completely unconstrained as paragraph 11 of the NPPF 
2019 – flexibility does not equate with anything goes.  It 
is not considered implementing policies that reasonably 
protect the public interest to ensure that the town centre 
meets the needs of the community as well as the market 
would limit effectiveness.

The contention that paragraph 4.1.7 seeks to restrict the 
internal merging and subdivision of A1 units in the same 
A1 Use Class for the same use is incorrect.  

GL Hearn on behalf of Reef is correct that internal 
subdivision or amalgamation of buildings in the same 
use class may not involve development where it involves 
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Secondary Frontage.

Reef believes that, to promote and safeguard the future role of 
Heritage Quarter, the Council should consider extending the 
Secondary Frontages northwards from St. George’s Centre, 
and east and west from the High Street to include frontages 
within Heritage Quarter. The extension of the Frontages into 
Heritage Quarter is sought subject to the revisions to the 
controlling elements of draft policy DM10 as below.

Reef considers that the requirements for marketing evidence 
pursuant to the loss of any A1 (retail) from Primary Frontages 
is too restrictive, and provide insufficient flexibility to allow for 
the introduction of other non-A1 uses into the Town Centres.

As explained, Reef considers that the inclusion of other town 
centre uses would add to the overall vitality and viability of 
Gravesend town centre.

As currently worded, draft policy DM10 appears contrary to 
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, which states that "Local Plans 
should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient 
flexibility to adapt to rapid change". The principle of flexibility 
underpins the "presumption in favour of sustainable 
development", which is seen as the golden thread running 
through both plan-making and decision-taking.

Indeed, the Council’s own evidence base, the RCLA, explains 
that:

"A healthy provision of these type of uses are becoming 
increasingly important in contributing to a diverse and healthy 
town centre because of the additional footfall and dwell-time 
they generate both within and outside of retail trading hours". 
(RCLA, para 10.21)

only internal alterations and there is no change in 
external appearance.  Whilst development not requiring 
permission cannot be controlled through the 
development plan, there clearly may be circumstances 
where permission is required because it does require 
external alterations.  

The policy requirement is not therefore ultra vires 
because it only seeks to control situations where the 
ability to control exists.  .  

As it stands, a policy requirement that seeks to control 
the loss of larger/anchor A1 retail units in the town 
centre where planning permission is required is not 
considered unreasonable and  correctly worded would 
pass the tests of ‘soundness’. 

The supporting text will be amended to indicate that this 
part of the policy only applies where planning permission 
is required.

Policy DM10 will therefore be re-drafted and consulted 
on at Regulation 18 Stage 2.
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In seeking to restrict the amount of appropriate non-A1 town 
centre uses in Primary Frontages the policy, as drafted, limits 
its effectiveness in terms of securing the future vitality and 
viability of town centres. It also runs counter to the Council’s 
own evidence base, the RCLA, as above, which strongly 
promotes cafes and restaurants (i.e. A3 uses) in the town 
centre.

In addition, paragraph 4.1.17 of the draft policy seeks to 
restrict the internal merging and subdivision of existing units in 
A1 use for the same use. The Planning Act confirms that, 
unless there is "material change of use" of a building, works 
that "affect only the interior of the building" are not 
"development". Accordingly, such works cannot be controlled 
through the development plan, and the restriction in this 
paragraph is ultra-vires and should be removed.

While draft policy DM10’s treatment of Secondary Frontages is 
more flexible, Reef objects to criterion a) which, again seeks to 
limit clusters of non-A1 and non-A2 premises in these 
locations, for the reasons set out above.

Policy DM11 – Complementary cultural and tourism uses in the town centre

Theatres Trust Conditionally 
Support

The Trust welcomes Policy DM11, along with the 
Council’s continued recognition of the importance of access to 
culture for the local community and that such uses are now 
even more important in helping maintain the attractiveness 
and viability of town centres.  We would though encourage an 
additional policy providing cultural and community uses more 
generally with protection from unnecessary loss, as is the case 
with public houses.  We would suggest similar wording and 

Policy CS09 seeks to protect and support improvements 
to existing cultural and tourist facilities.  Policy CS10 
supports proposals that protect existing social 
infrastructure and where there is a threat of loss of 
existing social infrastructure, states that consideration 
will be given to viability and whether sufficient alternative 
provision is available.  However, it does not require any 
demonstration that the facility is surplus to requirements 
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criteria, in particular that the applicant has made a  genuine 
attempt to sell or let the facility at a realistic market rate for its 
existing use and condition over a reasonable timeframe.  The 
Trust has expertise in policy drafting of this nature and would 
be keen to support the Council should they require it.   

or marketing etc.  An additional policy is therefore 
considered advisable to set out criteria against which 
proposals can be evaluated.

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditionally 
Support

Reef strongly supports the policy encouragement for cultural 
and leisure uses in draft policy DM11, which, as justified in the 
RCLA, are a critical part of the strategy to regenerate 
Gravesend and safeguard its vitality and viability.

Reef agrees that such uses should incorporate an active 
frontage, subject to the particular locational and operational 
requirements of the particular business.

Support noted.

Policy DM12 – Neighbourhood and village centres

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

The LLP supports the identification of the Old Northfleet 
Residential Extension Key Site as a neighbourhood centre 
which will be subject to safeguarding under Policy DM12. 
However, it will be necessary to extend the limits of 
designation to reflect the permission granted for 
redevelopment of the Northfleet Cement Works.

Both the Old Northfleet Residential Extension and the 
Northfleet Cement Works (BAIT) are identified as Key 
Sites and allocated for development in the Core Strategy 
under policy CS03/Figure 6 and policy CS08.  It is not 
necessary to amend draft policy DM12 or the CS 
policies as the CS policies allow for the expansion of the 
Hive Neighbourhood Centre.

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Support The AONB Unit supports this policy which is in line with the 
AONB Management Plan policy VC4 which seeks to support 
the retention and development of local services to reduce car 
travel and help maintain viable rural communities.  It is also 
compliant with the secondary purpose of AONB designation 
which is to take account of the needs of land based and rural 
industries and the economic and social needs of local 

Noted
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communities.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object We are not persuaded that the trigger should be percentage of 
units.  A larger single A1 retail unit could provide sufficient 
floorspace to satisfy local need.   The provision of a new A1 
retail unit up to 280 m2 could again provide for local need 
whilst resulting in the loss of smaller A1 units leading to a 
percentage of units less than 45%.  Other indicators should be 
considered such as percentage of internal floorspace.

Agreed.  Policy and supporting text amended to remove 
45% guideline figure and to require applicants to provide 
evidence to show that proposal would not undermine 
function of centre and ability to meet day-to-day needs.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Support Agree with paragraph 4.3.26 and 4.3.30 that a threshold 280 
m2 is more appropriate threshold for village centres in rural 
locations and lone village shops than 2,500 m2 as it more 
reasonably reflects the size of shops in these locations.

Noted

Policy DM13 – Food and Drink Establishments

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

The LLP recognises the importance of managing the 
relationship between food and drink establishments and 
surrounding residential uses, as is to be managed under 
Policy DM13. However, it will be important to ensure that 
where planning permissions for food and drink establishments 
has already been granted in mixed use areas, the policy is not 
used to fetter development. In such circumstances, 
appropriate planning controls can be used manage the 
relationship between uses.

Noted.  Where planning permissions have been granted 
subject to conditions etc.  this policy would not fetter how 
such uses are brought forward.  No need to amend draft 
policy as a result.

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Object The NPPF promotes "competitive town centre environments" 
(paragraph 23). The NPPF also implores that the needs for 
"Main Town Centre" uses are met within defined town centres.

"Main town centre uses" are defined by the NPPF (Glossary) 
as including "restaurants" and "bars and pubs".

Disagree with the argument put forward but agree that 
the policy wording could be improved so that impact 
rather than numbers or clustering per se becomes the 
criteria for evaluation.

GL Hearn on behalf of Reef appear to be implying that 



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

Therefore, national policy considers that such uses are 
acceptable, and indeed, are encouraged, within town centres.

However, as currently worded, criterion d) of draft policy DM13 
is contrary to national policy.

This clause contends that the clustering of food and drink uses 
would lead to a "dead frontage". Reef considers the reverse is 
true. Additional food and drink uses in appropriate locations 
would create activity, and, in fact, add to the overall vitality and 
viability of the location, and to town centres more generally. 
Hence the support that such uses enjoy within the NPPF, as 
detailed above.

The retail environment is changing at a rapid rate, with town 
centres continuously evolving. Customers are increasingly 
looking for a wider variety of experiences, and as such, there 
are new and retail related formats emerging which do not 
naturally fall into any specific use class. Specifically the retail 
footprint in many centres is decreasing and space is being 
taken up with other uses including leisure and other town 
centre uses. All of these uses can add to the vitality and 
viability of town centres. Therefore, it is important for 
Gravesham’s town centres to be able to respond to these 
changes in a positive way.

Furthermore, as explained in relation to draft policy DM10, as 
above, the RCLA underlines the critical importance of these 
uses in terms of the health of town centres.

Accordingly, the "anti-cluster" clause at paragraph d) is not 
"justified" as it runs strongly counter to the support given to 
such uses in the town centre in the Council’s evidence base 
(the RCLA).

In addition, the restriction is not "positive" as it would in fact 

because food and drink are amongst the list of main 
town centre uses in the Glossary to the NPPF, a policy 
can only be ‘positive’ if it provides no restrictions on 
numbers or distribution on food and drink uses.

However, it is clear that the aim of the NPPF is to ensure 
that a local plan should still provide direction as to what 
uses and mix of uses are appropriate for different parts 
of a town centre within a wider framework that embraces 
flexibility and adaptability.  Paragraph 85 d of the NPPF 
specifically states that local plans should ‘define the 
extent of town centres and primary shopping areas and 
make clear the range of uses permitted in such 
locations, as part of a positive strategy for the future of 
each centre’.

This should not to be taken to imply a totally laissez-faire 
approach whereby any mix of any main town centre 
uses is either positive or appropriate.  

For example, an over-concentration of one particular use 
could have a seriously detrimental impact on a town 
centre – particular if they completely displaced Use 
Class A1 retail from a primary shopping frontage etc.  

Also, whilst it is accepted that an appropriate mix of food 
and drink/leisure/cultural/services uses may add to the 
vibrancy and vitality of a main shopping area, they could 
be detrimental if they are not open at the right times – 
the reason why the creation of a dead frontage can be 
an issue.

However, in recognition of the point made by GL Hearn 
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undermine the viability of centres given the new retail context. 
Given the potential restriction on "Main Town Centre" uses 
within town centres, the section is also at odds with national 
policy (i.e. the NPPF), and would not be "sound" on this basis.

Criteria c) of the proposed policy, which seeks to ensure 
adequate parking and servicing, would be more appropriately 
included as part of a general requirement within transport 
policy. There is no evidential justification that food and drink 
uses require materially different parking and servicing 
requirements to other town centre uses, so this clause is not 
properly "justified". Such consideration also applies to the 
requirement to not cause a significant adverse effect on "traffic 
generation", under criterion a). 

In contrast, criterion a) (aside from traffic generation) and 
criterion b) seek to mitigate the particular amenity implications 
that may arise from food and drink uses. Given that it is 
evident that such uses can, without proper measures, cause 
impacts related to odour, noise, litter and pollution, Reef 
considers that these provisions are "justified" and supports 
these.

on behalf of Reef, sub-section d of draft policy DM13 will 
be deleted and replaced by alternative wording simply 
stating that the Council will have regard to any potential 
adverse impact of an over-concentration or clustering of 
food and drink uses and their proposed hours of 
operation when considering applications for change of 
use.

Disagree with point made on parking and servicing.  
Whilst parking or servicing may not be a key issue within 
a main town centre where alternative parking places are 
available in car parks or servicing is managed etc. , this 
policy is intended to apply to all food and drink uses and 
not just main town centres.  This could include take-
aways in small local parades etc.  Also, the Council’s 
adopted parking standards clearly indicate that the 
parking requirements for food and drink uses may be 
different from other main town centre uses.

 

Policy DM14 – Retention of Public Houses

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM14 relates to the retention of public houses. These 
can support social cohesion and can make positive 
contributions to the urban fabric. Whilst the first part of Policy 
DM14 clearly relates to the potential loss of an existing public 
house, the second element of the policy should be more 
clearly stated as relating to proposals for the loss of an 
existing public house only.

Agreed – Insert “which would result in the loss of a 
public house” after “proposal”, in paragraph 4.5.9
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Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Support The AONB Unit supports this policy which is in line with the 
AONB Management Plan policy VC4 which seeks to support 
the retention and development of local services to reduce car 
travel and help maintain viable rural communities.  It is also 
compliant with the secondary purpose of AONB designation 
which is to take account of the needs of land based and rural 
industries and the economic and social needs of local 
communities

Noted

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Conditionally 
Support

Whilst supporting the policy, considerations for the re-use of 
public houses should also include parking requirements to 
ensure that there is sufficient parking, including deliver 
vehicles, and that vehicles, including delivery vehicles, can 
access and egress the site safely.  

Agreed – policy amended accordingly.

Section 5 – Infrastructure General Comments

Environment 
Agency

Conditionally 
Support

We note that Section 5 "Infrastructure" does not include any 
policies on flood defence infrastructure. Unless this is 
adequately covered elsewhere in the Local Plan we 
recommend inclusion of the following policies: 

- Development proposals adjacent to flood defences will be 
required to protect the integrity of existing flood defences and 
contribute to the delivery of the measures set out in Thames 
Estuary 2100 Plan.

- Development proposals should set permanent built 
development back from flood defences to allow their 
management, maintenance and upgrading.

Planning documents

Please note that the Thames Tidal Downriver Breach 

Noted.  Flood defence currently covered by policy CS18 
on Climate Change.  Possible to introduce a more 
comprehensive development management policy on 
water that supersedes relevant parts of CS18 and this 
should be considered given other comments made by 
the Environment Agency. 
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Inundation Modelling was completed in May 2018. This 
modelling simulates continuous tidal breaches along the entire 
extent of the Thames between the Thames Barrier and east of 
Gravesend on the south bank and east of Tilbury on the north 
bank. The Downriver 2015 and North Kent Coast models have 
therefore been superseded. It is our recommendation that he 
Council update the relevant planning documents.

We are aware of the Kent Thameside Regeneration 
Partnership document that also includes the Gravesend area, 
however we are unable to locate this document on your 
website.

Policy DM15 – Route Safeguarding

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC recognises that the policy does not include the 
safeguarding of the Fastrack – Northfleet to Garrick Street 
Scheme. If GBC is also considering expansion of the 
Gravesend urban area to the east, there should be a further 
review of the Denton Relief Road and bridge over the railway 
to serve the Canal Basin from the east.

Noted

Highways 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Section 5.1 Route Safeguarding refers to LTC and A2 Bean as 
having red line boundaries to be shown on a proposals map – 
this is noted but the proposals map referred to does not seem 
to have been provided as part of the consultation.

Noted – the Policies Map is updated at the end of the 
plan making process.  Where changes are required, 
these will be provided as part of the consultation process 
but strictly speaking, the policies map is not examined 
by an independent Inspector unless what is shown goes 
to the heart of the soundness of the policy itself.

Transport for 
London/Mayor 
of London

Support Thank you for consulting Transport for London (TfL). TfL has 
an interest in a possible future eastwards extension of the 
Elizabeth Line (Crossrail) beyond Abbey Wood for which 
safeguarding is in place. TfL therefore welcomes the inclusion 

Noted
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of references to Crossrail safeguarding in paragraphs 5.28 and 
6.7 of the Site Allocations as well as in paragraph 5.1.2 and 
proposed policy DM 15: Route Safeguarding in the 
Development Management Policies.

Policy DM16 – Transport hierarchy and DM17 – mitigating transport impacts

NB.  Transport policies revised – proposed policy DM16 now sets out transport design principles to establish direction that the Council is seeking to achieve in 
this area, linking to health agenda, air quality and the promotion of sustainable alternatives – including river transport.  Other changes made to make policy easier 

to interpret and more consistent with NPPF.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC would also recommend that consideration should be 
given to the proposed new category of road following the 
Government’s consultation on a Major Road Network (MRN) 
which would enable access to a new source of funding from 
the National Road Fund post 2021. In Gravesham, the A289 
from M2 Junction 1 to the A228 is proposed by the 
Department for Transport as MRN. Consideration should also 
be given to new Strategic Road Network (SRN) in the borough 
with the delivery of the New Lower Thames Crossing with 
Western Southern Link connection to the A2 at the ‘Gravesend 
East’ junction. The expected opening year is 2027

Noted – policy amended 

Highways 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Section 5.2 Traffic Management within Sites and Access onto 
the Highway – section 5.2.3 states that “All new junctions to 
the road network must be designed to ensure that there would 
be no significant impact on traffic conditions in terms of 
increased queuing or delay. To prevent increasing traffic 
congestion, the creation of new accesses to the Strategic 
Road Network (SRN) or other classified roads will generally be 
resisted where alternative access routes are practicable”. It 
would be useful here to cross reference further information 

Noted
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with advice provided in DfT Circular 02/2013 The Strategic 
Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development.

Vincent and 
Gorbing on 
behalf of Port of 
Tilbury

Conditionally 
Support

The  section  on  transport  infrastructure  should  make  
reference  to  the  importance  of  the Gravesend – Tilbury 
Ferry.  PoTLL are already aware that a significant number of 
employees at the existing port live in Gravesham  or  the  
wider  Kent  area  and  some  access  Tilbury  via  the  Ferry. 
Other  major employers within Thurrock in close proximity to 
the Port include the recently opened Amazon Fulfilment  
Centre  located at London Distribution Park  (a joint venture  
between PoTLL and Roxhill  Developments)  immediately  to  
the  north  of  Tilbury.  In  addition,  the Skills and Employment  
Strategy  associated  with  the  Tilbury2  proposals  seeks  to  
engage  with  GBC through an Employment Forum in order to 
ensure that initiatives to improve access to skills enhancement 
and employment generally includes Gravesham as a target 
area.

The Port already subsidises the Ferry and as part of the 
Amazon scheme S106 agreement, a further £350,000 of 
funding was agreed.  The Tilbury2 S106 agreement proposes 
installation of real time information boards at the Ferry on both 
sides of the river and at Tilbury railway station and  a  
comprehensive  plan  for  upgrading  the  network  of  
footpaths  and  cycleways immediately to the north of the 
northern shore of the Thames.

Given the importance of the Ferry, PoTLL would like to see a 
policy that positively promotes the  use  of  the  Ferry  and  
states  that  decisions  within  Gravesham  Town  Centre  will  
be encouraged to promote the use of the Ferry as a local 

Noted – text amended 
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transport facility.

Highways 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Paragraph 5.2.10 “ Further access will not be allowed onto the 
A2/M2 trunk roads within the Borough, at the request of 
Highways England” is ambiguous. If it refers to a new physical 
access it is contradictory to para 5.2.3.

Noted – text deleted

Transport for 
London/Mayor 
of London

Conditionally 
Support

Within London the Mayor’s Transport Strategy has recently 
been published and the new draft London Plan has been the 
subject of recent consultation. We would be grateful, if you 
would consider extending some of the Mayor’s strategic 
transport policy objectives to the borough including the 
promotion of Healthy Streets, rebalancing the transport system 
towards walking, cycling and public transport, improving air 
quality and reducing road danger.  These objectives could be 
relevant to proposed policies DM 16: Transport Hierarchy and 
DM17: Mitigating Transport Impacts

Noted

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC supports the adoption of the proposed transport 
hierarchy, which prioritises pedestrian and cycle movement. 
High quality, traffic-free walking and cycling routes should be 
provided within new developments and should effectively 
integrate with the wider transport network. These links should 
provide realistic travel alternatives to short distance car 
journeys, offering direct and convenient access.The review 
should encourage a modal transport shift towards walking and 
cycling. Increasing active travel participation would help to 
reduce vehicle congestion on roads, address issues of air 
quality and improve public health and well-being.

In respect of paragraph 5.2.9, it is recommended that the 
wording is amended to state that “good access into the local 

Noted
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road network,” rather than the overly prescriptive “A or B class 
road network,” which does not guarantee that good access 
can be achieved.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC is committed to working in partnership with GBC to 
achieve the aims contained within the County Council’s Rights 
of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP). KCC’s ROWIP should be 
evidenced within the new Gravesham Local Plan, as it is a 
strategic and statutory policy document for PROW protection 
and enhancement. It should be noted that the KCC ROWIP is 
currently being reviewed and a new ROWIP is expected to be 
published later this year.

KCC’s role is to promote the protection and enhancement of 
the ProW network. KCC is therefore committed to securing 
enhancements to the whole network of routes and paths 
available to the public, of which the ProW network is an 
important part. KCC looks forward to working with GBC to 
build upon the countryside access assets already identified 
within the review.

The ProW network is essential for linking towns to the wider 
countryside, providing opportunities for every day travel, 
recreation and tourism, therefore KCC would like to see the 
inclusion of policies which consider the ProW network. It is 
requested that a clear policy for ProW is inserted in Chapter 5 
(Infrastructure) or Chapter 6 (Green infrastructure). This policy 
should emphasise the benefits to development of providing 
high quality walking and cycling routes. The ProW network, 
together with accessible land, should be protected and 
improved through development proposals. Existing ProW 
should be retained on their existing alignments or diverted if 

Noted – text amended 
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new routes can be created in appropriate locations.

In addition to walking and cycling, KCC requests that 
consideration is also given to improvements to equestrian 
access provision within the borough. Research of the ProW 
resource in Kent has identified a shortage of opportunities for 
higher right use, with relatively limited off- road equestrian 
routes compared to the national average. The development of 
a high quality equestrian access resource could bring 
economic benefits to the region and address safety concerns.

Consideration should also be given to the impacts of 
development on Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) along rural 
lanes, as these routes provide vital connections for 
equestrians and cyclists travelling between the ProW network. 
New developments are likely to increase vehicular traffic along 
these roads and raise safety concerns for NMUS, who may 
then be deterred from travelling along rural lanes and using 
the PROW network. It is requested that a Rural Lanes Policy is 
included, to ensure that the experiences of NMUs along rural 
lanes are considered and not adversely affected by 
development.

Boyer Planning Support DM 16 - We agree with the Council’s priority, as per 5.2.12 to 
support the use of sustainable transport modes of transport 
ahead of private car use.

Noted

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England welcomes the wording within Proposed Policy 
DM17 in relating to mitigating significant adverse impacts to 
the walking and cycling network. It would seem appropriate for 
all impacts to the public rights of way network, not just 
significant ones, to be fully mitigated for all non-motorised 

Noted
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users where they occur. It may also be appropriate for the 
policy to refer to opportunities to enhance the public rights of 
way network through creating new linkages or contributing to 
the green infrastructure network, for example.

Port of London 
Authority

Conditionally 
Support

The Port of London Authority (PLA) notes that policy DM 17 on 
Mitigating Transport impacts includes some support for the 
use of the river to help mitigate against ‘severe adverse 
impacts’ as a result of new development on the capacity and 
operation of transport infrastructure.

 The PLA considers that this policy must go further and 
specifically provide a general encouragement for the use of 
the river for the transportation of construction materials and 
waste as part of any development, to help improve congestion 
and air quality within the borough. This would be in line with 
the PLA’s Vision for the Tidal Thames (2016) (The Thames 
Vision) which includes the goal to see more goods and 
materials routinely moved between wharves on the river, to 
take over 400,000 lorry trips off the regions roads by 2035.

The PLA also considers that there should be a specific 
reference to the boroughs Safeguarded Wharves within the 
Development Management Local Plan document, as included 
within Gravesham’s Core Strategy and shown on the adopted 
polices map.

There must also be a reference to the adopted Kent Minerals 
and Waste Plan (July 2016), and the Safeguarded Wharves 
identified in this document either within policy DM 17 or policy 
DM 41 on designing for a high quality and accessible riverside. 
Reference to this document would further strengthen the 

Noted – text amended 
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Development Management Local Plan as well as Core 
Strategy policies CS07 (Economy, Employment and Skills) 
and policy CS11 (Transport) to support the continued use of 
the River Thames as a major commercial waterway.

In addition, although it is noted that the Council provides 
general support for proposals which facilitate the use of the 
River Thames for passenger transport under adopted Core 
Strategy policy CS11, the PLA considers that this could be 
updated and a reference also included within the Development 
Management Local Plan. This should include a reference to 
the recent successful trail held by Thames Clippers in 
September 2017 for a river bus service from Gravesend to 
London, and the aspiration for this to become a more 
permanent service. This is supported by the PLA’s Thames 
Vision goal to see double the number of people (commuters 
and tourists) travelling by river by 2035.

Highways 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM 17 – Mitigating Transport Impacts – paragraph 
5.2.14 lists a number of required items in order for a 
development to be considered acceptable.  It should be 
emphasised that where a development impacts upon the SRN, 
the requirement for a TA or TS would need to be agreed with 
Highways England.  In this case Highways England would 
need to be satisfied that development proposals will not 
materially affect the safety, reliability and/or operation of the 
SRN (the tests set out in DfT C2/13 para 10 and DCLG NPPF 
para 32). Additionally, Highways England would want to agree 
the scope of the TA or TS at pre-application stage in 
conjunction with the local highway authority.  Reference to key 
Highways England policy documents that describe the 
approach we take to engaging in the planning system and the 

Supporting text amended to say that context and scope 
of transport assessments to be agreed with the relevant 
highway authority – which in the case of the Strategic 
Road Network is Highways England.  Reference to 
Highways England guidance added to footnote.



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

issues we look at when considering planning applications 
should also be made. Accordingly this section should list the 
following which provides advice on the information we would 
like to see included in a planning proposal, and outlines the 
support we can offer i.e. Planning for the future – A guide to 
working with Highways England on planning matters (Sept 
2015) in addition to DfT Circular 02/2013.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC is supportive of the proposed requirements in this policy 
(DM17). It is vital that new developments include accessible 
walking and cycling routes. KCC recommends that reference 
is made to the existence of the PRoW resource, which 
provides a valuable contribution towards the wider transport 
network.

Serious consideration will need to be given as to the access 
and movement requirements across the borough. A high 
quality transport network, which enables the public to move 
around quickly and easily, is an essential requirement for 
economic growth and prosperity. The PRoW Network can 
support public transport and the wider highway network, by 
providing opportunities for recreation and commuting, 
especially short distance journeys.

KCC understands that the policy is written in the spirit of 
paragraph 32 of the NPPF. KCC considers that the proposed 
wording of DM17 lacks clarity and is confusing. It is 
recommended that the policy is simplified and shortened with 
the wording amended to closer align with the NPPF

Supporting text amended to reflect this point, as does 
amended policy on transport design principles.

Boyer Planning Support We support the wording of the policy DM17 in its current form. Noted
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Policy DM18 – New accesses and junctions

Boyer Planning Support We support the wording of the policy in its current form. Noted

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC suggests that paragraph 5.2.15 is amended, because it 
does not define what constitutes high volumes of traffic or a 
high proportion of heavy vehicles:

New development will only be permitted if the access and road 
junction which serves the development is appropriately sited 
and is of an appropriate scale and configuration and there is 
no adverse impact on highway safety and the free flow of 
traffic. In the case of roads which have high volumes of traffic 
or a high proportion of heavy vehicles during any part of the 
day or night, it will be necessary for new accesses to show 
that traffic can enter and exit the site in a forward direction 
without the use of turntables and ensure that adequate 
visibility splays are provided.

 Wording of policy amended to reflect this.  

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditionally 
Support

The NPPF explains that, "Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe" (our 
emphasis).

Accordingly, to comply with national policy, local plan policies 
that seek to limit the transport impacts of development should 
only do so on the basis of a "severity" of adverse impact. This 
is a stance that the Development Management Policies has 
taken in relation to draft policy DM17 (Mitigating Transport 
Impacts).

However, draft policy DM18 seeks to prevent development if 
the requisite accesses and road junctions has any "adverse 

 Wording of policy amended to reflect NPPF.    
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF actually says that proposals 
should only be refused on highway grounds where (1) 
there is an unacceptable impact on highway safety 
and/or (2) the residual cumulative impacts on the road 
network would be severe.  The two legs of this policy 
therefore apply different tests in relation to safety and 
impacts on the free flow of traffic or congestion etc.
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impact on highway safety and the free flow of traffic". 

Reef considers that DM18 should be amended to prevent any 
development junctions or accesses that would have a "severe" 
impact on highway safety and traffic flow, in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF.

Barton 
Willmore (on 
behalf of 
Reside 
Developments, 
Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd and 
Esquire 
Developments)

Object Policy DM18 states that new accesses will only be permitted 
where there would be no  adverse impact upon  highway 
safety.  Paragraph 32 of  the  NPPF requires all  developments 
that generate significant   amounts of vehicular  movements  to  
be  supported  by  a  Transport  Statement  or Assessment.  
Plans and decisions should  take account of whether safe and 
suitable  access to the site can be achieved by all people 
(bullet 2). Further, bullet point 3 states that development 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds 
where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 
severe. The  policy  requirement  set  out  in  Policy  DM18  is  
therefore  a  much  higher test  than  that  set  out within the 
NPPF Paragraph 32 which sets a severity test. The Policy is 
therefore not ‘consistent with National Policy’ and therefore 
cannot be considered ‘Sound’.

See above, as the comment does not completely reflect 
NPPF – in any event, point made covered by 
amendments.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object It will also be important for developments near existing or 
proposed noise sensitive areas, and in particular residential 
areas especially at night, that heavy vehicles can approach 
their destination so that reversing warning sounds can be kept 
to the absolute minimum.

Agreed – policy amended accordingly.

Policy DM19 – Electric Vehicle Charging Points

NB:  Government is currently consulting on introducing requirement to install charging points under Building Regulations.  Should this come to fruition, it is 
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possible that there would be no need to deal with this issue via planning policy.  Whilst the comments received are noted, it is not intended to reconsult at 
Regulation 18 Stage 2 .  Should this policy be taken forward, the credible and robust evidence base will be compiled to support in any amended form at the 

Regulation 19 submission stage.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Support The provision of fully wired and connected ‘ready to use’ 
charging points in dwellings is supported as it will future proof 
homes – making them available to owners of electric cars and 
those considering one for their next vehicle.  

Noted.  However, policy may be overtaken by 
Government’s proposals to include electric vehicle 
charging requirement into Building Regulations.  If so, 
policy is likely to become redundant.  At this stage, it is 
proposed to hold policy in abeyance and await outcome 
of Government consultation at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/electric-car-
chargepoints-to-be-installed-in-all-future-homes-in-
world-first . In the event of a new Building Regulation 
being introduced, policy would be deleted.  If Building 
Regulation not introduced, consideration would be given 
to reintroduction of policy once full evidence base 
compiled.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Proposed Policy DM19 Electric Vehicle Charging Points refers 
to the provision of charging points at Petrol / Service Stations.  
This is supported and refitting of petrol stations should be 
required to make such provision.  The preamble in paragraph 
5.3.8 does not refer to provision at petrol / service stations and 
it would be helpful if it did.

Noted.  However, policy may be overtaken by 
Government’s proposals to include electric vehicle 
charging requirement into Building Regulations.  If so, 
policy is likely to become redundant.  At this stage, it is 
proposed to hold policy in abeyance and await outcome 
of Government consultation at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/electric-car-
chargepoints-to-be-installed-in-all-future-homes-in-
world-first . In the event of a new Building Regulation 
being introduced, policy would be deleted.  If Building 
Regulation not introduced, consideration would be given 
to reintroduction of policy once full evidence base 
compiled.

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/electric-car-chargepoints-to-be-installed-in-all-future-homes-in-world-first
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/electric-car-chargepoints-to-be-installed-in-all-future-homes-in-world-first
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/electric-car-chargepoints-to-be-installed-in-all-future-homes-in-world-first


Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Support The principle of requiring new development to incorporate 
provision for electric vehicle charging is supported.

As above

KCC Support KCC is supportive of this policy, provided that parking 
provision is made. Reference should also be made to the 
emerging Kent Low Emissions and Energy Strategy, as this 
includes policies relating to EV and other air quality measures.  
KCC is currently developing its own policy document in 
respect of Electric Vehicles and it is suggested the policies are 
aligned as far as possible. GBC is recommended to work 
closely with KCC as this policy develops.

As above

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM19 makes provision for electric vehicle charging 
points in new development. On the 9th of July, the Department 
for Transport launched its Road to Zero Strategy which 
includes taking steps to enable a roll-out of infrastructure to 
support electric vehicles. The LLP believes that any measures 
advocated by Gravesham must reflect and be consistent with 
Government strategy and must be reviewed in that context.

As above  

Barton 
Willmore (on 
behalf of 
Reside 
Developments, 
Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd, and 
Esquire 
Developemnst)

Object Policy DM19 requires the provision of 1no. electric vehicle  
charging point per house, and 1no. bay per 50 spaces for flats.

The  consultation  draft  of  the  NPPF  refers  to  the  planning  
system  being  required  to  support  the transition  to  a  low  
carbon  future  and  support  renewable  and  low  carbon  
energy  and  associated infrastructure  (Paragraph  147).  
However,  the  NPPF  (2018) makes  no  direct  reference  to  
electric vehicle  charging  points  nor  does  it  set  a  required  
standard.  The Council has not  provided  an evidence base to 
assess why the standards contained within Policy DM19 are 

As above
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justified. Further, the Council  has  not  undertaken  an  
assessment  of  viability to  consider  the  impact of  the  
imposition  of the standard upon development viability.

Paragraphs 157 and 177 of the NPPF (2012) require Local 
Plans to plan positively for infrastructure needs throughout the 
Plan Period.  The Council has not undertaken any form of 
assessment as to the need for infrastructure upgrades (which 
may be wider than the Site) associated with additional demand 
upon the National Grid.

On  09  July  the  Transport  Secretary  published  the  
Government’s  zero  emission  road  transport strategy  ‘Road  
to  Zero’  to  set  out  how  the  transition  to  zero  emission  
road  transport  will  be achieved.  The  Road  to  Zero  states  
the  Government’s  intention  that  all  new  homes  should  
have  a charging  point  available.  However,  it  acknowledges  
there  may  be  a  need  to  reinforce  existing electricity  
networks  to  accommodate  such  charging.  The  Road  to  
Zero  states  that  a  consultation will be undertaken to 
establish how best to achieve the required quantum of 
charging points in the most effective way and being mindful of 
the Government’s Housing Supply Objectives. It is our view 
that this technical requirement should be brought about 
through Building Regulations rather than the Planning system.

Although  the  Government  has  announced  its  intentions  in  
respect  of  electric  vehicle  charging,  no formal consultation  
has  been  undertaken in  respect of the  appropriate  method 
for delivery. Policy DM19 has therefore not been ‘positively 
prepared’ and is not ‘justified’ or ‘consistent with National 
Policy’ and is therefore not ‘Sound’. The Policy should 
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therefore be deleted.

Policy  DM19  has  therefore  not  been  ‘positively  prepared’  
and  is  not  ‘justified’  or  ‘consistent  with National Policy’ and 
is therefore not ‘Sound’. The Policy should therefore be 
deleted.

Policy DM20 - Telecommunications

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England welcomes the wording of proposed Policy 
DM20 in relation to ensuring the landscape impacts of 
telecommunication applications are minimised; we would 
however recommend that consideration of the potential 
biodiversity impacts are also included within the proposed 
policy wording.

Agreed – The impact of a telecommunications 
development can go beyond the immediate site of the 
installation and include compounds, access tracks and 
electrical connections etc. that have the potential to 
impact on biodiversity etc.  Wording to be changed 
accordingly.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

The preamble to this policy notes the Government’s aim to 
extend superfast Broadband to at least 95% of UK properties, 
but the policy itself does little to encourage developers to 
provide the infrastructure for this. Whilst the County Council is 
making progress on meeting the Government’s target for rural 
areas, it has consistently found that developers are reluctant to 
provide the necessary infrastructure for Broadband provision 
despite the fact that this can be delivered for free by the 
Broadband providers on residential developments of 30 or 
more houses. In response to planning applications for 
residential  development, the County Council provides the 
following Informative regarding Broadband provision:

Informative: Kent County Council recommends that all 
developers work with a telecommunications partner or 
subcontractor  in  the  early  stages  of  planning  for  any  new 

Noted – amend supporting text to draw attention to 
Superfast Broadband and KCC initiative.
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development to make sure that Next Generation Access 
Broadband is a fundamental part of the project. Access to 
superfast broadband should be thought of as an essential 
utility for all new homes and businesses and given the same 
importance as water or power in the design  of  any  
development. Please liaise with a telecom provider to decide 
the most appropriate solution for this development and the 
availability of the nearest connection point to high speed 
broadband. Kent County Council understands that major 
telecommunications providers are now offering Next 
Generation Access Broadband connections free of charge to 
developers. For advice on how to proceed please contact 
broadband@kent.gov.uk.

KCC recognises that the NPPF is silent on the issue of 
Broadband provision, which does not help GBC, but KCC 
would welcome an amendment to DM20 that could in some 
way support the above informative and provide positive 
encouragement for Broadband provision on new development 
sites.

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Conditionally 
Support

The AONB Unit welcomes specific reference to restricted 
permitted development rights in the AONB.  
Telecommunications equipment, in particular tall masts, can 
have a damaging impact on the landscape and we would 
welcome reference being included to particular care being 
needed in respect of locations in the AONB.  This would be 
consistent with the Planning Advisory Service document 
‘Mobile Infrastructure Project – planning applications and 
masts’.  This advises that in AONBs great weight should be 
given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty and while 
this does not preclude the provision of telephone masts, it 

Agreed – text amended accordingly.

mailto:broadband@kent.gov.uk
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advises that a landscape led approach to decision making is 
required.  We consider it would also be helpful for reference to 
mitigation, such as landscaping, be required.

Highways 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM20 Telecommunications – paragraph 5.4.6 refers to 
Telecommunications equipment being permitted where “it can 
be demonstrated that there is no interference with highway 
safety and there is adequate, safe provision for the parking of 
service vehicles”. Additionally, this section should state that 
where such installations affect the SRN additional advice is 
provided in DfT C2/13 paragraphs A5 to A7 which state that 
the installation must not interfere in Highways England’s ability 
to carry out either routine or structural maintenance. Neither 
should any harm be caused to the long-term integrity of the 
highway including pavement, earthworks, structures, drainage 
works and ancillary equipment”. Also that “all operations must 
be carried out without interference to traffic flows” and that a 
full road safety audit is required.

Agreed – insert footnote referring to Highways England 
advice note and provide link.

Section 6 – Green Infrastructure General Comments

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England welcomes the Council’s desire to improve the 
provision of greenspace for the benefit of residents through the 
publication of supplementary planning guidance. Natural 
England recommends that this guidance should also make 
reference to the delivery and enhancement of multi-functional 
green infrastructure. Gravesham has a rich environmental 
heritage including the Kent Downs Kent Downs Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB),the Swanscombe Skull 
Site National Nature Reserve along with important coastal, 
freshwater grazing marsh and woodland designated sites.

Noted – Swanscombe Skull Site NNR is in Dartford.  
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As part of the Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan, it is 
considered that the planning system should contribute to the 
objectives through securing environmental net gain for 
development proposals. To maximise the benefit of 
environmental net gain, it would appear appropriate for this to 
be embedded within the development management policies 
alongside your green infrastructure aspirations and policies.

Environment 
Agency

Neutral Fisheries, Biodiversity and Geomorphology

Key Constraints Background Paper

The 'Key Constraints' Document does not identify that Local 
Wildlife Sites should also be given weighting as a constraint to 
development.

The SEA had not been published when reviewing the 
documents, but needs to consider the Thames River Basin 
Management Plan, and ensure no deterioration to the Thames 
as a result of development. This will be important for any 
options that are close to the River Thames, but also any that 
may indirectly impact on it.

Proposals to intensify existing land uses within Gravesend 
must consider how that can still protect and enhance the 
Thames estuary, and provide adequate improvement to the 
river corridor.

Thames River Basin Management Plan recognised in 
Core Strategy policy but consideration needs to be given 
to separate development management policy on water 
that will also pick up on flood risk, water quality in 
general, sustainable urban drainage and supply/usage 
to update and supersede policy CS18..

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Conditionally 
Support

With the trend towards higher density residential development 
with smaller gardens and a higher proportion of flatted 
development public open space will be more important.  Open 
space / play space standards from an earlier period when 
houses had larger gardens are unlikely to be appropriate. This 
should be taken into consideration when setting out new 

Noted.   To a certain extent, the assumption that larger 
gardens in older developments should be taken to mean 
that public open space in such areas is less important is 
suspect.  There is a need to children and other people to 
socialise irrespective of size of private gardens. 
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standards of provision. 

KCC Conditionally 
Support

On policies DM21, 22 and 23 - There is a positive correlation 
between access to greenspace, deprivation and good health, 
where less deprived areas have good access to green space 
and also, therefore, better health outcomes. Research has 
found that the population of Gravesham has a relatively high 
level of physical inactivity with limited access to natural 
greenspace that is ‘close to home’. Provision of high quality 
open green spaces and opportunities for outdoor recreation 
should therefore be a priority. The local plan review should 
address the imbalance of green spaces and improve 
opportunities to access this resource in deprived areas.

Policies designed to protect and improve open spaces, sports 
facilities and recreational facilities are welcomed. KCC 
recommends that additional wording is included within these 
policies regarding accessibility of these spaces and 
recreational resources. Green infrastructure should be 
available or created as part of any development, enabling the 
public to walk or cycle to the sites. Improved connectivity 
should encourage recreational and leisure activity, including 
access to country parks and other facilities of high leisure use.

KCC considers that Paragraph 6.1.18; referring to the 
community use of school playing fields, would be better placed 
under DM22, as the paragraph refers to new facilities (as 
opposed to the retention of existing facilities).

To identify which local green spaces are significant and 
contribute to the character of the borough, it may be helpful for 
GBC carry out a parks and gardens / green spaces 

Council has undertaken an open space study, which 
forms part of the evidence base for the emerging 
development management policies document.  Walking 
and cycling also promoted through revised transport 
policies.  Issue of school playing field covered more 
under DM21 below on retention of spaces.  Currently, 
the Council does not have the resources to carry out the 
additional work in relation to heritage value of 
greenspaces, although it should be noted that some key 
assets are designated (Cobham Hall Historic Park and 
Garden + Gravesend Cemetery.  New Tavern Fort is 
scheduled/listed).



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

assessment. KCC has been working with the Kent Gardens 
Trust for the last few years, on a district by district assessment 
of parks and gardens and green spaces. Volunteers research 
the history and development of different green spaces and 
write Statements of Significance that are helpful to planning 
authorities in assessing the impact of proposed change on the 
spaces concerned. It would be helpful if GBC carried out a 
similar survey, which would also prepare the spaces for 
inclusion on a Local List of Heritage Assets.

Policy DM21 – Open space, playing pitches and sports facilities retention

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Object Policy DM21 seeks to protect existing open spaces and sports 
facilities. The LLP recognises the important role that these 
facilities provide within urban areas; whilst the LLP supports 
Growth Option 1 (intensification of urban areas), it recognises 
the pressure that this places on existing facilities. It is 
important to note, however, that the definition of open space 
needs to be carefully considered, and should relate only to 
publicly accessible spaces which perform a clear recreational 
function. It would be inappropriate to apply the definition more 
widely, to include for example land which is simply 
undeveloped or which has become despoiled. Existing open 
spaces should be protected, but the policy should not be used 
to extend protection onto new sites

Noted – However, this would appear to conflict with the 
definition of open space in the NPPF (2019) which 
states:

Open space

All open space of public value, including not just land, 
but also areas of water (such as rivers, canals, lakes 
and reservoirs) which offer important opportunities for 
sport and recreation and can act as a visual amenity.

There is no reference in the definition to ‘publically 
accessible’.  Also, they are only required to ‘offer 
important opportunities for sport and recreation’ (i.e. 
have the potential to even if not doing so now) and not 
simply ‘perform a clear recreational function’ (i.e. at the 
current time).

Douglas 
McNab on 

Object The Development Management Policies document contains 
few policies relating specifically to education infrastructure 
provision so we have limited comments to make on Part 2 of 

Noted – Amend paragraph 6.1.8 to reflect point made by 
ESFA.  The benefits of new or improved school 
provision should be weighed in the planning balance 
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behalf of ESFA the Local Plan. However, we note that Policy DM21 on open 
space, playing pitches and sports facilities specifies tight 
criteria for change of use or redevelopment. Specifically, it 
states that this will only be allowed where it can be 
demonstrated that, amongst other things: 

- “the loss will be mitigated by equivalent replacement 
provision (in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility); or

- the development is for alternative sports/recreational use for 
which there is a greater need”

The ESFA considers that, with specific regard to the 
development of new schools, impacts on the quantity of open 
space or playing pitches need to be weighed against the clear 
social benefits that good new schools provide. These include 
education provision, raising pupils’ attainment and improving 
social mobility; providing community access to facilities such 
as school halls; and/or enhancing access to remaining open 
space, including improved access to higher quality, better 
managed playing fields. The positive role of new schools in 
helping to support place making, social capital and higher 
rates of housing delivery is also increasingly recognised. 

The ESFA would therefore request that the council considers 
making refinements to this policy with specific regard to the 
development of new schools. The ESFA’s Forward Planning 
team would be happy to collaborate with the council’s planning 
policy team to explore opportunities for amending the policy 
wording where it applies to schools and/or developing 
guidance around this issue. Please let me know if this would 

when considering the loss of existing or now disused 
school playing fields.  Improvements in quality and 
accessibility may also assist in offsetting loss, although a 
consideration would also need to be whether the need 
for open space in an area otherwise deficient outweighs 
those benefits.
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be helpful.

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditionally 
Support

Chapter 8 of the NPPF seeks the promotion of open space 
and appropriate facilities through the planning process.

Reef accepts that, where possible, developments should 
provide appropriate green infrastructure, including open space 
and sports facilities, commensurate with the scheme as 
promoted.

There may, however, be occasions where the location and 
context of development means that open space and green 
infrastructure cannot be provided on site. The draft policy 
wording accepts this, stating, at paragraph 6.1.20, that where 
"it is not possible to provide such facilities on site" a financial 
contribution may instead be appropriate.

Accordingly, Reef considers that the introductory policy text, at 
paragraph 6.1.19 should be amended to explain that the 
requirements to include open space on site apply where this is 
possible, given the constraints of a site.

Noted – point accepted and text will be amended 
accordingly.  Whilst each case would need to be 
considered on its merits, also having regard to other 
social, economic and environmental benefits in the 
planning balance, the objective must still be to deliver a 
good standard of amenity for current and future 
occupiers.  The Council would not wish to see off-site 
contributions as a default position.

Policy DM22 – Open Space, playing pitches and sports facilities provision

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Support EDC support the proposal to replace the existing NPFA 
standard with a new policy for open space and leisure 
provision as part of new development. This comment 
notwithstanding that the major allocated Gravesham 
development sites within the EDC area are already at a stage 
where open space provision has been fixed through either 
detailed consent or outline “quantums”. However, it is unclear 
what the policy position would be in the interim period between 
adoption of the DM Policies and the subsequent open spaces 

Noted – consideration will be given to timing of 
production of SPD so that it is either available on 
adoption of Development Management policies 
document or as soon as possible thereafter.  It should 
be noted that the DBC part of the Development 
Corporation has yet to adopt a formal open space 
standard, although on major development sites policy 
requires that up to 30% take the form of greenspace etc.
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SPD referred to

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object The NPPF draft text for consultation paragraph 69(d) 
encourages local planning authorities to work with developers 
to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this could 
help to speed up the delivery of homes.  It is not clear how the 
Council will ensure that adequate open space is provided on 
larger sites that are sub-divided into smaller development 
parcels.

Noted -  where a large site is sub-divided into smaller 
development parcels, delivery of open space could be 
assured through a masterplan approach and 
conditions/legal agreement negotiated at the application 
stage.

Policy DM23 – Local green spaces

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM23 provides protection for Local Green Spaces, 
where defined. Supporting text indicates that although the 
Council has not identified Local Green Spaces, it will do so 
through the Site Allocations process. No mention is made of 
that intention in the Site Allocations document itself. Since the 
Local Green Space initiative is intended to allow communities 
to identify spaces of value to them, the Council should respond 
to requests for such sites to be identified, rather than propose 
their identification directly. Should any such sites be proposed 
by the community, they should be considered formally through 
the Local Plan process and be subject to scrutiny and 
independent examination.

The purpose of this policy is to set out criteria against 
which proposals affecting designated Green Spaces will 
be judged, similar to those used in the Green Belt as per 
national policy.  Such sites will be designated through 
the site allocations process in due course and be subject 
to due process.

Policy DM24 – Trees, hedgerows and woodland

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England would advise that the proposed policy 
wording should make explicit reference to environmental net 
gain from development proposals. We would also recommend 
that in addition to an arboricultural report, ecological and 
landscape assessments may be required to support 

Agreed – text to be amended accordingly
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applications which could result in the loss or harm to trees, 
hedgerows or woodland and suggest that the text within 
Section 6.3.12 is amended to reflect this.

Where areas of new planting are required to mitigate or 
compensate for the loss of woodland, hedgerows or trees the 
long term management needs to be secured, not just until it 
becomes established. As such, we would recommend that the 
text within Section 6.3.13 is amended to require long-term 
management of the habitat to ensure that the objectives of the 
mitigation/compensation habitat are met.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC  is  supportive  of  the  recognition  of  the  importance  of  
trees, hedgerows and woodland and the contribution that they 
make to local character. At present, however, the policy does 
not mention that the pattern of tracks, lanes and field 
boundaries have a similar and complementary role. The 
landscape that is visible today is the result of many centuries 
of evolution and the pattern of roads, tracks, field boundaries 
and hedgerows that gives the modern landscape its character 
is firmly rooted in the past. 

A Green Infrastructure Strategy would have the potential to 
use some of these historic linkages to give shape to the open 
spaces that are to be developed or retained. KCC 
recommends GBC explore the potential to develop a Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. The Kent Historic Landscape 
Characterisation (HLC) Survey (2001) is an important resource 
for understanding the landscape of Kent and its development 
through time. KCC would like to emphasise, however, that the 
HLC Survey is a strategic, not local, assessment. It considers 
the landscape of Kent and draw conclusions about the 

Noted – Policy DM24 relates specifically to Trees, 
Hedgerows and Woodland.  The point made here by 
KCC is more general, relating to Green Infrastructure.  
The Development Management policies should be read 
in conjunction with the Core Strategy, which already 
includes policy CS12 on Green Infrastructure which 
covers many of the points made in the comments.  The 
production of any formal Green Infrastructure Strategy 
would need to be subject to resources and a 
consideration of whether it would bring benefits over and 
above robust policies.  Consideration will be given as to 
whether more detailed Development Management 
policies on landscape and biodiversity are required to 
supplement policy CS12 which already provides 
strategic direction. 

NB.  Policies on biodiversity will need to be reviewed in 
any event (including CS12) because the Core Startegy 
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development of the landscape in different parts of the county 
and the county as a whole. It is not detailed enough to use at a 
large scale. It was also entirely map- based and involved no 
survey or site visits. It is not appropriate, therefore, to use the 
HLC Survey data alone to inform specific development 
proposals or to identify potential development sites.

To be fully effective in local planning and development control, 
the HLC Survey should be backed up by more detailed district-
wide or case-by- case analysis, to add greater detail through 
secondary sources.

KCC recommends that policies are included, which relate to 
the following:

• Protection of locally, nationally and internationally 
designated sites;

• Protection of protected/notable species and habitats 
through the requirement for ecological surveys and mitigation 
strategies to be submitted with planning applications; and

• Need for ecological enhancements within a site.

All policies must ensure the promotion of Green Infrastructure 
Policy that developments can link in to, to ensure that habitat 
connectivity throughout the area is maintained.

A motion was passed in May by KCC to develop a Kent 
Pollinator Strategy and KCC will be looking into to local plans 
to consider what contributions it can make support and 
improve habitat for pollinators. KCC hopes that this may be 

refers to ‘no net loss of biodiversity’ whereas the NPPF 
now calls for ‘minimising impacts on and providing net 
gains for biodiversity’.  Existing policy is therefore no 
longer completely consistent with the NPPF.  
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able to be considered as part of the Gravesham Local Plan.

Barton 
Willmore (on 
behalf of 
Reside 
Developments, 
Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd and 
Esquire 
Developments)

Object Policy  DM24  seeks  new  development  to  retain  trees,  
hedgerow  and   woodland  that  contribute positively  to  the  
amenity  of  the  Site  and  surrounding  area.  It also affords  
greatest  weight  to  the retention and protection from harm of 
Ancient Woodland, Aged and Veteran Trees.

Paragraph   118   of   the   NPPF   (2012)   states   that   
planning   permission   should   be   refused   for development  
resulting  in  the  loss  or  deterioration  of  ancient  woodland  
unless  the  need  for  and benefits of the development in that 
location clearly outweigh the loss. In contrast, Paragraph 
6.3.11 requires that the loss of Ancient Woodland, Aged and 
Veteran Trees will be allowed  in exceptional circumstances.

We  are  supportive  in  principle  of  Policy  DM24;  however,  
the  test  as  set  out within  Policy  DM24  is higher than  that  
within  the  NPPF.  The Policy is  therefore  not  ‘consistent  
with  National  Policy’ and therefore cannot be considered 
‘Sound’.

NPPF (2019) now states at paragraph 175 that 
‘development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and 
ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there 
are wholly exceptional reasons 58 and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists’.

Paragraph 6.3.11 and the new NPPF therefore both 
appear to refer to ‘exceptional’ circumstances or 
reasons.  Wording of draft policy will however need to be 
changed to reflect the need for a suitable compensation 
strategy where such exceptional reasons exist.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object The Proposed Policy does not specify a period during which 
trees etc. planted as part of a development that die have to be 
replaced.  Such guidance is required to ensure that the 
planting deemed necessary to support a development is 
delivered.

Text amended so that management plan would need to 
include this.

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 

Support Support.  The proposal will help ensure delivery of numerous 
AONB Management Plan policies.

Noted
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Unit

Policy DM 25 – Self-custom build housing 

(Please note some components of the Self-custom build housing policy may form part of the Local Plan Core Strategy Partial Review going forward)

Gladman 
Developments

Object Self and custom build is an important aspect of house building. 
However, the levels of demand for it need to be carefully 
evidenced and a commensurate policy response developed. 
Gladman do not consider policy requirements to deliver X % of 
a site of over X number dwellings as self-build plots are 
effective in delivering custom build housing, and often again 
have a knock on impact on the rate at which general market 
housing can be delivered.

Noted – Policy will be reviewed in light of comments.  
The Council recognises that any such policy needs to be 
evidenced based having regard to local circumstances 
and the level of demand for self-build/custom housing.  
A break clause is provided in paragraph 7.1.6 but 
wording could be reviewed.  

Under section 1 of the Self Build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015, local authorities are required to 
keep a register of those seeking to acquire serviced 
plots in the area for their own self-build and custom 
house building. They are also subject to duties under 
sections 2 and 2A of the Act to have regard to this and 
to give enough suitable development permissions to 
meet the identified demand. Self and custom-build 
properties could provide market or affordable housing

In order to diversify delivery and speed up the supply of 
new homes, Councils are also required under paragraph 
68 of the NPPF to ensure that at least 10% of their 
supply is derived from sites no larger than 1 hectare 
unless there are strong reasons why this target cannot 
be met. 

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 

Object Policy DM25 seeks to establish a policy requirement for 5% of 
major residential scheme to be supplied to self/custom 
builders other than by exception. The policy fails to 

As above
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Northfleet LLP acknowledge that there must be a demonstrated need for such 
plots and that demand must relate to the area in which the 
development site is located. Without this demonstrated need, 
there is a risk that development will be fettered by the need to 
reserve plots for which there may be no demand.

The LLP is also concerned by the prospect that plots which 
are not sold to self/custom builders will need to be offered to 
the Council before reverting to the developer. This has the 
effect of increasing the burden on developers by acting as a 
further transfer in addition to the provision of affordable 
housing. The policy also has the effect of meaning that 
commenced but uncompleted (as opposed to undeveloped) 
plots will be returned to the developer thereby creating a 
potential liability.

The LLP believes that if self-build plots are offered to the 
market, control will be established through property rights and 
should not be fettered by planning policy. A simple provision 
should be made for any obligations for self-build plots to be 
annulled if no sale occurs within three years of planning 
permission.

Barton 
Willmore (on 
behalf of 
Reside 
Developments, 
Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd and 
Esquire 

Object Policy DM25 requires all major development proposals to 
supply at least 5% of plots for sale to self/custom builders 
unless otherwise justified as an exception by robust evidence. 
The principle of the need to provide self-build housing is 
supported in principle.

Planning  Practice  Guidance  (paragraph  11  Reference  ID:  
57-011-2016401)  requires  Local Planning Authorities to use 
demand data from its self-build registers when preparing its 

As above
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Developments) SHMA to understand and consider future need for this type of 
housing in its area. Plan makers are then required  to  make  
reasonable  assumptions  using  the  data  in  setting  
requirements  within  Local Plans.

The Council has published its SHENA (June 2016) as part of 
its evidence base to support the Local Plan consultation. 
Paragraph 8.3 acknowledges that a lack of robust data is 
available and therefore the needs of self-build groups has not 
been assessed as part of the SHENA. The Council has also 
not published any information about the number of people on 
the Council’s Self Build Register.

As a consequence, the Council has not provided any evidence 
in respect of the specific need for self-build housing in 
Gravesham over the Plan Period to justify the 5% requirement. 
Policy DM25 has therefore not been ‘Positively Prepared’, 
‘Justified’ or ‘Consistent with National Policy’ and should 
therefore be deleted.

Policy DM26 – Residential space standards

KCC Conditionally 
Support

Policy CS19 in the adopted Core Strategy refers to new 
development meeting the requirements of Building for Life 12 
and being fit for purpose and adaptable to allow changes to 
meet the needs of users of the dwelling. There is, however, no 
specific policy supporting the provision of Wheelchair 
Accessible Housing. KCC would welcome a Development 
Management Policy that formalises the requirement on all 
residential developments (2% for developments of 50 or more 
units and 1% for those less than 50) with KCC working closely 
with Gravesham in identifying clients that would benefit from 

The introduction of such a policy would need to be 
evidenced based, with consideration given to impact on 
scheme viability.   Discussions to be had with KCC on 
this + accessibility standards under Part M of Building 
Regulations.   Note that Government has indicated that it 
may undertake a consultation on a Future Homes 
Standard that may make the NDSS compulsory and 
work towards carbon neutrality under Part L of Building 
Regulations. However, should the introduction of the 
NDSS be phased, a local plan policy supported by a 
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this provision. credible and robust evidence base may still be 
warranted..

Boyer Planning Conditionally 
Support

Whilst we support the use of the nationally prescribed 
technical housing standards to form the basis of this policy, we 
do not support the policy in full in its current wording. We 
object to table 4 provided with the policy, relating to the 
minimum provision of amenity space. The current wording of 
the policy, and in particular the dimension requirements of 
gardens are unduly prescriptive. There is no need to restrict 
the length of a garden, and in doing so this restricts the 
detailed design options of individual proposals.

The policy should be re-worded to make it absolutely clear that 
these figures are guidance, and not minimum requirements. 
The application of these requirements does not support the 
provision of higher density residential accommodation that 
includes the provision of dwelling houses. It will result in higher 
density development having a far greater proportion of flatted 
development, and this will not address the wide range of 
housing need facing the Borough.

Noted – The current standard for garden sizes is set out 
in the Council’s Residential Layout Guideline (1996).  

The Government’s Nationally Described Space Standard 
only deals with internal spaces, so it is important that the 
local plan sets out what is expected in respect of garden 
sizes to create places which promote health and well-
being and a high standard of amenity for current and 
future users.

However, the wording of 7.2.10 does appear to be 
somewhat prescriptive and not allow flexibility or 
innovation.  On this, it should be remembered that DM26 
is policy and not guidance and would therefore carry 
greater weight than the previous SPG.

Paragraph 10 of the existing SPG states that it may be 
appropriate for minimum garden depths and areas to be 
modified under exceptional circumstances.  In these 
cases, each scheme will be considered on its individual 
merits, having particular regard to any exceptional 
circumstances and other material considerations.

Draft policy will be amended accordingly to maintain 
status quo with existing SPG.

Graham 
Simpkin 
Planning

Object Residential  Space  Standards  are  supported.    The  
supporting  text  to  the  policy,  however, should  recognise  
that  the  schemes  involving  the  conversion  of  agricultural  
or  industrial buildings  may  approach  the  provision  of  

Noted – This would be appropriate provided that the 
available space is still sufficient to meet the needs of 
occupants.  Otherwise there is no reason why the 
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outdoor  spaces  differently.    Subdivided  private spaces,  for  
example,  might  be  harmful  to  the  setting  of  the  building,  
and  its  former industrial/agricultural character.

response could not be design led to reflect context.

Persimmon 
Homes South 
East

Object Object to policy DM26 on adoption of Nationally Described 
Space Standards for new dwellings claiming that the policy 
has not been properly justified through evidence.  State that 
where a need for internal space standards is identified, LPAs 
should provide justification, taking into account the following 
areas:

 Need – evidence should be provided on the size and 
types of dwelling currently being built in the area, to 
ensure that the impacts of adopting the standards 
cane be properly assessed:  For example, to consider 
any potential impact on meeting demand for starter 
homes.

 Viability – The impact of adopting the space standard 
should be considered as part of a plan’s viability 
assessment, with account taken of the impact of 
potentially larger dwellings on land supply.  LPAs will 
also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted.

 Timing – there may be a need for a transitional period 
following adoption of the new policy on space 
standards to enable developers to factor the cost of 
space standards into future land acquisitions.

Objection goes on to make further points in relation to alleged 

Adopted Core Strategy policy CS19 requires that all new 
residential development comply with the Council’s 
adopted Residential Layout Guidelines (1996).  The 
Government introduced new Housing Technical 
Standards in 2015 and, from the 1 October 2015, the 
Council was obliged to interpret its previously adopted 
Guidelines in accordance with these.  From the 
introduction of the Government’s standards in 2015, 
these became the only ones the Council could formally 
adopt through the local plan process, the aim being to 
eventually have as consistent set of Nationally 
Described Space Standards to which industry could 
work.  The way the Council is currently applying 
residential space standards in the interim is set out in 
the guidance note at 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/001
6/201625/Housing-Standards-Policy-Statement.pdf .

For information, following the adoption of DBC’s 
Development Policies Plan (July 2017) the Nationally 
Described Space Standards have applied under policy 
DM8 unless shown to be unnecessary or unviable due to 
specific circumstances.  This has resulted in a rather 
odd situation where the standards apply in one part of 
the same housing market area (Dartford) but not in 
another (Gravesham) and where the Ebbsfleet 
Development Corporation straddles both and tries to 
deliver development affording a high standard of 

http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/201625/Housing-Standards-Policy-Statement.pdf
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/201625/Housing-Standards-Policy-Statement.pdf
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deficiencies in supporting evidence provided by the LPA. amenity for current and future occupiers in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF.

A recent statement by then outgoing Prime Minister 
Theresa May made a very strong case for mandatory 
space standards to end the post-code lottery that has 
resulted from the current system of voluntary adoption of 
space standards through the planning system – see 
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pms-speech-
on-housing-26-june-2019 

This committed Government to a consultation on a 
mandatory Future Homes Standard that would deal with 
the issue and the introduction of further energy efficiency 
measures under Part L of the Building Regulations as 
part of its carbon reduction strategy.  This consultation is 
awaited.

A problem the Council faces at the moment therefore is 
that it has not had sight of the consultation material – 
although it is likely that this will take forward the existing 
Nationally Described Space Standard.  Also, whilst the 
Council could simply await this, we have no idea when 
such mandatory standards would be introduced – if at 
all. 

Given we do not know what Government will do in this 
respect at the moment, it is considered prudent to retain 
the policy and work on the evidence base to justify it at 
examination so Gravesham can formally adopted the 
Nationally Described Space Standard.  An update of 
whole plan viability will also be undertaken to provide the 
evidence that there is no impediment to adoption or to 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pms-speech-on-housing-26-june-2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pms-speech-on-housing-26-june-2019
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set out if any transitional arrangements would be 
required.

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Support EDC welcome the proposal to adopt the national standard for 
internal space provided in new dwellings. However, to further 
encourage design quality and support accessible and 
adaptable dwellings as promoted in the Local Plan Core 
Strategy, EDC strongly advocate a policy expectation for 
compliance with building regulations accessibility standards 
(i.e. M4(2) and M4(3)). Furthermore, in terms of securing 
design quality, EDC support using Building for Life as a design 
tool in negotiating on and assessing residential development 
proposals.

See response in relation to comments from KCC above.

Barton 
Willmore (on 
behalf of 
Reside 
Developments, 
Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd and 
Esquire 
Developments)

Object Policy  DM26  seeks  to  require  the  Nationally  Described  
Space  Standards  (NDSS) for  all  new residential 
development.

Gravesham  Borough  Council  currently  imposes  the  NDSS  
as  at  the  time  of  its  publication  by Government the Council 
had adopted internal space standards guidance. The Council’s 
Standards were set out within its Residential Layout 
Guidelines Supplementary Planning Guidance2 which was 
adopted in February 1996. Given the age of the SPG the 
evidence base supporting the document will be out of date and 
therefore cannot be relied on to provide evidence for the new 
Development Management Policies.

The NPPG (Paragraph ID: 56-002-20160519) requires Local 
Planning Authorities to:Gather evidence to determine whether 
there is a need for additional standards in their area and justify 

See comments above.
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setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans.

The NPPG continues (Reference ID: 56-020-20150327) that in 
providing justification required to adopt the space standards 
the Council should consider:

•  Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of 
dwellings being built to ensure the impacts of adopting space 
standards can be properly assessed;

•  Viability – the impact of adopting the space standards should 
be considered as part of the Plan’s viability assessment with 
account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on 
land supply. LPAs will also need to consider impacts on 
affordability;

•  Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transition 
period to enable developers to factor in the cost of space 
standards into future land acquisitions.

The  Council  has  provided  a  small  amount  of  evidence  to  
support  the  proposals  to  require compliance with the NDSS 
set out at Paragraph 7.2.3. The Council states that it 
undertook surveys to all major developments completed in 
Gravesham between 2010 and 2015. The survey results found 
that approximately 80% of respondents considered their 
property/bedrooms are big enough to meet their household’s 
needs. 

The NDSS was published in March 2015 and therefore the 
survey did not consider any homes built to NDSS Standards. 
Gravesham SPG Standards were considerably different to the 
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NDSS and did not set an overall minimum internal space 
standard.

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  Council  has  not  undertaken  
any  form  of  viability  assessment  to consider the impact of 
adopting the NDSS particularly as there is an issue of 
affordability of homes within Gravesham Borough.

Policy  DM26  also  seeks  to  impose  the  use  of  minimum  
external  space  standards for  houses  and apartments  and  
states  that  in  certain  cases,  greater  depths  and/or  areas  
may  be  required.  

The policy makes no provision for flexibility in its application. 
There  is no justification provided for the proposed  garden  or  
balcony  sizes  or  consideration  of  the  potential  impact  of  
these  on  the  design and density of schemes. This 
requirement should be supported by sufficient evidence to 
justify such standards,   with   adequate   flexibility   to take   
account   of   local   character   or   location   of   the 
development.

The NPPF (para 174) advises that the cumulative  impacts of 
local standards should be  assessed as part of the Council’s 
evidence  base  to ensure  the  implementation of the plan is 
not at serious risk. No such evidence has been prepared.

In the absence of any evidence to support the introduction of 
internal and external space standards, Policy   DM26   fails   to   
be   “Justified”   and  “Consistent   with   National   Policy”   
and   is   therefore “Unsound”.
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Policy DM 28 – Domestic extensions, outbuildings and other development

Boyer Planning Conditionally 
Support

We support the majority of this policy, in focusing on the 
quality of design and relationship with its context. This is the 
case for parts 7.47, 7.48 and 7.49. We object to the 
requirements however of specific and limiting garden size 
which will unduly restrict development potential. The figures 
should be used as guidance, and where alternative solutions 
demonstrate acceptable standards of amenity are achieved, 
they should be granted planning permission.

See comments in response to Boyer Planning under 
DM26 above.

Policy DM30 – Residential intensification through new build

Boyer Planning Conditionally 
Support

We support parts a-d of the policy. We do not support part e) 
for the reasons stated in connection with policy DM28 above.

See comments in response to policies DM26 and 28 
above.

KCC Conditionally 
Support

It is understood that the proposed policy wording is an addition 
to Policy CS19 on Development and Design Principle. The 
additional criterion states that development proposals must be 
in a sustainable location that provides safe pedestrian access.  
However, there is no reference to PRoW or the provision of 
safe and convenient cycle access. KCC recommends that a 
provision of cycling infrastructure should be a policy 
requirement, to facilitate active travel and increase sustainable 
travel choice.

Whilst this may be desirable, it will not be achievable in 
every case.  The overall strategic approach within the 
local plan generally accords with the NPPF in terms of 
sustainable locations.  This issue would probably be 
best addressed through generic transport policies either 
through a partial review of policy CS 11 or the 
associated Development Management policies on 
Transport.  A minor textual alteration to DM30(a) may 
also be appropriate to reflect NPPF paragraph 108(a) – 
this would be less prescriptive than the change 
requested by KCC in that it would recognise that not all 
developments can deliver such improvements whilst still 
being acceptable in terms of delivering other social, 
economic and environmental benefits.

Graham Object It is, of course, agreed that residential intensification (such as Agreed – insert word ‘unacceptable’ in both parts of 
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Simpkin 
Planning

backland development) needs to be approached carefully to 
protect the amenities enjoyed by nearby properties and the 
character of the residential area.    The  policy,  however,  is  
worded  in  such  a  way  that development   in   the gardens of 
existing residential properties is unlikely to   ever  be 
acceptable.   Parts c and d of the policy should be reworded.   
For example, the words ‘not result in a detrimental impact on 
occupiers of neighbouring properties’  should be replaced with   
‘not  result   in  an  unacceptable   detrimental  impact  on  
occupiers  of  neighbouring properties’.  Sensitive residential 
intensification should be encouraged

DM30.

Policy DM 32 – Assessing the suitability of sites for gypsies and travellers

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management  
Unit

Object Development in the AONB needs to be of the highest quality 
and maintain the local character, qualities and distinctiveness 
of the AONB, in line with AONB Management plan policies 
SD1, SD2 and SD9.  The nature of gypsy sites means they will 
often be inappropriate development within an AONB; we would 
like to see a requirement for any sites that are located within 
the AONB to be required to meet the key test of conserving 
and enhancing the AONB.

Agree – to be addressed through amendments to 
wording of policy and supporting text.

National 
Federation of 
Gypsy Liaison 
Groups

Object Whilst we welcome a policy which sets out fair criteria for 
determining applications for Traveller sites, there are elements 
of the policy which cause concern.

Criterion (d) is unduly restrictive as all sites will be likely to 
have some adverse effect on the built or natural environment. 
The word “significant” should be introduced before the word 
“adverse”.

Some minor amendments to wording would be 
appropriate, also having regard to changes suggested 
by Kent Downs AoNB Management Unit.  On (d) – insert 
‘unacceptable’ rather than ‘significant’.

On (h), agree with change of wording suggested by the 
NFGLG.  However, given comments made by the 
Environment Agency in relation to the water 
environment, also insert that the use of septic tanks or 
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Criterion (h) is too restrictive. There will be cases where septic 
tanks can be safely serviced without the vehicle entering and 
maneuvering within the site. The words “easy access and 
sufficient parking space .....” should be replaced by “adequate 
arrangements to enable safe servicing of the cesspit/septic 
tank.”

other on-site arrangements should not result in an 
unacceptable impact on the water environment given the 
requirement to achieve Water Framework Directive 
objectives (see below).

Section 8 – General Point on water environment etc. + also relating to other policies

Environment 
Agency

Object Groundwater and Contaminated Land

We are concerned that the DMP does not have regard to 
water pollution or resource protection. In particular there is no 
over-riding policy on water pollution, although there is for 
noise, light, openness etc, which appear to have also be 
addressed in your Core Strategy, so why not water pollution.

Individual polices should also mention, where relevant 
connection capacity for foul drainage provisions, for instance 
in 2,.2.7, 2.4.7 DM7 and 2.8.13.

It is mentioned for equestrian developments in DM4 s 2.5.6 but 
needs specific mention in others too; i.e. agricultural dwellings, 
gypsy sites (DM31 s 7.8.12), CoU in greenbelt, infill in villages 
and so on. 

We cannot continually accept cess pits or septic tank 
proliferation, it poses significant cumulative impacts on 
groundwater quality, particularly where mains sewer provision 
is minimal.

For example you could include in 2.8.13 as "Impacts of 
proposal in terms of highways…..protection of the water 
environment and …."

The Development Management policies should be read 
in conjunction with policy CS18 on Climate Change.  
However, the Development Management policies should 
make it clear where water is likely to be an issue in 
terms of drainage, pollution and the achievement of 
water framework directive objectives.   The Core 
Strategy policy in relation to water saving also needs 
updating to reflect national guidance/standards – 
although the case for this has already been made at the 
Core Strategy examination.  Consideration therefore to 
be given to a new Development Management policy on 
water to sit alongside the others in Section 8.
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Location of cemeteries needs specific reference to extensions 
or new cemeteries not being acceptable in Source Protection 
Zones (SPZs) or shallow Groundwater settings. Reference to 
our cemetery guidance would be helpful perhaps.

In Gravesham GW protection issues are critical if growth is to 
be supported by clean water supply in the future.

Policy DM 33 – Air quality

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object The Client Earth (No. 2) judgement (02/11/2016) sets out that 
the government should seek to achieve compliance with 
Article 23 by the soonest possible date.   Paragraph 8.1.2 
refers to the use of the Kent and Medway Air Quality 
Partnership (KMAQP) December 2015 Air Quality Planning 
Guidance.  Given that this predates the Client Earth judgement 
the Council will need to be assured that the 2015 KMAQP 
guidance or any subsequent guidance is compliant with the 
judgement.

Noted – The Kent and Medway Air Quality Partnership 
(KMAQP) guidance is predominately a framework for 
establishing how an air quality assessment should be 
undertaken and impacts evaluated.  Where a proposal is 
likely to have a significant air quality impact alone or in 
combination with other developments, those impacts 
would be a material consideration in the determination of 
an application.  How that related to any legal 
requirement arising out of the Judgement would stand to 
be considered at that time.  The emerging Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies 
document will be subject to separate assessment.

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England welcomes the consideration of potential 
impacts to biodiversity and wildlife from air quality impacts as 
part of the proposed policy wording. In relation to Section 8.1.5 
(d) it may be clearer to amend the text along the following 
lines:

‘…Consider:

(d) impacts to designated nature conservation sites, 
biodiversity and wildlife, along with appropriate avoidance and 

Agreed – amend wording accordingly.
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mitigation measures where impacts are likely to occur’

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC notes that GBC recognises the need for an air quality 
mitigation assessment – i.e. measures to mitigate potentially 
negative air quality impacts for all major developments. KCC 
recommends that policy wording should be included which 
sets out what kind of mitigation measures should be provided 
to encourage joined up efforts between developers to avoid 
isolated measures where possible.

Agreed – include in supporting text wording from 
Planning Practice Guidance on what forms of mitigation 
might be considered and the desirability of developers 
working together. i.e. 

•the design and layout of development to increase 
separation distances from sources of air pollution;
•using green infrastructure, in particular trees, to absorb 
dust and other pollutants;
•means of ventilation;
•promoting infrastructure to promote modes of transport 
with low impact on air quality;
•controlling dust and emissions from construction, 
operation and demolition; and
•contributing funding to measures, including those 
identified in air quality action plans and low emission 
strategies, designed to offset the impact on air quality 
arising from new development.

Port of London 
Authority

Conditionally 
Support

The Port of London Authority (PLA) considers that policy DM 
33 on air quality must be expanded to include reference to the 
use of the River Thames for the transportation of goods and 
materials, either in the policy itself or through a link to 
associated policies including policy DM 17 (Mitigating 
Transport Impacts). This is required in order to strengthen the 
support for alternative transport methods for goods and 
materials in the borough, rather than by road that will help to 
reduce air pollution and road congestion, which is supported 
by the PLA’s Vision for the Tidal Thames (2016). 

In addition, for information, the PLA is due to publish its first 

Agreed – Provide link in supporting text to use of River 
Thames for transport and reference to PLA Air Quality 
Strategy - . https://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Air-
Quality-and-Green-Tariff/Air-Quality 

https://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Air-Quality-and-Green-Tariff/Air-Quality
https://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Air-Quality-and-Green-Tariff/Air-Quality
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Air Quality Strategy for the Tidal Thames this summer.

Vincent and 
Gorbing on 
behalf of Port of 
Tilbury

Conditionally 
Support

PoTLL  support’s GBC’s intentions in seeking to  improve  air 
quality  in the Gravesham  area. However, we have some 
concerns in the way in which the written justification and policy 
text is expressed. 

As  currently  worded, Policy  DM 33  could  require  an air  
quality  assessment for any  size  of development as there is 
no qualification of what is meant by “increase levels of air 
pollution”. The Kent & Medway 2015 AQ technical guidance 
includes a screening checklist which picks out “major” 
developments and we consider GBC should adopt the same 
approach.

Bullet point (a) refers to “areas of poor air quality” but it is not 
clear if this means in/near AQMAs only, as implied by the Kent 
& Medway guidance.   This could usefully be clarified. 
Notwithstanding,  the  Kent  &  Medway  2015  technical  
guidance  states  “The  fact  that  a development is within or 
close to an AQMA does not mean that it is necessarily 
affecting an area of exceedance of an Objective, or that it is 
being affected by air pollution that exceeds the objective.”

Para. 8.1.6 as currently worded implies development “will only 
be permitted if… there is no deterioration  in  air  quality”  (after  
mitigation  is  applied).   The  policy  needs to  define  what 
constitutes   “deterioration” and what “adequately mitigated” 
means, as to some degree all development may arguably 
have an effect (albeit in some cases imperceptible).   The 
policy should state what it would consider to be an 

Points raised addressed through proposed amendments 
to policy.  Further consultation will allow Council to 
evaluate whether concerns have been  fully addressed.

Agreed – but this should be the starting point and 
applicants should be directed to discuss potential for air 
quality impacts with Council’s Environmental Health 
section to determine any requirements.

Again, the need for an Air Quality Impact Assessment is 
case specific.  There may be areas with poor air quality 
that are not within an AQMA or near one where a 
development could still trigger an exceedance.  Whilst 
the statement made by PTLL is true, so is the opposite. 
The need for an Air Quality Impact Assessment can only 
be determined through dialogue.

Noted – consider minor amendment to wording to 
address point raised.
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acceptable/insignificant residual impact before refusal.

David Lock 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Tarmac

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM33 addresses the issue of air quality, and seeks to 
ensure that adequate assessment informs proposed 
development and, where justified, mitigation is secured 
through the planning process. Tarmac recognises that air 
quality has and continues to be a particular concern at 
Northfleet and its environs. It is important, however, that the 
changing context at Northfleet – where cement production has 
ceased and substantial demolition of the former works, has 
been completed. It is therefore imperative that any new 
proposals are subject to proportionate assessment and that 
mitigation measures are related to the proposal rather than 
being addressed at existing causes of air quality concerns.

Noted – Whilst it is appreciated the development context 
at Northfleet is changing, any proposals will still stand to 
be considered in the light of policy objectives in terms of 
air quality.  Whilst this does not mean  the Council would 
be seeking through mitigation associated with a proposal 
to address existing causes of poor air quality (although if 
it did, it would be an associated benefit) this should not 
be taken to imply that previous levels of pollution 
associated with operations that have ceased/been 
removed should be taken as an acceptable baseline.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Paragraph 8.1.7 is in conflict with paragraph 8.1.6.  The word 
‘adequately’ should be removed from paragraph 8.1.7.

Wording of policy is considered to be clear.  Measures to 
mitigate impacts need to be adequate to deal with that 
impact.

Policy DM34 – Contaminated land

Inland 
Waterways 
Association – 
Kent and East 
Sussex Branch

Neutral Note that the Thames and Medway Canal runs through two of 
the three identified sites(?) Remediation of any contamination 
present in the canal should be undertaken simultaneously with 
the remediation and development of the adjacent 
contaminated land.

DM34 is intended to be a development management 
policy and not a site specific requirement.  Issue of how 
and when canal is remediated relative to redevelopment 
of remainder of the Canal Basin site should be dealt with 
through site allocation policy and at application stage.

Policy DM35 – Light pollution

Kent Downs 
AONB 
Management 

Support Support reference to the AONB Management Plan policy. Noted



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

Unit

David Lock 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Tarmac

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM35 addresses the potential for light pollution. 
Improved lighting products and the ability to use directional 
LED lighting means that new development is better able to 
manage light pollution that was previously the case. For 
industrial development, lighting plays a vital role in ensuring 
safety and security is upheld. Tarmac recognises and supports 
the ambition to reduce the risk of light pollution, but references 
in Policy DM35 must recognise that thresholds for industrial 
lighting will be different to domestic lighting, and that 
references to ‘minimised’ intensity must be read in the context 
of the characteristics of the proposed development.

Noted – The Council recognises that the intensity of 
some lighting installations is related to function and/or 
HSE requirements – industrial/sports floodlighting being 
an example.  Where this is the case, those levels should 
not be exceeded and glare/spillage/sky glow and light 
pollution should still be kept to a minimum through 
design    Amend wording of 8.3.7 to include 
‘commensurate with proposed use’ and include 
additional wording in supporting text to reflect this.  Also 
include in supporting text wording to cover point made 
by PLA below.

Port of London 
Authority

Conditionally 
Support

The PLA broadly supports policy DM 35 on light pollution, 
regarding the need for development schemes to demonstrate 
that the minimum amount of light intensity will be used to 
achieve its purpose and that glare and light spillage will be 
minimised. This is a particularly sensitive issue in riverside 
areas, where it must be ensured that any proposed lighting 
does not have a negative effect on the river, to ensure any 
potential impacts on navigation and the environment is 
minimised.

See above

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Conditional 
Support

Support the fact that the AONB is included in Light 
Environmental Zone E1 in Figure 9 GN01:2011 and the 
intention as set out in paragraph 8.3.6 that the Council will use 
advice contained in the Guidance Notes for the Reduction of 
Obstructive Light GN01:2011.  It would be beneficial however 
for reference to proposals needing to comply with the 
guidance in the wording of the policy.

Issue addressed through changes to supporting text and 
policy.
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CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Light pollution can have an adverse impact on biodiversity and 
character of the countryside, including nocturnal creatures 
irrespective of whether or not they live and feed in wildlife and 
sites of nature conservation value.  The countryside should be 
included as a category in paragraph 8.3.7.

Issue addressed through changes to supporting text and 
policy.

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Figure 9 GN01: 2011 zones applied to Gravesham identifies 
light environment zones.  It is not clear how Figure 9 will be 
used when applying policy DM35.  The policy should be 
strengthened to give greater protection to the E1 Naturally – 
Intrinsically dark and E2 Rural – Low district brightness zones 
which correspond with the CPRE Dark Skies map. 

 The Ashford Dark Skies SPD (2014) provides a suitable 
approach which we submit for consideration for inclusion.

 For light environmental zone E1: ‘Lighting proposals that 
neighbour or are near enough to significantly affect areas of 
nature conservation importance, e.g. Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest, National Nature Reserves and County Wildlife Sites 
will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. External 
artificial lighting can have severe implications for the natural 
diurnal rhythms in a range of animals and plants and therefore 
sites, which are deemed important in terms of their provision of 
wildlife, should not be in anyway affected.’

 And for light environment zone E2: ‘Lighting proposals within 
the identified rural settlements will only be permitted if the 
applicant can demonstrate to the Local Planning Authority that 
the scheme proposed is the minimum needed for security 
and/or working purposes and that it minimises the potential for 
obtrusive light from glare or light trespass to an acceptable 

Issue addressed through changes to supporting text and 
policy.
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level. Artificial lighting in the open countryside can have a 
demonstrable effect on ‘dark skies’, one of the special qualities 
of the rural landscape.’

Policy DM36 – Sunlight and daylight within new development

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Conditionally 
Support

Given the topography of some EDC sites, particularly along 
the Northfleet Riverside, a specific policy covering daylight and 
sunlight is supported, although as drafted there appears to be 
some ambiguity as to when a formal assessment is required 
and who is responsible for determining whether a formal report 
is required.

Policy  amended in the light of changes to national policy 
which allow for daylight and sunlight to be lower than set 
out in BRE guidance in some urban locations provided a 
good standard of amenity is still achieved.  Guidance 
note may be required to set out when a daylight and 
sunlight report is required based on BRE standard 
criteria

Policy DM37 – Noise and vibration

CPRE Protect 
Kent

Object Paragraph 8.5.2 refers to the CPRE Tranquillity Map for Kent 
that notes that noise pollution can have impacts on wildlife.  
Despite this proposed policy DM37 Noise and Vibration does 
not address the impact of noise pollution on tranquil rural 
areas.  This needs addressing.

Issue addressed through changes to supporting text and 
policy.

Port of London 
Authority

Conditionally 
Support

With regard to policy DM 37 on noise and vibration, the PLA 
considers that this policy must be strengthened with regard to 
existing noise-generating uses within the borough, particularly 
Safeguarded Wharves. Any noise-sensitive development such 
as residential uses proposed near or adjacent to Safeguarded 
Wharves must be designed to ensure there are no conflicts of 
use and disturbance. The PLA also considers that any 
development proposal near to a Safeguarded Wharf, as 
designated on the adopted policies map, must be 
accompanied by a noise assessment that fully assesses the 

Agreed – amend wording of policy as appropriate to deal 
with this issue. 
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uses and activity on the wharf, or assesses a reasonable worst 
case scenario for vacant or under utilised wharves. The PLA 
considers that reference to these requirements must be 
included within policy DM 37 on noise and vibration.

David Lock 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Tarmac

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM37 addresses the potential for adverse effects from 
noise and vibration. Tarmac recognises the need to ensure 
that new development does not give rise to adverse noise and 
vibration effects but believes that the implication of new 
(residential) development on existing industrial operations 
needs to be considered. In particular, the risk that new 
residents will raise concerns about amenity as a consequence 
of established uses needs to be considered and addressed. 
New development must therefore take into account the 
existing noise and vibration context and safeguards 
established which avoid fettering ongoing operations.

Agreed – amend wording of supporting text and policy 
as appropriate.

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Object The AONB Unit is concerned that the requirement for 
developments generating noise and/or vibration is limited to 
proposals in noise sensitive areas containing premises only.   
As noted in the background text, noise pollution can impact on 
wildlife and tranquil areas such as the AONB. It is not 
considered that this matter is adequately dealt with under Core 
Strategy policy CS12.  The importance of tranquillity has been 
recognised in the NPPF which requires (paragraph 123) that 
planning policies and decisions should aim to ‘identify and 
protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively 
undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and 
amenity value for this reason’.  The tranquillity map included at 
Figure 10 demonstrates that some of the most tranquil areas 
of the Borough are within the AONB.  We would like to see the 
policy expanded to deal with noise in the AONB, in line with 

Issue addressed through changes to supporting text and 
policy.
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Management plan policy SD7 which advises that new 
developments which negatively impact on the local tranquility 
of the Kent Downs AONB will be opposed unless they can be 
satisfactorily mitigated.

Cushman and 
Wakefield on 
behalf of Royal 
Mail Group

Conditionally 
Support

Proposed Policy DM 37 Noise and Vibration sets out noise 
and or/vibration generating development proposals in a noise 
sensitive area, and noise sensitive development in an existing 
noisy environment must be supported by a noise/vibration 
assessment prepared by an acoustic consultant. The noise 
assessment must demonstrate how the development will be 
designed, located and controlled to mitigate the impact of 
noise/vibration on the health and quality of life of existing and 
future occupiers adjacent to and within the development.

The proposed policy begins to but does not provide robust 
protection to the operations of existing noise generating uses 
in an area. The proposed policy needs to place significant 
responsibility on applicants to mitigate the impacts from 
existing noise-generating activities or uses on the proposed 
new noise-sensitive development, as it is not uncommon for 
local authorities to favour the complaints of occupiers from 
new development and impose restrictions on established 
businesses. Given the business functions of Royal Mail, 
operations often take place in sensitive hours in the early 
mornings and late evenings with a constant flow of delivery 
vehicles, therefore this can result in noise issues should 
sensitive land uses, particularly new residential dwellings, be 
located nearby.

Therefore, we request additional policy wording that adopts 
the ‘Agent of Change’ principle, to place responsibility on 

See response to similar comments above – wording to 
be strengthened to provide comfort for existing uses.



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

applicants to mitigate the impacts from existing noise-
generating activities or uses on the proposed new noise-
sensitive development. We recommend that paragraph 8.5.8. 
should be amended to the following:

"Planning permission will only be granted where it is 
demonstrated that noise and vibration levels do not adversely 
affect the amenity of existing and future occupiers, and do not 
prejudice the future operations of existing surrounding land 
uses".

It is considered that this additional policy wording is introduced 
to robustly safeguard those Royal Mail properties and other 
employment uses which are located nearby sensitive land 
uses, which would be contrary to, and which do not provide 
direct, ongoing support to, existing business operations. The 
adoption of the ‘Agent of Change’ principle will ensure 
measures are in place to not add unduly to the costs and 
administrative burdens of existing noise-generating uses, in 
order to protect Royal Mail’s essential business operations.

This approach accords with adopted Government guidance set 
out in paragraph 123 on the NPPF which advises that local 
planning authorities should recognise that development will 
often create some noise and existing businesses wanting to 
develop in continuance of their business ‘should not have 
reasonable restrictions put on them because of changes in 
nearby land uses since they were established’. The NPPF also 
advises that local planning authorities should support the 
existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are 
expanding or contracting.
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Vincent and 
Gorbing on 
behalf of Port of 
Tilbury

Conditionally 
Support

In describing the noise environment in Gravesham it would be 
useful to note that the River Thames is a working river and that 
shipping movements and the operation of wharves in the 
vicinity have the potential to create some noise as an 
inevitable result of 24/7 operation which is an essential 
requirement of port operations.

PoTLL further consider that para 8.5.8 should be clear and 
more explicit.  It should state that planning permission will only 
be granted for noise sensitive development (such as 
residential use) where it can be shown that the development 
has taken full account of the existing noise environment 
including current and committed development.  Development 
on the riverside in particular, should be designed to take full 
account of existing working uses on the river and the operation 
of wharves in the vicinity such that new development does not 
result in future complaints with regards to the existing or 
proposed use of the river and its associated land side 
activities.  PoTLL consider that whilst GBC has legitimate 
ambitions to introduce a more residential  environment  to  the  
riverfront,  the  operation  of  the  working  river  should  carry 
significant weight in any decision making.

See response to similar comments above – wording to 
be strengthened to provide comfort for existing uses.

Policy DM40 – Tall and bulky buildings

NB.  Policy has been redrafted for the sake of clarity and to ensure that key considerations in respect of the design/location of tall and bulky buildings are taken 
into account, whilst recognising in some instances the benefits that such development can bring.

Boyer Planning Object With a very limited supply of land suitable for development in 
the Borough, the need to maximise the development potential 
of available site is critical in meeting acute housing need – as 

Whilst it is important that best use is made of land to 
meet development needs (not just housing) this has to 
also take into account issues relating to design and 
appropriateness of development in context.  The policy 
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well as other strategic objectives.

The wording of this policy, in particular paragraph 9.3.11 is not 
positively prepared. It should be clearly re worded to state that 
"the most effective use of available sites will be encouraged by 
the Council, and planning permission will be granted for 
development on this basis, unless…"

itself simply sets out what an applicant would need to 
address in addition to policy CS19 where tall and bulky 
buildings are proposed.  It is not considered therefore 
that the wording of an individual  policy can be construed 
as meaning that the plan as a whole isn’t positively 
prepared.

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditionally 
Support

In terms of the design of residential dwellings, national policy 
requires the highest standards of design, with the NPPF 
(paragraph 56), which encourages "good design". 

However, Reef also notes that the NPPF, at paragraphs 59 
and 60, requires that Councils, in drawing up local plans, avoid 
"unnecessary prescription" in terms of imposing particular 
design, or, indeed, "stifle innovation".  In addition, one of the 
key requirements for the production of local plans, as 
contained at paragraph 157 of the NPPF, is that they "plan 
positively" for the scale and type of development required.

In terms of control over the design of development, Reef notes 
that Core Strategy Policy CS19 already stipulates the design 
principles new developments (or any scale and size) are 
expected to accord to, given their context. Reef considers that 
these stipulations are adequate to ensure that new 
development, including tall buildings, are of a scale and nature 
appropriate for their context and thus acceptable in planning 
terms. In terms of the impacts on heritage assets, this 
duplicates the already robust requirements as part of Core 
Strategy Policy CS20, and draft policies DM42 to DM45 
(subject to Reef comments, as below) of this consultation.

The requirement for a "Design and Access Statement" in 
support of such proposals is particularly onerous, given that 
Design and Access Statements are only, by law, required in 

It is not considered that draft policy DM40 is prescriptive 
in terms of design and it does not stifle innovation – it 
simply sets out areas that should be addressed in 
addition to policy CS19 that need to be addressed where 
they are proposed.

Disagree – High quality buildings of this type can bring 
benefits not only in terms of improving density and 
optimising land use but be positive in terms of 
regeneration as foci for new communities and 
neighbourhoods.  But they can potentially bring with 
them a different types of issues where they constitute 
novel interventions in a more traditional townscape.  All 
this policy does is to draw attention to some of those 
issues where an applicant may need to provide a more 
detailed justification because of potential impacts.

The requirement for a Design and Access Statement is 
contained in The Town and Country Planning 



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

support of planning applications in certain instances.

Thus, in terms of the NPPF requirement for local plans to "plan 
positively", the proposed policy fails in this regard, and is not 
"justified" in terms of seeking to impose additional restrictions 
and requirements on developments including tall buildings.

(Development Management Procedure) (England) 
(Amendment) Order 2013.  They are required for any 
Major Development (full or outline) or for smaller 
developments in a Conservation Area.  As a tall or bulky 
building could fall below the threshold for Major 
Development under the 2015 Order, the wording of this 
section will be changed to require a similar statement 
justifying the proposal where a Design and Access 
Statement is not required by law.

The Council does not agree with the objectors final 
statement as it considers tha tteh plan is being positively 
prepared to provide guidance to applicants on what 
should accompany and application and is therefore 
justified.

It is also intended that further criteria be added to the list 
to be addressed under 9.3.10 including impacts on 
micro-climate, wind, amenity of adjoining occupiers 
through overlooking and loss of privacy, and  the 
interface between the base of the building and the public 
realm.

Cushman and 
Wakefield on 
behalf of Royal 
Mail Group

Conditionally 
Support

Proposed Policy DM 40 Tall and Bulky Buildings outlines the 
Council’s acknowledgement that tall buildings can make a 
positive contribution to meeting the needs of the local area, 
and where designed well can assist in the regeneration and 
stimulate further growth and investment in Gravesham. The 
proposed policy states Design and Access Statements must 
be accompanied by rigorous analysis and justification for the 
proposal; at a minimum this should include a number of 
considerations. These considerations include implications to 

Accepted – see above.
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streetscape and character assessment including history and 
heritage assets, urban grain, scale and height and important 
views, prospects and panoramas.

Again, the proposed policy fails to note the amenity of 
adjoining sensitive land uses as a key consideration when 
determining applications for tall and bulky buildings. Paragraph 
9.3.6. remarks that if tall and bulky buildings are designed 
unsympathetically they can have significant detrimental 
impacts on local character and amenity, but this key point has 
not been carried forward in the proposed policy.

The aforementioned Royal Mail sites are well established, 
having operated successfully for a number of years, serving a 
wide catchment area. Due to the nature of use, operations 
extend well beyond the normal working day, including 
associated vehicular movements. The potential juxtaposition of 
alternative, possibly sensitive land uses particularly tall and 
bulky residential properties adjacent or within close proximity 
to the sites is of direct concern to our client.

It is considered that additional policy wording is introduced to 
robustly safeguard the amenity of adjoining sensitive land uses 
from development proposals for tall and bulky buildings. Royal 
Mail therefore formally requests that additional text is inserted 
to paragraph 9.3.10 point A, as follows:

"Viii. The amenity of the occupiers of adjoining buildings/ and 
or surrounding land uses".

The additional policy wording will better serve the protection of 
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RMG’s future operation and property interests.

Similarly, this approach accords with adopted Government 
guidance set out in the NPPF which states plan-making and 
decision-taking should always seek high quality design and a 
good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants 
of land and buildings. The NPPF also advises that local 
planning authorities should support the existing business 
sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or 
contracting.

We therefore formally request that this letter is given due 
consideration in the preparation of the draft Local Plan Part 2 
and reserve the right to amend or supplement these 
representations at a later date, if necessary.

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Conditionally 
Support

A specific policy on Tall and Bulky is relevant and would be 
helpful, although that terminology infers negativity and the 
supporting text doesn’t currently acknowledge the potential 
benefits of tall buildings in terms of design, architecture and 
creating a sense of place. The list of considerations in the 
policy might also include matters such as impact on the micro-
climate such as wind and air quality and impacts of 
overshadowing, and promotion of active ground floor facades.

Noted – supporting text to be modified to reflects these 
comments.  This is particularly relevant to the EDC area 
given the need to make best use of development sites 
around Ebbsfleet Station etc.

Policy DM 41 –Designing for a high quality and accessible riverside

NB.  Policy and supporting text has been substantially redrafted to take into account comments received from the Port of  London Authority in particular in 
relation to safety, access, health, and potential conflict with commercial operations etc.

Natural 
England

Conditionally 
Support

Natural England welcomes the proposed access and 
greenspace network along the frontage of the River Thames 
where this is compatible with the ecological value of the River. 
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It would seem appropriate for the access provision to make 
reference to, and complement the England Coast Path which 
will be providing a public footpath along the estuary. It is 
possible that there are opportunities that developments can 
bring to provide connecting routes to the England Coast Path 
and the Riverside Walk which should also be explored.

Within Section 9.4.12, any additional access to the river by 
foot or boats is likely to require an assessment of the potential 
impacts to the ecology of the estuary and designated nature 
conservation sites if impacts may occur. We would therefore 
recommend that the text is amended to reflect this.

As mentioned above, the Government’s 25 Year Environment 
Plan clearly sets out the desire for developments to deliver 
environmental net gain. Natural England would therefore 
recommend that the wording within Section 9.4.14 is amended 
to reflect this and a suggested wording is provided below:

‘… riverside developments will be expected to secure net 
environmental gain to the biodiversity of the riparian 
environment and have regard to the potential for foreshore 
archaeology’

Agreed – amend text as appropriate

Agreed – amend text as appropriate in line with wording 
of NPPF (2019).

Environment 
Agency

Conditionally 
Support

9.4.14. "In addition, riverside developments will be expected to 
secure improvements to the biodiversity of the riparian 
environment where practicable and have regard to the 
potential for foreshore archaeology." 

This policy not as robust as it could be and does not convey 
the opportunities that may exist to create a genuine Noted – whilst the policy could be more aspirational, it 
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improvement in the ecology of the riverside environment and 
the mitigation that should be considered for the habitats lost to 
coastal squeeze, as a result of sea level rise; these will also be 
important 'mitigation measures' part of the Thames River 
Basin Management Plan.

Biodiversity improvement may already be covered to some 
extent by other policies; however we would prefer to see a 
stronger riverside policy that directs development to provide an 
improvement in all cases.

9.4.7 - It is not clear what is required by this paragraph. It 
needs to be clear that the Environment Agency has permissive 
powers to carry out flood defence improvement works, 
however is under no obligation to do so and does not receive 
funding for associated amenity works. More general 
improvement to the river side would need to be funded by the 
Council, developer or other sources. 

9.4.13 - Please note that including this policy could jeopardise 
delivery of improve flood defences if funding for amenity 
improvement features is not forthcoming. 

needs also to be realistic and reflect NPPF (2019).  
Wording policy in way suggested by Natural England at 
least provides a basis for negotiation but delivery of 
wider benefits may depend on availability of funding.  
Consideration could be given to including additional 
wording in supporting text or additional policy on 
biodiversity to build on CS12.

Noted – incorporate additional wording into supporting 
text and amend 9.4.13 as appropriate.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-
estuary-2100-te2100/thames-estuary-2100-te2100 

It is not the aim that the policy should frustrate the 
delivery of flood defences rather that they should be well 
designed and take advantage of the opportunities that 
such works might bring.   A basic principle should be 
that any works of improvement do not result in a 
worsening of access to the river and that retro-fitting is 
facilitated through design so that improvements can be 
made at a later stage at reasonable cost once funding 
becomes available.  

The EA publish their own Fluvial Design Guidance at 
http://evidence.environment-
agency.gov.uk/FCERM/en/FluvialDesignGuide.aspx and 
further advice is available on how flood defences etc. 
can be improved to enhance biodiversity ( which the EA 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary-2100-te2100/thames-estuary-2100-te2100
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary-2100-te2100/thames-estuary-2100-te2100
http://evidence.environment-agency.gov.uk/FCERM/en/FluvialDesignGuide.aspx
http://evidence.environment-agency.gov.uk/FCERM/en/FluvialDesignGuide.aspx
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endorses) at the Estuary Edges website 
https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/design-principles/ 

KCC Conditionally 
Support

KCC is supportive of the proposals to enhance pedestrian and 
cycle access along the river frontage. However, Chapter 9.4 
and Policy DM41 refer to the ‘proposed Thames Estuary Path’. 
The Borough Council should be aware that the Thames Path 
National Trail already exists, but this route currently finishes 
near the Thames Barrier at Greenwich.

The Borough Council should also be aware that the County 
Council is currently working in partnership with Natural 
England to establish the England Coast Path in this region. 
This is a new national trail walking route that should be 
referenced within the Policy. Expected to be completed by 
2020, the trail secures new access rights for the public to 
explore the coastline and brings tourism opportunities that can 
boost the local economy.

It is expected that future riverside developments will secure 
improvements to the character and accessibility of the England 
Coast Path. Where possible, consideration should also be 
given to enhancing links between the National Trail and the 
surrounding area. 

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to set out in their 
Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment. There is considerable 
scope about how this should be implemented. Potentially, the 
most effective way could be to bring together all policies and 
actions related to the historic environment into a Heritage 

Council is aware of this as it has been engaged in the 
process.  Whilst the point made in relation to developing 
a heritage strategy for the borough is accepted, the 
NPPF itself does not actually require one for the local 
plan to set out a positive strategy for the historic 
environment.  This is something that could be 
considered at a later stage, subject to the availability of 
resources.  

https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/design-principles/
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Strategy. 

This allows the LPA to review the heritage resource, consider 
the main historic environment themes of relevance to the area 
and identify the heritage assets they comprise. The Strategy 
can also assess the main threats to the historic environment of 
the borough and suggest ways in which it can be enhanced 
and promoted. 

The Strategy would also provide an Action Plan and can be 
used to refine Policies to be adopted by the Local Plan. The 
advantage of this approach is that it fully integrates all aspects 
of historic environment policy. It prevents it from being 
developed piecemeal and in a fragmented manner which can 
lead to the historic environment failing to play a full role in the 
life of the borough.

Several LPAs in Kent either have a Heritage Strategy already 
or are in the process of developing one, and KCC would be 
happy to discuss this further with GBC.

Port of London 
Authority

Object With regard to the current policy wording of proposed policy 
DM 41 the Port of London Authority (PLA) has the following 
specific comments:

Paragraph 9.4.11: The PLA broadly supports this paragraph, 
with regard to the incorporation of a publically accessible 
walkway/cycle path which can form part of the Thames 
Estuary Path.Paragraph 9.4.12: The PLA considers that this 
paragraph must be amended. Whilst the PLA broadly supports 
the principle of increasing access to the riverside, access to 
the river itself must be carefully managed. With regard to 

Agreed – Add wording relating to safety and navigation 
as appropriate.
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access to and from the river by boat, any new infrastructure to 
increase provision of mooring infrastructure must only be 
developed in areas where it is navigationally safe to do so, 
taking into account environmental and other safety issues.

With regard to increasing access to the river itself by foot the 
PLA strongly objects to this inclusion within the policy. With 
regard to public access of the Thames foreshore, there is 
strictly no right of public access to the foreshore except for 
navigation (getting in and out of boats) and for fishing and 
digging of bait. The PLA acknowledges that people access the 
foreshore, but this is tolerated more than encouraged. In 
general the PLA is concerned about access to the foreshore 
for the following reasons:

1.Public safety – the foreshore is dangerous due to tides, soft 
mud, slip hazards, sharp objects, Weil’s disease etc. The 
public are largely unaware of the tidal nature of the River 
Thames and the significant dangers that this poses. Every 
year, the Police, Fire Brigade, RNLI (via the Coastguard) and 
the PLA has to rescue people who are trapped on the 
foreshore. 

1.Environmental – some of the foreshore provides important 
habitats for wildlife. 

1.Archaeological – there are items and areas of the foreshore 
which are of archaeological interest. A Thames foreshore 
permit is only valid for certain locations west of the Thames 
Barrier up to Teddington whilst searching is not allowed east of 
the Thames Barrier. 

Noted – The legal position in terms of access was set 
out in a 2003 letter from the PLA to the London 
Assembly – see 

https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/Data/Planning%2
0and%20Spatial%20Development%20Committee/20030
311/Agenda/5%20Appendix%20B%20PDF.pdf .  

An alternative form of wording will be discussed with the 
PLA for paragraph 9.4.12 and the supporting text 
amended accordingly to reflect the legal position.

However, it should be noted that one of the goals of the 
PLA’s own Thames Vision document is to promote 
‘greater participation in sport and recreation on and 
alongside the water’ – see http://www.pla.co.uk/About-
Us/The-Thames-Vision 

The general thrust of the policy therefore accords with 
what the PLA itself is seeking to achieve.

https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/Data/Planning%20and%20Spatial%20Development%20Committee/20030311/Agenda/5%20Appendix%20B%20PDF.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/Data/Planning%20and%20Spatial%20Development%20Committee/20030311/Agenda/5%20Appendix%20B%20PDF.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/Data/Planning%20and%20Spatial%20Development%20Committee/20030311/Agenda/5%20Appendix%20B%20PDF.pdf
http://www.pla.co.uk/About-Us/The-Thames-Vision
http://www.pla.co.uk/About-Us/The-Thames-Vision
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As a note for information, any works in, on, under of over 
Mean High Water requires a River Works License from the 
PLA, in addition to any planning permission which may be 
required. This process ensures that all developments in the 
river are assessed for their potential effect on safety of 
navigation and the environment. Any enquires with regard to 
river woks licensing should be sent to lic.app@pla.co.uk

Paragraph 9.4.13: The PLA broadly supports the inclusion of 
the TE2100 project within the policy wording.

Paragraph 9.4.14: The PLA broadly supports the consideration 
within the policy to the Water Framework Directive and 
Thames River Basin Management Plan objectives.

In addition to the above comments the PLA considers that 
policy DM 41 must be expanded to include reference to the 
need for future development to provide appropriate riparian 
life-saving equipment such as lifebuoys, grab chains and 
access ladders along the riverside to a standard 
recommended in the 1991 Hayes Report on the Inquiry into 
River Safety. The policy must also include reference to the 
need for suicide prevention measures in appropriate locations 
(such as CCTV and signage with information to access 
support) as part of any riverside development.

As part of the supporting text (paragraph 9.4.3) to proposed 
policy DM 41, a number of linkages are made between policy 
DM 41 and a number of adopted Core Strategy Policies. Policy 
CS07 (Economy, Employment and Skills) must also be 
included within this list particularly with regard to the 
references to existing commercial wharves in the borough 

Noted

Noted

Agreed – insert wording to supporting text and policy as 
appropriate.

Agreed – Policy CS07 should be included in list.
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contained in paragraphs 5.1.35 and 5.1.36. As noted within the 
PLA’s comments on the Local Plan Review booklet, existing 
commercial wharves need a robust protective policy to prevent 
their loss to higher value uses, and without such a policy in 
place then there is a real risk that wharves will be lost to non 
wharf uses, and once these facilities are gone it is highly 
unlikely they will be provided again. The PLA considers that 
existing policies concerning existing commercial wharves 
within the borough must not be considered for change in order 
to accommodate future development in the borough. This is 
supported within paragraph 143 of the NPPF (on facilitating 
the sustainable use of minerals) and the PLA’s Vision for the 
Tidal Thames (2016) (The Thames Vision) which includes the 
goal to see more goods and materials routinely moved 
between wharves on the river, taking over 400,000 lorry tips 
off the regions roads by 2035.

The PLA considers that there must also be a reference to the 
adopted Kent Minerals and Waste Plan (July 2016), and the 
Safeguarded Wharves identified in this document either within 
policy DM 41 or policy DM 17 on Transport. Reference to this 
document would further strengthen the Development 
Management Local Plan as well as Core Strategy policies 
CS07 (Economy, Employment and Skills) and policy CS11 
(Transport) to support the continued use of the River Thames 
as a major commercial waterway.

As a further consideration, the PLA notes that in paragraph 
9.4.2 of the proposed text for policy DM 41 of the Development 
Management Policies Document, there is a reference to 
paragraph 4.1.30 of the adopted Core Strategy, however this 

Noted – this comment relates more to Site Allocations 
document than Development Management policies.  
PLA will be consulted on any proposals in due course.

Agreed – Would be more appropriate to cross reference 
in policy DM17 on Transport.

Typo – 4.3.10 and not 4.1.30
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doesn’t appear to be in the Core Strategy?

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditional 
Support

This policy consists of two elements. It supports "high quality 
design" that is sensitive to "the context and function" of the 
River Thames. It also requires the provision of a riverside 
walkway and access to the riverside by those on foot or by 
boat.

Reef fully supports the principle of providing pedestrian access 
to and along the riverside; and notes that the extant Heritage 
Quarter permission includes such elements. Reef considers 
that this element of the policy is positive, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy, and thus "sound." 

While Reef agrees that development fronting the river should 
be of high design quality, Reef considers the further 
requirement pursuant to this goal contained in this policy, is 
duplication. 

The Council already proposes policies that will, subject to the 
amendments arising from consultation and Examination, will 
effectively control the architectural design of developments 
across the Borough, including the riverside. 

Though the riverside is a particularly sensitive location within 
the Borough, this factor is already recognised by the fact that 
the riverside sits within a Conservation Area. This affords the 
riverside a high level of protection from inappropriate 
development, and will be further safeguarded by those 
heritage policies proposed in this consultation (subject to Reef 
comments as below).

Thus, the element of draft policy DM41 that seeks to control 
the design of riverside development duplicates appropriate 
requirements in other policy areas and should be removed.

Disagree – The Core Strategy includes three 
Opportunity Area policies (CS 03. 04 and 05) covering 
the riverside between Swanscombe Peninsula and North 
East Gravesend, along with a policy on transport.  The 
Opportunity Area policies may mention the Thames Path 
in supporting text but not in policy. That on transport 
(CS11) mentions it in the context of improving walking 
and cycling facilities at 5.5.41.  GL Hearn on behalf of 
Reef also appear to be conflating the riverside with the 
town centre only, given they say it sits within a 
Conservation Area.  Parts of it do in the in the 
Gravesend Town Centre and Lansdown Square – the 
rest of it does not. Proposed policy DM41 applies to the 
riverside as a whole, with a focus of concentrating on 
development on the riparian edge of the borough.  It is 
not considered therefore to be duplication.
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Inland 
Waterways 
Association – 
Kent and East 
Sussex Branch

Support Fully support policy.  Its protection of the Thames Estuary Path 
should be extended to a statement that no new development 
should obstruct the view of the River from this path.  The 
adjacent Dartford/Ebbsfleet authorities have failed to have or 
to enforce such a policy resulting in a current application at 
Ingress Park where flats are planned to be built between the 
Thames Estuary Path and the River, with the path diverted 
along a service road.

Noted.  Think about point on views – could have 
something on existing public views of the river should be 
protected.

Ebbsfleet 
Development 
Corporation

Support Finally, EDC welcome the incorporation of a policy focused on 
guiding development to secure a high quality and accessible 
riverside as this is a key expectation of the Ebbsfleet 
Implementation Framework. A key aspiration is improving links 
to the River Thames so the policy should promote connections 
and views towards the River as well as along it. Given the 
aspiration for a riverside walk this policy might include support 
for refuge and dwell points along the riverfront such as cafes, 
parks, seating/viewing areas, toilets etc.

Noted – insert additional wording in supporting text and 
policy to cover this point.

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Tarmac

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM41 relates to designing a high quality and accessible 
riverside. Tarmac welcomes the clear expression in policy that 
this expectation applies to residential and residential-led 
scheme and must not be applied to industrial operations, 
where safety, security and operational efficiency are 
paramount. In that context, any expectation on riverside 
development to secure biodiversity improvements must also 
be restricted to residential or residential-led developments 
only.

Noted – clearly there may be operational or safety 
considerations on commercial wharves where providing 
access to the river should be precluded for good 
reasons.  However, the notion that commercial wharves 
could not deliver improvements to biodiversity as part of 
their schemes is less clear cut.  The opportunities may 
be more limited but it should be noted that the wording 
of the policy includes ‘where practicable’.  It would be for 
the applicant to show that achieving even limited 
benefits would not be practicable.  This approach 
accords with NPPF paragraph 170 whereby the Council 
is expected to minimise impacts on and provide net 
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gains for biodiversity.

David Local 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

Conditionally 
Support

Policy DM41 establishes an expectation that residential 
development sites fronting the River Thames should 
incorporate a publicly accessible riverside walkway/cycle-path, 
other than by exception. The LLP considers that clarity should 
be expressed in terms of allowable exceptions – where cost, 
safety or operational requirements may mean that access is 
not achievable, or would be prohibitively expensive to secure. 
Whilst the LLP recognises the ambition to secure access to 
the riverside, obligations must not have the effect of sterilizing 
land or fettering its delivery.

Agreed – amend the text at end of paragraph 9.4.11 
accordingly.

Section 10 – Heritage Assets General

Historic 
England

Support The plan will be the starting point for decisions on planning 
applications. Consequently, sustainably managing the historic 
environment is best achieved by identifying clear strategic 
policies for heritage, usually in Part 1 of the local plan.

The local plan needs to assess whether or not it should 
identify any areas where certain types of development might 
need to be limited or would be inappropriate due to the impact 
that they might have upon the historic environment (NPPF, 
Paragraph 157). This might include, for example, tall buildings 
within identified view corridors.

Specific Development Management Policies in Part 2 are 
needed in order for decision-takers to determine how they 
should react to an application affecting a heritage asset. Such 
circumstances could include the following:

● where Development Management Policies are necessary to 

Accepted – minor changes to wording of policy proposed
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amplify a general, overarching Strategic Policy for the historic 
environment, for instance to deal with particularly distinctive or 
important historic environment features or significance;

● where further clarity would be useful, for instance how the 
Council will determine applications affecting archaeological 
remains of less than national importance;

● where Development Management Policies may be 
necessary to address the local circumstances of the borough, 
for example to clarify the approach to development within an 
Archaeological Notification Area, or to protect or enhance 
important views and vistas;

● where Development Management Policies are needed to 
address particular cross-boundary issues such as the 
management extensive historic landscapes which run across a 
number of authority areas.

In terms of the heritage specific policies in the draft Local Plan 
Part 2, in chapter 10 Heritage Assets, we are content that the 
wording and intention of the draft policies will provide an 
appropriate framework for considering development that will 
affect heritage assets, and are broadly compliant with the 
NPPF.

GL Hearn on 
behalf of Reef

Conditional 
Support

The NPPF contains the following requirements when plan-
making or decision-taking in terms of heritage assets 
(including Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and 
Archaeology).

These requirements, contained within paragraphs 126 to 134 

It is intended that these policies be read and interpreted 
as a group.  Draft policy DM42 provides the context for 
the policies that follows and should be understood and 
interpreted in that way.  Supporting text added to clarify 
this.  General support from GL Hearn that they consider 
the main  heritage policy is closely worded in 
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of the NPPF, can be summarised as follows:

LPAs to set out a "positive strategy" for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment; 

Applicants required to describe the significance of the heritage 
asset affected by a proposal; 

 Where an application will lead to total loss or 
"substantial harm" to the significance of the asset or its 
setting, refuse permission unless there are substantial 
public benefits of the proposal or other (stipulated) 
criteria apply; and 

 LPAs to identify and assess the significance of a 
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal and 
"great weight" should be put on this level of 
significance when determining applications that may 
affect a heritage asset or its setting; 

 Where a proposal will lead to "less than substantial 
harm" to the significance of the asset or its setting, this 
harm to be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal. 

However, Reef is concerned that the wording of draft Policies 
DM43 and DM44 (i.e. Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) is overly prescriptive and fail to take account of the 
framework for assessing the significance of the existing asset 
and the level of harm arising from the development given that 
this significance (as re-stated in DM42). 

Accordingly, Policies DM43, DM44 and DM45 should explain 
that any "harm" of a proposed development on the character 
and appearance of an existing Listed Building or Conservation 
Area or must be considered on the basis of the significance of 

accordance with the NPPF is therefore welcomed.
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the asset itself. 

Furthermore, these policies should also balance any total 
loss/substantial, or "less than substantial" harm to such assets 
that may accrue from development against the criteria set out 
in the NPPF (and draft policy DM42), including any public 
benefits. 

In particular, paragraph 10.2.21 of draft policy DM43 require 
that developments affecting Listed Buildings should "preserve 
and enhance their character" and paragraph 10.1.26 of DM44 
requires development to preserve and enhance "all features 
that contribute positively towards an area’s character and 
appearance". 

Neither is caveated to include a consideration of the 
contribution made by the heritage asset, nor an assessment 
as to how substantial a level of "harm" might be, as weighed 
against any public benefits. A similar consideration is made in 
relation to paragraph 10.1.27 of draft policy DM45, relating to 
archaeological assets. 

Reef considers that draft policy DM42 is worded closely in 
accordance with these NPPF requirements.

Policy DM42 – Development involving heritage assets

KCC Conditionally 
Support

10.1.15 KCC welcomes the commitment to the protection, 
conservation and enhancement of heritage assets reflected in 
this paragraph, and in particular the encouragement given to 
the re-use of heritage assets. This commitment  to  re-using   
heritage  assets  will   be  helped  by  advance information 
about where they are and to this end KCC encourages GBC to 
develop a local List of heritage assets (not just historic 
buildings) so that the assets can be identified, and their 

Point raised in relation to alternatives accepted and dealt 
with through textual amendment to policy.  NPPF at 
paragraph 189 requires that heritage statements should 
be proportionate hence issue of significance of heritage 
asset and degree of harm is already covered, including 
for development within their setting..  
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significance be given added weight in the decision-making 
process.

10.1.16 - 10.1.18 The text describes the conditions under 
which development affecting designated heritage assets will 
be permitted. Whilst KCC has no objection to the criterion as 
presented, it should be noted that recent reviews of how 
designated assets have been treated during the development 
control process have noted how often heritage has been 
damaged by the application of such criteria.

The Historic England report ‘Heritage in Planning Decisions’ 
report concluded that “The balance between heritage and 
other public benefits was found to be a judgement easily made 
in favour of other benefits”. 

KCC encourages GBC to ensure that applicants proposing to 
develop in/near heritage assets in a way that impacts on their 
significance be obliged to show that alternative development 
options, including design alternatives, have been fully 
considered. This consideration of alternatives should be 
standard practice, comparable to the process associated with 
Environmental Impact Assessments.

10.1.19 The text states that a Heritage Statement will be 
required where development affects the significance of either 
designated or non- designated heritage assets. KCC 
recommends that the text be modified to indicate that the 
scope and detail to be presented in the heritage statement 
needs to be appropriate to the proposed impact. For a more 
significant asset, the heritage statement will need to be more 
detailed than for a less significant asset and as stated later in 
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the Archaeology section; further, some heritage statements 
will need to be accompanied by professional assessments, 
potentially involving fieldwork. KCC also recommends that 
GBC prepares detailed guidance for applicants to help them 
write effective heritage statements.

There are various issues with how Heritage Statements 
currently operate. Mostly these have to do with the fact that 
they are generally regarded as validation requirements. They 
are often accepted in a tick- box exercise, irrespective of 
quality, and it is doubtful that in such cases they play a 
meaningful role in decision-making. If para 10.1.19 is to have 
the desired effect, then it is important that the current 
approach is changed so that heritage statements are well 
designed, challenged where appropriate, and are genuinely 
useful to planning officers and applicants alike. This may mean 
taking the Heritage Statement work flow away from the 
validation process. KCC is currently engaged in a project to 
review how validation and Heritage Statements operate in 
Kent and would be pleased to discuss this further with GBC on 
this matter.

Inland 
Waterways 
Association – 
Kent and East 
Sussex Branch

Object 10.1.15 – 10.1.20 Contend that the policy should be 
strengthened with a specific reference to the Thames and 
Medway Canal stating that the canal is to be restored to 
navigation during the redevelopment of adjacent land in the 
Gravesend Basin/Albion Peninsula development.

Inconsistent with adopted Core Strategy policy CS04 
that protects the alignment of the canal but recognises 
that reinstatement would be subject to viability. 

Policy DM43 – Listed buildings
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KCC Conditionally 
Support

10.1.21  At present, the text implies that the significance of the 
asset may be forgone provided that their character and 
appearance are preserved.  KCC therefore recommends that 
the first sentence of this paragraph be altered to “Alterations 
and extensions to listed buildings and development within their 
settings should ensure that the significance for which they 
were designated is conserved and enhanced.”

Agreed and text amended.

Policy DM44 – Conservation areas

KCC Conditionally 
Support

As the text notes, the process of Conservation Area Appraisal 
(CAA) is essential for assessing the impact of development 
proposals on character and significance. The Borough Council 
has CAAs for most of its rural Conservation Areas and KCC 
encourages the Council to continue the CAA process for its 
urban Conservation Areas too.

Although KCC is generally supportive of the Conservation 
Area policies, it is important that developers engaging in pre-
application discussions with GBC are advised of the potential 
for their proposals to impact on archaeological remains, 
whether inside or outside the Conservation Areas. 

The Conservation Area boundary is not defined with 
archaeology in mind yet because Conservation Areas tend to 
be historic in nature. However, there is the potential for 
archaeological remains to exist both within a Conservation 
Area and beyond them. The Design and Access statement 
should also include an assessment of this archaeological 
potential.

Council has urban conservation area appraisals and 
these will be updated as part of normal process.  
Potential for development in Conservation Areas to 
affect archaeology dealt with by minor amendment to 
proposed policy.

Policy DM45 - Archaeology



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

KCC Conditionally 
Support

10.1.27 / 10.1.28  KCC considers that there will be many 
occasions where a desk-based assessment is needed to 
assess the archaeological impact of a proposal, but on 
occasion, a heritage statement will suffice. KCC suggests the 
text in this section is therefore re-worded to “Planning 
applications on sites where there is or is potential 
archaeological interest must be supported by an informed 
assessment of the asset and the impact of the proposal on its 
significance”. KCC can advise on the requirement.

10.1.29  Not all development proposals affecting actual or 
potentially significant archaeological assets will need a field 
evaluation. KCC recommends the text be replaced by “Where 
important or potentially significant archaeological heritage 
assets may exist, developers may be required to arrange for 
field evaluation to be carried out in advance of the 
determination of planning applications in accordance with a 
specification to be agreed in writing with the Council.”

10.1.31  The text states that a copy of the final report should 
be deposited with the Council for its records. The NPPF states 
that the report should be deposited with the Historic 
Environment Record (para 141 footnote 30). KCC 
recommends this paragraph is re-phrased accordingly: “Where 
preservation in situ is not possible or justified, appropriate 
provision for preservation by record will be required. In such 
cases, a copy of the report detailing and interpreting findings 
shall be deposited with the Council and the County Historic 
Environment Record.”

Accepted – minor changes to wording of policy proposed

David Local 
Associates on 

Object Policy DM45 seeks to establish the presumption that heritage 
assets of archaeological interest should be preserved in-situ 

Accepted – minor changes to wording of policy proposed
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behalf of 
Northfleet LLP

on sites. Policy wording must comply with the approach set out 
in the NPPF (or its revision) which recognises that the 
importance of an affected asset must influence the weight 
given to it in determining an application. As drafted, Policy 
DM45 fails to reflect this, instead applying blanket weight to 
assets.

Other comments on document in general

Highways 
England 

Not Specified General : a number of Proposed Policies include 
intensification, new dwellings, new developments, extensions, 
change of land use, change of building use. In line with DfT 
Circular 02/13 The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of 
Sustainable Development, Highways England consider that 
development should be promoted at locations that are or can 
be made sustainable, that allow for uptake of sustainable 
transport modes and support wider social and health 
objectives, and which support existing business sectors as 
well as enabling new growth.  In framing its contribution to the 
development of Local Plans, Highways England’s aim will be 
to influence the scale and patterns of development so that it is 
planned in a manner which will not compromise the fulfilment 
of the primary purpose of the SRN.  Accordingly we would be 
interested in any proposals that may have an impact on the 
SRN and we look forward to further opportunities to comment 
on site specific matters at the earliest possible stage. We 
would expect to see any proposals coming forward to be 
supported by an evidence based assessment of traffic impact, 
outlining that the proposals do not materially affect the safety, 
reliability and/or operation of the SRN (the tests set out in DfT 
C2/13 para 10 and DCLG NPPF para 32).

Noted – discussions will be held with Highways England 
as a key stakeholder and evidence prepared accordingly 
as policy documents are progressed.  The comment 
primarily relates to allocations of strategic sites rather 
than Development Management issues.



Appendix 3: Development Management Consultation Responses and DRAFT ACTIONS

Respondent View Comment Action

Kent Downs 
AoNB 
Management 
Unit

Object AONB Policy

As stated at paragraph 6.3.1 of the draft Development 
Management Policies Document, the Core Strategy policy 
CS12 sets out the strategic approach in relation to biodiversity, 
landscape and green infrastructure.  We consider it essential 
however that a standalone policy dealing with local AONB 
issues is included in the Development Management Policies 
Local Plan.  This is considered particularly important in view of 
the emphasis that is being placed on the Green Belt 
designation with too little account being taken in respect of the 
importance of AONB designation in determining planning 
applications.   It is recognised that all of the AONB is covered 
by Green Belt designation however in planning policy terms, 
the objective for AONBs is different from that for Green Belt 
land. While we recognise and accept that the AONB is not a 
development free zone, it does have the highest status of 
protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty, 
equivalent to that of National Parks, as confirmed at paragraph 
115 of the NPPF.  Any development within or impacting on the 
AONB needs to meet the stringent test of conserving and 
enhancing natural beauty and should be assessed against a 
suitably detailed policy.

 Work carried out by the Kent Downs AONB Unit has identified 
the following essential and desirable components that should 
be included in an AONB specific Local Plan policy:

1.Weight given to AONB in decision making in terms of 
national planning policy and its original primary purpose: 
Policies should ensure that AONBs have the highest status of 
protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.  It 

To consider possible new landscape policy that would 
cover this.
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should set out the exceptional circumstances where major 
development would be permitted. 

2.Conserve & enhance: The original purpose of designated 
AONBs is to ‘conserve & enhance’ natural beauty.  Despite the 
omission of the latter from the NPPF, we consider it desirable 
that both elements should be within policy.  Policies should 
also include criterion to demonstrate how the ‘enhance’ 
element of AONB would be achieved. 

3.AONB Management Plan: The AONB Management Plan is 
an important supporting tool to Local Plan policy and has been 
adopted by all Councils.  It should be referenced within policy 
to give it the desired weight. 

4.AONB supporting guidance: As with the AONB Management 
Plan, the weight to be given to the Unit’s range of guidance is 
enhanced by reference to ‘supporting guidance’ within the 
policy.  Whilst supporting text could refer to specific document 
titles, a generic reference to ‘relevant guidance’ will give 
flexibility for others to be added. 

4.Setting: The AONB setting issue is an important 
consideration, especially so within Tonbridge and Malling.  
Aided by descriptive material in the supporting text, the 
impacts on setting (both in views to and from the AONB), both 
singly and cumulatively (see below) should be referenced 
within the policy. 

5.Tranquillity and remoteness (including ‘dark skies’): This has 
been identified as a priority for progression by the AONB JAC 
and we are currently considering how best to take forward 
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work in these areas.  In the meantime, the inclusion of these 
issues within policy will be important. 

6.Cumulative impacts: Reference to the in-combination 
impacts of proposals is considered necessary and the Unit is 
currently considering how it can give local authorities the 
support needed to consider such issues. 

7.Local descriptive material: Within the supporting text to the 
policy, some description of the overall special characteristics 
and qualities of the landform and landscape character of the 
AONB (including its setting) in so far as it relates to 
Gravesham would be helpful in terms of providing local 
justification and emphasis. 

The AONB Unit would welcome the opportunity to work with 
Gravesham in drafting an appropriate AONB policy for 
inclusion in the Development Management Policies Document.

Savills on 
behalf of 
London Resort 
Company 
Holdings

Conditionally 
Support

London Resort Company Holdings Limited ("LRCH") is 
progressing The London Resort, a recognised Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Project ("NSIP"), on the Swanscombe 
Peninsula. The London Resort will be the UK’s largest leisure 
project on over 500 hectares of land with a dedicated access 
road off the A2, producing substantial regeneration benefits to 
the local, regional and national economies and enabling the 
creation of over 20,000 employment opportunities. 

LRCH is committed to delivering the project and to date has 
undertaken significant statutory and non-statutory consultation, 

Noted – no specific comments here on Development 
Management policies to address.
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encompassing widespread engagement with consultees, the 
Planning Inspectorate and members of the public since 2014. 
LRCH’s expert team of consultants continue to develop the 
project.

While The London Resort scheme is being progressed as a 
Development Consent Order ("DCO") application to the 
Planning Inspectorate, the project covers an area falling within 
the administrative boundaries of both Gravesham Borough 
Council and Dartford Borough Council. The project also falls 
within the administrative areas of Kent County Council and the 
Ebbsfleet Development Corporation. LRCH is therefore 
actively monitoring the planning policy context and all relevant 
publications across these organisations and providing 
consultation responses as appropriate. 

This document, Part 2, focuses on more specific development 
management policies aimed at implementing the strategic 
objectives and vision of the Local Plan, not least the 
regeneration and development of the Swanscombe Peninsula, 
to which The London Resort is a fundamental part. The 
London Resort encourages policies which will enable the 
delivery of growth across the Swanscombe Peninsula. 

2 Members of 
public (same 
address) 

Conditionally 
support

Refers to potential sustainable growth options at Meopham 
and Sole Street

Response more related to Part 1 Site Allocations 
document and not directly relevant to DM policies

Southfleet 
Parish Council

Neutral Make general points in relation to two matters:

1.  Traffic volumes:  Traffic from both Gravesham and 
Dartford Boroughs impact on each other; a matter to 

Noted.  Impact of traffic will be taken into account as part 
of evidence base on local plan at the appropriate time 
and would take into account proposals in adjoining 
areas.  Conversion of retail premises to housing 
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be borne in mind for both  DBC and GBC as each 
borough reviews its local plans.

2. Housing: Policies to convert empty retail premises into 
housing as an urgent matter; and firmer restrictions on 
small cottages and bungalows becoming 4 and 5 
bedroom dwellings.  The current situation is not 
helping the need for small size accommodation.

considered in line with policy + emerging policy deals 
with such proposals and loss of retail to other uses.  
Whilst issue of conversion/extension of existing small 
dwellings is one that has come up through consultation 
events, GBC could only have a policy where there is 
evidence to justify it on an area by area basis.  To 
owners from extending their properties without good 
reason (such as design/impact etc) would not be in the 
public interest (the justification for the planning system) 
and potential an infringement of the HRA.

Canal and 
Rivers Trust

No response No comments Noted

Glossary

Highways 
England

Not Stated Development Management Policies Glossary : the definition of 
Strategic Road Network on page 113 refers to “roads which 
are the responsibility of the Secretary of State for Transport 
and managed by the Highways Agency”. Highways Agency 
should be changed to Highways England

To be amended when Glossary is updated to reflect 
NPPF (2019)


