
 

  

Gravesham Borough Council 

Report to: Cabinet  

Date: 5th July 2010 

Reporting officer: Director (Business) 

Subject: Responses to the Regulation 25 Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies DPD    

Purpose and summary of report:  

§ To advise members of the responses received to the Regulation 25 Core Strategy 
and Development Management Policies DPD and the proposed officer responses.   

Recommendations: 

§ That Cabinet agree the proposed officer responses to the representations received at 
the Regulation 25 consultation on the stage Gravesham Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies DPD. 

§ That Cabinet agree the caveats, in section 3 of this report, highlighting the current 
uncertainty in the planning system. These caveats are to be published in tandem with 
the responses. 

§ That Cabinet give delegated authority to the Director (Business) in consultation with 
the Lead Member (Regeneration and Business Portfolio) to agree the final responses 
to the representations for publication through the Limehouse consultation software. 
Final responses will be agreed following consultation with LDF Steering Group. 

 
 
 

1. Background 

1.1 Following approval by members, the regulation 25 Gravesham Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies Development Plan Document (CS + DMP 
DPD) was published on 28th January 2010 for a six week consultation period. 
Various forms of publicity were used to raise awareness of the consultation and 
the availability of the consultation documents, including a pre-consultation 
manned exhibition in Towncentric where people were asked how they wanted to 
be consulted, press releases, and a public notice in the local press. It was also a 
lead item on the Council’s website for a number of weeks during the consultation 
period, with direct links to the CS + DM DPD and to the consultation portal 
containing the DPD and all the supporting technical and baseline reports and key 
studies for comment via Limehouse. 

1.2 A consultation list was produced containing all those organisations and individuals 
who had previously commented on the Issues and Options version, statutory 
consultees and all who has asked to be notified of the consultation. These were 
then notified of the consultation via e-mail or letter. Hard copies of the CS + DMP 
DPD, CD, summary document and response form were placed in all libraries, 
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Towncentric and the Civic Centre. A CD with a copy of the DPD and all the 
supporting technical and baseline reports and key studies was sent to all the 
statutory consultees. All members of the Borough Council, Gravesham County 
Councillors and the parish councils were sent a hard copy CS + DMP DPD and a 
CD. 

1.3 To raise awareness of the Core Strategy and to give people the opportunity to ask 
questions, a public meeting was arranged on 12th February in the Civic Centre. An 
unmanned exhibition was also in Towncentric for the duration of the CS + DMP 
DPD consultation and officers presented to the Northfleet and Gravesham West 
Neighbourhood Forum on 23rd February 2010 on the potential West of Wrotham 
Road development site.  

1.4 A workshop was also held on the 25th February 2010 at the Civic Centre to 
discuss the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), the draft Strategic 
Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) and Infrastructure Planning. 

1.5 Comments were received via various mechanisms, including e-mail, letter, the 
formal response form and via the Limehouse consultation portal.  

1.6 Unfortunately the on-line Limehouse consultation portal was not used as much as 
we had hoped and therefore all those representations submitted by formal 
response form, letter or e-mail have had to be entered into the Limehouse system 
by the team manually and this has taken some time.  

1.7 In total just over 1000 specific comments were received. A spreadsheet with the 
representations and draft officer responses has been produced. Please note that 
one specific comment has been deleted as it is regarded as a non-permissible 
rep. All of the permissible reps will be entered into the Prize Draw. Again this is 
taking some time, as the representations are sometimes highlighting the need for 
additional work to be undertaken and / or challenging the policy stance in the 
document, and therefore require a considered response. This is only fair, as 
people have taken the time to read and respond to the LDF.  

1.8 Due to their size and cost, only limited hard copies of the two A3 print outs of the 
representations to the CS + DMP DPD and supporting documentation are being 
produced to accompany this report. Copies are being produced for all Cabinet 
members, the chairman and vice-chair of Overview Scrutiny and the chair of the 
internal LDF Steering Group). 3 copies are available for members to view in the 
members’ room. Copies will also be available electronically.  

1.9 Members are being asked to approve the officer responses, subject to minor 
amendments in agreement with the Director (Business) and Lead Member 
(Regeneration and Business Portfolio). These final responses will be agreed 
following consultation with the cross-party internal LDF Steering Group at their 
mid-July meeting. Once agreed by members, they will be entered into the online 
consultation portal and those who made representations will be notified that these 
are available to view. The portal will allow anyone who is interested to see what 
representations were made to different parts of the documents and the Council’s 
responses to them. 

1.10 As well as the responses received through the formal consultation, we also had a 
Planning Inspectorate (PINS) advisory visit and took part in CABE LDF Workshop. 
The PINS advisory visit involved the services of an experienced development plan 
inspector for 5 days. The LDF team had to produce a summary of the key issues 



3 

they would find it helpful to focus on with the Inspector together with any concerns 
they had in the preparation of the Core Strategy. The intention of the CABE 
workshop was to play an informal advice role with the CABE panel acting as a 
critical friend to the local authorities to better explore the approach taken to their 
emerging Core Strategy. 

1.11 The feedback from both of these, highlighting the need for greater spatial clarity in 
the CS + DMP DPD, were reported to the LDF Steering Group in April 2010, and 
members decided that a workshop for all members was needed. 

2. Key issues from the representations 

2.1 DUPLICATION – There is a desire for a more concise document with less 
duplication between the Core Strategy and Development Management policies 
and this is acknowledged.  

2.2 FLEXIBILITY and CONTINGENCY– The strategy in the draft Core Strategy has a 
strong regeneration focus. A number of representors are raising concerns that we 
have no flexibility and / or they want more flexibility about their particular site. 
PPS12 requires that we address contingencies, as a strategy is unlikely to be 
effective if it cannot deal with changing circumstances. Therefore plans should be 
able to show how they will handle contingencies, as it is not always possible to 
have maximum certainty about the deliverability of the strategy. In these cases the 
core strategy should show what alternative strategies have been prepared to 
handle uncertainty and what would trigger their use.  

2.3 SPATIAL CLARITY – Firstly representations are highlighting that we need to be 
clearer how we want Gravesham to work as a whole. Chapter 2 needs to be 
rewritten so that it is easier to see how the area's unique character, opportunities 
and challenges feed through to the strategic vision and objectives. This is where a 
delay is a “good thing”, as, at present, the Council is asking people who live in the 
Borough what they consider are the most important issues the council should be 
taking action over during the next three years. Whilst the Corporate Plan 2011-14 
Consultation is considering a much shorter timeframe than the LDF, we can use 
the findings of this work to supplement our work to date. 

2.4 CROSS BOUNDARY – It is clear that a number of issues can not be resolved by 
the Council in isolation and therefore officers will continue to liaise with key 
partners in moving matters forward and colleagues from neighbouring local 
authorities to ensure a consistent approach. 

2.5 WEST OF WROTHAM ROAD – This issue generated the largest volume of 
representations. The majority of responses were objecting to any proposal to 
develop the West of Wrotham Road site, as proposed in the draft Strategic Land 
Availability Assessment (SLAA). As members had excluded the site from the reg. 
25 CS + DM DPD, these representations have been coded as supporting this 
approach. 

2.6 CULVERSTONE VALLEY – There is concern about the loss of the Culverstone 
Valley Area policy and a number of representors, primarily those who have or 
represent landowners with would potential “lose out” from the proposed change in 
policy, feel that the Council should take a “fresh” look at the approach to 
development in the Culverstone Valley Area. 
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2.7 GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE – A number of representors had specific queries 
and concerns about the approach in the CS + DMP DPD to this issue. The 
absence of a finalised PPG17 study considering open space, sport and recreation 
at the time of consultation is partly a reason for these concerns. 

2.8 ADDITIONAL WORK – As explained in the 21st December 2010 Cabinet report, 
the aim of this document was not to produce a "perfect" document, as would be 
required for regulation 27 (publication stage). Rather we wanted a document that 
would enable stakeholders and the public to understand the strategic approach 
that we are working towards and highlight issues that need to be resolved / 
reconsidered before the document becomes too "firm". In addition, the evidence 
from a number of key studies (the Retail and Commercial Leisure Study, the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and Viability Study, and the 
PPG17 Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study) was not available to fully inform 
the policy approach taken in these areas when the document was drafted.  Also, 
as we will not have an adopted Core Strategy before May 2011, we have been 
queried whether the CS + DMP DPD should look beyond 2026 as PPS12 
(paragraph 4.13) states that the time horizon of the Core Strategy should be at 
least 15 years from the date of adoption. 

2.9 TIMING – As highlighted above, the LDF project plan is being revised and will 
include the need for additional targeted consultation in advance of the formal 
regulation 27 stage consultation as previously advised. As part of this we are also 
looking at the representations to determine whether issues are being raised that 
may require additional work to be undertaken and these can then be incorporated 
in the interim LDF work programme. This is still on-going and it is intended that a 
report will be brought to Cabinet in the future, following formal consideration by 
the LDF Steering Group so that a new Local Development Scheme can be 
submitted with a revised programme for LDF production. Whilst this is adding 
delay to the timescale, there is less risk in following the PINS advice and 
undertaking additional work at this stage of Core Strategy preparation than in 
proceeding as originally planned and potentially having the whole Core Strategy 
deemed as ‘unsound’ at examination. Such an outcome would, in the longer term, 
create greater risk through having an extended period of aging policy guidance 
and would require further resources to enable the Core Strategy to be redrafted 
and for certain stages to be repeated, prior to it being re-submitted for 
examination. 

3. Caveats - Radical reform of the Planning System + funding constraint 

3.1 Not surprisingly, the implications of the abolition of the SE Plan on the LDF are a 
matter of considerable discussion but without clear information on the new policy 
stance, the mechanisms for getting this embedded in statute and the timeframes 
that this will take, it is considered that business as normal is safest. However more 
clarity is expected over the next couple of months. A joint statement issued by the 
Royal Town Planning Institute and the Planning Officers Society in late May urged 
the Coalition Government to work with POS / RTPI in devising alternative 
approaches to locally based strategic planning before it dismantles the existing 
system. 

3.2 Considerable investment is needed to fund infrastructure within the Borough and 
wider sub-region. Given the savings in public sector funding that need to be 
achieved there may be reductions in the money available to finance the provision 
of the required infrastructure. It is worth noting that Bob Neil MP has recently 



5 

confirmed the government’s commitment to Crossrail and the Thames Gateway1. 
At the same time there is considerable uncertainty about the future of developer 
contributions and CIL, and infrastructure delivery may end up being a key factor in 
the scale of development that can be delivered in Gravesham to 2026.  

4. Why respond now? 

4.1 The question may be raised as to why we are responding now considering the 
uncertainty about the future. There are 2 main reasons for this. Firstly people are 
querying why they have not heard anything from us following the close of the 
consultation in March and we are keen to give feedback ASAP so that they do not 
feel their time was wasted. Secondly, it is considered essential to maintain the 
momentum that has been achieved to date with the LDF. It is considered that 
some things will not change with the planning system and rather we need to 
clearly set out the caveats that are to be borne in mind when reading our 
responses. For example, it can be explained that it is not possible at this stage to 
give a firm view as to the precise amendments to be made to the Core Strategy 
policies or supporting text in response to comments. This will depend on the 
outcomes of the range of additional technical work being undertaken over the next 
few months, and rather these are informal views 

5. Financial implications 

5.1 There are no direct financial implications as a result of this report. 

5.2 At this stage, the financial implications of the reform of the planning system is not 
known but there may be impacts in respect of the need to update / refresh the 
evidence base and / or new policy areas may require monitoring and studies.  

5.3 It is intended that members, primarily via the LDF Steering Group will be kept up-
to-date with potential implications, and as required formal reports will be brought 
to Cabinet. For example, a revised Local Development Scheme would require 
Cabinet approval prior to submission. 

6. Section 17 

6.1 Whilst there are none for this report, the Local Development Framework will be 
produced with regard to the duty on local authorities to do all they can to 
reasonably prevent crime and disorder in their area. Planning Policy Statement 1: 
Delivering Sustainable Development also requires local authorities to promote 
‘safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder or fear of crime does 
not undermine quality of life or community cohesion’. 

7. Background documents 

§ Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Spatial Planning 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/pps12lsp.pdf   

§ Gravesham Local Development Scheme 2008-2011 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/media/pdf/p/a/GraveshamLDS2008-2011_1.pdf  

§ Report to Overview Scrutiny Committee 26th November 2009 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/democracy/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=5897  

                                                
1 http://www.regen.net/news/ByDiscipline/Housing/1008815/Neill-Gateway-funding-plans-reassessed/  
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§ Minutes from Overview Scrutiny Meeting on 26th November 2009 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/democracy/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=1062&T=1  

§ Report to Cabinet on 21st December 2010 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/democracy/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=6061  


