HALSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

Dated: 5 November 2025 
Dear Sirs
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
Planning Application Reference 25/02129/OUT
Applicant – Quinn Estates Ltd. 
	Site Address - Former Broke Hill Golf Club, Sevenoaks Road, Halstead, Kent. TN14 7HR

Description of Development – Outline application (with all matters reserved except for access) for up to 660 dwellings (Use Class C3), a retirement village of up to 150 units (Use Class C2) and care home (Use Class C2) together with a primary school, local centre, cafe and country park with associated car parking and landscaping. 
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1. Introduction
This outline planning application seeks to promote the development of the former Broke Hill Golf Course, including the site of the former clubhouse, a car park and greenkeeper’s equipment shed, for the development of up to 660 dwellings (Use Class C3), a retirement village of up to 150 units (Use Class C2) and care home (Use Class C2) together with a primary school, local centre, cafe and country park with associated car parking and landscaping. The applicants describe the proposed development as ‘Stonehouse Park’.
The site is located to the south of Sevenoaks Road and Knockholt railway station in the Parish of Halstead. The total site area is 59.2 hectares. 

The 18-hole golf course opened in 1993 and closed in December 2017, following the sale of the site in 2012.  It is presently accessed by an access road from Sevenoaks Road to the now disused car park and hardstanding area. 

The site is characterised by scattered tree groups, various planting areas and three ponds, which are now largely dry due to the golf course closure. The north-western corner of the site includes a small portion of the Halstead Hill Shaws Ancient Woodland which comprises ancient hedgerows and a number of trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) group 74/003A/TPO.   The north-eastern corner of the site is also covered by a TPO group 70/003A/TPO.  Two veteran trees are present on the site, although one has fallen due to its age.
A Public Right of Way (PRoW) (Footpath SR61) runs from London Road through the site to Cadlocks Hill to the east.  This footpath also connects to PRoWs SR62 and SR63, located towards the west of Cadlocks Hill, and runs through the site connecting to Public Footpath SR724 along the southern boundary of the site.  In addition, several informal footpaths have developed across the site over time, formed by regular informal public use during the period since the site’s disuse.   

The following two photographs show the site and its surroundings:
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Former Broke Hill Golf Club and the surrounding area

Source – Google Maps

[See next page]
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Former Broke Hill Golf Club and immediate surroundings

Source – Google Maps

2. Relevant Planning History

Prior to the closure of the Golf Club, the site’s planning history comprised applications concerned with the establishment and operation of the Golf Club. The site was in agricultural use prior to its development as a golf course.  
The most significant planning application since the closure of the Golf Club was the following application, also submitted by Quinn Estates Ltd.

Planning Application Reference 19/02616/OUT

Outline application for residential development of up to 800 dwellings, incl. affordable housing units and self-build plots; retirement care community for up to 180 C2 units; primary school hub with associated sports facilities/outdoor space; sports hub incl. rugby and hockey pitches with separate car park and clubhouse areas; 2 ha of commercial B1 use; local centre incl. commercial, retail & community facilities and undercroft car parking for Knockholt station; country park/open space incl. landscaping, infrastructure & groundworks; with all matters reserved except for access.  
This application was Refused Planning Permission by the District Council on 29 January 2021, and the full Officer’s report regarding the proposals is attached to these Objections as Annex 2, and the Decision Notice is attached as Annex 3.

The applicant lodged an Appeal against the District Council’s decision on 15 April 2021 and a Public Inquiry was held between 26 October and 5 November 2021.  The Inspector dismissed the Appeal on 31 January 2022.  The key parts of the Inspector’s Decision Letter are attached as Annex 1 to these Objections. 
Each of the documents set out as Annexes to these Objections are of continuing and significant relevance to the consideration of this current planning application and for the reasons set out at Part 8 – of these Objections, are therefore submitted to support and provide further justification for the Parish Council’s Objections to this application.    
3.  The Site and its Green Belt Designation 
In the adopted Sevenoaks Core Strategy Development Plan (adopted 22 February 2011), the site is wholly within the designated Metropolitan Green Belt, as it extends over this part of Sevenoaks District, and this is shown on the following extract from the adopted Policies Map (February 2015).
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Extract from Sevenoaks District Interactive Policies Map (February 2015)
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            Sevenoaks District Policies Map – Notation Panel (2015)
Green Belt Assessment
The District Council has undertaken a Green Belt Assessment as part of the evidence base for the preparation of its new Local Plan.  The Council submitted its previous Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft for Examination in April 2019, along with the Green Belt Assessment (Stage 1) (prepared by Arup in 2017) as part of the evidence base for the Local Plan.  Following the first two weeks of Examination hearings in October 2019, the Inspector raised concerns regarding legal compliance around Duty to Co-operate processes and issues of soundness. The issues relating to Duty to Co-operate subsequently led to the withdrawal of the Local Plan. In a letter to the Council, the Inspector covers the areas of the Local Plan which she thought could have been the subject of concern, had the Examination process continued. Amongst these concerns was the scale and granularity of the Green Belt Assessment. 
The Council has since undertaken further work on the preparation of the new Local Plan, updating its evidence base documents where necessary. This has included a Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment (prepared by Arup in September 2023).  Section 1.3 of the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment states that:

“SDC is now preparing a new Local Plan, updating evidence base documents where necessary. As explored later in Section 3, the Stage 1 GBA is considered a robust evidence base, which assesses the performance of the entirety of the Sevenoaks Green Belt against the NPPF Green Belt purposes. Therefore, the Stage 1 GBA study is considered extant and the findings from the Stage 1 GBA on the recommended areas of Green Belt to be further considered have been drawn forward into the identification of sub-areas for this Stage 2 study. However, to address previous concerns about relying only on the scale of the parcels assessed at Stage 1 of the GBA, this Stage 2 GBA takes a more granular and comprehensive approach to identifying sub-areas for assessment (as set out in Section 3). It not only sub-divides the Stage 1 GBA recommended areas where appropriate but also identifies additional sub-areas for assessment. The additional sub-areas are based on promoted sites and areas recommended for further consideration (Stage 1) that touch the boundary of settlements in Sevenoaks. In this Stage 2 GBA, all proposed sub-areas were filtered to remove land subject to major policy constraints and sub-area boundaries were defined in relation to NPPF requirements.”

The Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment therefore continues to be considered as a robust part of the Local Plan evidence base, which assesses the performance of the entirety of the Sevenoaks Green Belt against the NPPF Green Belt purposes. 
Within the District Council’s Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment, the site forms part of Green Belt Parcel 76 (as shown below) which includes all designated Green Belt land to the south of Knockholt railway station including this application site.
[See next page]
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  Sevenoaks District Council - Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment – Parcels for Assessment
  (Arup) (2017)

The full assessment of Parcel 76 in relation to the NPPF criteria, with accompanying photographs, as set out in the Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment report, is set out below.  (It should be noted that the assessment does not consider Purpose 5 of the NPPF criteria, which is “to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land” as this is not applicable to designated Green Belt land within Sevenoaks District).   
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Description

The parcel is located 1o the south-east of Orpington, to the north-west of Sevenoaks, and
the south-west of Badgers Mount. The parcel surrounds alstead. It is bounded by the
District boundary and the edge of the Greater London large built-up area to the north and
north-west, by the A224 (Orpington Bypass / London Road) and the built-up area of Badgers.
Mount to the east, a topographical ridgeline to the south, and Starhill Road / Old London
Road / Rushmore Hill o the west.
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Photograph 1 View across flat fields towards 2 wooded area, looking south from
Pounds Lane in the centre of the parcel.

Photograph 2 View towards fields, looking south-west from Stonehouse Lane in the
eastof the parcel.
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Photograph 3 View towards residential properties and agricultural buildings, facing
South-west from Stonehouse Lane in the north of the parcel

Photograph 4 View towards fields, facing north from Stonehouse Lane in the north of
the parcel
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Parcel 76 is identified above as performing Strongly in respect of the four purposes of the Green Belt in Sevenoaks District. 
This Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment constitutes the most recent and comprehensive assessment of the Green Belt in Sevenoaks District (in contrast to the applicant’s own ‘Green Belt Assessment’ report and ‘Grey Belt Assessment’).   Importantly, the assessment of Parcel 76, as set out in full above, confirms that the designated Green Belt land within that parcel and including the entirety of the application site performs strongly in relation to purposes 1, 2 and 3, with this particular parcel not serving Purpose 4.  (Given that these purposes of Green Belt designation are set at a national level and apply to all areas of Green Belt in England, there is no requirement for Green Belt to serve all of the five purposes, and the local interpretation and consideration of how these purposes apply at the local level is essential, and in the case of this development proposal this is of critical importance).

Conversely, the applicant’s own Green Belt Assessment is confined to Section 4 (pages 12-15) of the Green Belt Assessment report (Iceni, August 2025) and the following extracts from Section 7 of the Planning Statement (Iceni, July 2025):
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To provide a more detailed and up-to-date analysis than the Counci's broader parcel-wide
assessment, the Green Belt Assessment has undertaken a site-specific assessment of the
application site against the purposes of Green Belt in the context of the latest policy and guidance.
The table below sets out the assessment of the contribution that the site makes to the five purposes
of the Green Bett, alongside the assessed harm to the Green Belt purposes as a result of the release
of the site from the Green Belt and its subsequent development

Table 7.1 Conclusions in relation to Green Belt purposes
Contribution to Green Belt purposes Harm to Green Belt Purposes

Purpose a Purpose a

Purpose b Purpose b
Purpose ¢

Purpose ¢

Purpose d [None [

Purpose e Purpose e
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From table 9.1 it s clear that the application site does not contribute strongly to purpose (a), (b)
and (d) of the Green Belt. In coming to this conclusion, the assessment concludes that the site makes
‘amoderate contribution to Green Belt purpose (a) due to s proximity to Greater London. However,
the site is well-contained by existing development and defined by robust boundaries, which would
effectively limit any potential sprawl and contain the proposed development. Furthermore, it only
‘makes a weak contribution towards purpose (b) due to it forming a very small part of a wider gap
between the towns of Orpington and Sevenoaks, without making any contribution towards their visual
separation. With regard to purpose (d), the site does not adjoin nor is it located within the setting of
ahistoric town and as such it does make any contribution towards this purpose.



  

Note – the reference to ‘table 9.1’ in the above extract is an error and should read ‘table 7.1’.
This ‘more detailed and up-to-date analysis’ does not constitute a robust Green Belt Assessment, either of the application site itself or of the wider environs in which the application site sits.  In fact, it is less detailed in its assessment.
	Halstead Parish Council consider that the Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment, and its specific assessment of Parcel 76, continues to be a robust assessment of the land that includes this application site, and that full account should be taken of its relevant findings and conclusions, as set out in full above. 


It is also important at this point to reiterate the Inspector’s conclusions on the impact of the previous development proposals on the Green Belt, as set out at paragraphs 30-34 of his decision letter (see also Annex 1), and as set out below with the key points that continue to be relevant to the determination of this application being emphasised:

30.  Whilst Inquiry time was spent in debating the use of the words ‘town’, ‘village’ or ‘hamlet’ with reference to the Arup report as a means of coming to an understanding of Paragraph 138b), a holistic view of the proposed scheme is that its overriding impact would be to morph the settlement pattern to the detriment of openness. In my opinion this is something which the Framework’s Green Belt policies seek to resist.

31.  Although a large part of the site was a golf course it still retains the essential character of its former use as fields, apart from the site of the clubhouse and car park. The site retains perimeter hedgerows and tree belts within the site. This is in contrast to the scale and massing of development proposed which represents significant encroachment into the countryside.

32.  Whilst the appellant places weight on the conclusions of the Green Belt report, even this recognises ‘that a combination of factors including the former use, the extent of urbanising influences along London Road and existing sprawl along Stonehouse Lane, London Road and Cadlocks Hill would detract from the rural nature of the site’. These concerns would be exacerbated by the scale of the appeal scheme in leading to further reductions in openness. 

33.  I do not agree with the appellant’s description on the extent of the scheme’s impact on the physical openness of the Green Belt as ‘moderate to limited’. The appeal scheme would result in definitional harm to the Green Belt and by reason of its inappropriateness to other harms through the activities which would arise on the site. There would be substantial harm.

34.  For the above reasons, I conclude on this main issue that the appeal scheme would be in conflict with Policy L01 which seeks to direct new development to existing settlements and Policy L08 which seeks to preserve the extent of the Green Belt. Furthermore, the nature of the proposal is in conflict with Paragraph 137 of the Framework which identifies that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Of the 5 purposes included in Paragraph 138, the scheme would undermine a) and c) which seek to restrict the sprawl of large built-up areas and assist in safeguarding of the countryside from encroachment.”

None of these over-riding concerns have been removed or reduced by the current application, or by recent changes to national policy, and it is the Parish Council’s view that the proposals will also lead to substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt in this part of the District.  

	It is Halstead Parish Council’s case that the application site comprises an important part of the long-established, designated Green Belt within the Halstead area, and that it continues to fulfil the purposes for its designation as highlighted above. 


National Green Belt Policy
The latest version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 7 February 2025, which includes a minor update to the version published on 12 December 2024.  Accompanying Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was published on 27 February 2025.
The NPPF (2025) introduced the concept of ‘Grey Belt’ and changes to what is considered appropriate development.  ‘Grey Belt’ is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as follows:

“For the purposes of plan-making and decision-making, ‘Grey Belt’ is defined as:
▪ land in the Green Belt comprising previously developed land and/or any other land that, in either case, does not strongly contribute to any of purposes (a),    (b), or (d) in paragraph 143. ‘Grey belt’ excludes land where the application     of the policies relating to the areas or assets in footnote 7 (other than Green   Belt) would provide a strong reason for refusing or restricting development.” 
The NPPF confirms (at paragraph 155) that the development of homes, commercial and other development in the Green Belt should not be regarded as inappropriate where all of the following apply: 
“▪ a. The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan; 
 ▪ b. There is demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed;
 ▪ c. The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 of this Framework; and 
 ▪ d. Where applicable the development proposed meets the ‘Golden Rules’ requirements set out in paragraphs 156 – 157 below.” 
Therefore, land which is ‘Grey Belt’ is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt subject to meeting the other requirements set out at paragraph 155.  
Paragraph 156 states that where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed on sites in the Green Belt subject to a planning application, the following contributions (‘Golden Rules’) should be made: 
“▪ a. affordable housing which reflects either: 
(i) development plan policies produced in accordance with paragraphs 67-68 of this Framework; or 
(ii) until such policies are in place, the policy set out in paragraph 157 below;
 ▪ b. necessary improvements to local or national infrastructure; and 
 ▪ c. the provision of new, or improvements to existing, green spaces that are accessible to the public. New residents should be able to access good quality green spaces within a short walk of their home, whether through on-site provision or through access to offsite spaces.” 
Paragraph 157 notes that before development plan policies for affordable housing are updated in line with the NPPF, the affordable housing contribution required to satisfy the ‘Golden Rules’, is 15% above the highest existing affordable housing requirement which would otherwise apply to the development, subject to a cap of 50%. 
Paragraph 158 notes that a development which complies with the Golden Rules should be given significant weight in favour of the grant of permission.  However, it is the Parish Council’s view that before the ‘Golden Rules’ are taken into consideration, the case must be made for this Green Belt site to be developed.  
The Parish Council does not consider that the applicant has made such a case, and that this application has been put forward without sufficient justification. Indeed, the applicant’s Green Belt Assessment report (prepared by Iceni in August 2025), and the extent of the applicant’s Green Belt assessment is contained in the extracts from Section 7 of the Planning Statement that are reproduced above contrast with the methodology and detailed assessments of the District Council’s Green Belt Assessment work, undertaken by Arup.   
Importantly, the PPG states that in the assessment of Green Belt land to identify ‘Grey Belt’ land, where ‘Grey Belt’ is identified, it does not automatically follow that it should be allocated for development, released from the Green Belt or for development proposals to be approved in all circumstances. The contribution that Green Belt land makes to Green Belt purposes is one consideration in making decisions about Green Belt land. Such decisions should also be informed by an overall application of the relevant policies in the NPPF (our emphasis). It sets out a guide to the assessment of the contributions that land makes to the purposes of the Green Belt, under three categories of Strong, Moderate and Weak or None.
Crucially, the PPG also goes on to state that an assessment of Green Belt will (alongside other considerations) inform the determination of applications which involve reaching a judgement as to whether proposals utilise ‘Grey Belt’ land and whether development of the site would fundamentally undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area.
Where ‘Grey Belt’ sites are not identified in existing plans or Green Belt assessments, it is expected that authorities should consider evidence, in light of this guidance, on:

· whether the site strongly contributes to the Green Belt purposes a, b or d; and

· whether the application of policies to areas and assets of particular importance identified in footnote 7 to the NPPF (other than Green Belt) provide a strong reason to restrict development; and

· whether development of the site would fundamentally undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area, as set out in national policy and this guidance.

It is the Parish Council’s case in these representations that the site does not constitute ‘Grey Belt’ land, as the Council’s Green Belt Assessment demonstrates that the site and its surroundings within Parcel 76 perform strongly in respect of the three purposes (a, b and c) of the Green Belt in this part of Sevenoaks District, and that if this proposal is approved, the development of the site will, without doubt, fundamentally undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt areas that lie to the east, west and south of the application site, and which are clearly shown on the extract from the District Council’s Policies Map above.
The application site constitutes an integral part of that much wider Green Belt area, and if the proposed development of this site is approved, it will serve as an unfortunate precedent for further such speculative development proposals on other parcels of land that lie within this part of Sevenoaks district.  This could lead to the consequent unplanned erosion of the wider Green Belt area and is in contrast to a plan-led approach to meeting the district’s housing needs.  It is for the emerging new Sevenoaks Local Plan to determine how and where such needs will be met, after a comprehensive Green Belt Assessment, a rigorous site-selection process and an accompanying Sustainability Appraisal.  None of these requirements are met by this speculative proposal, which does not address any of those considerations. 
The application has been put forward at this time on the premise that the site is now a ‘Grey Belt’ site.  It is the Parish Council’s case that the relevant PPG guidance, as set out above, is clear that where ‘Grey Belt’ is identified, it does not automatically follow that it should be allocated for development, released from the Green Belt or for development proposals to be approved in all circumstances. Decisions should be informed by an overall application of the relevant policies in the NPPF, and it is the Parish Council’s case that the development of the site would fundamentally undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the area.  There is no case for the approval of these proposals, either as a ‘Grey Belt’ site or in respect of the Very Special Circumstances necessary for development in the designated Green Belt.  It is clear, and has already been confirmed by the previous Appeal decision, that the proposals constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt and should be rejected for that principal reason.  
Furthermore, the closure of the Golf Club, the demolition of the clubhouse and the abandonment of any use at the site does not constitute, in any way, a justification that the site has now become ‘Grey Belt’.  The applicant’s actions since the closure of the Golf Club have manifestly been with the sole intention of redeveloping the site for unsustainable forms of development that are incompatible with the site’s position within the designated Green Belt, as shown by the submission of the previous application in 2019, which was dismissed on appeal in 2022, and now the submission of this current application.  

Halstead Parish Council do not accept the statements at paragraphs 10.31-10.36 in the conclusions to the applicant’s Planning Statement that:

“10.31 It is the applicants’ view that the application site and proposed development amount to qualifying grey belt and therefore the development is “not inappropriate” in terms of national Green Belt policy. Accordingly, the policy assessment outlined in Paragraph 153 should not be engaged.

10.32 In the event that a decision taker disagreed with this   view and determined that the development amounted to inappropriate development, Paragraph 153 would be engaged and in the above planning balance exercise, a decision taker would be required to attribute substantial weight to harm to the Green Belt, which would necessarily include both harm to purposes, and harm to its openness. 

10.33 The applicants’ view is that under this scenario, the harm to Green Belt purposes is at the lower end of the scale based on our assessment summarised in Table 9.1 of this Statement and the assessment work undertaken in the Green Belt Assessment. 

10.34 As set out in the submitted Green Belt Impact Assessment, the proposed development will inevitably impact the openness of the Green Belt, with an overall level of harm being assessed as moderate. However, this harm must be viewed in the context of the site and its surroundings. The application 

site is well-contained by natural and built-up boundaries including tall hedgerows and existing development.  The site also contains some previously developed land (‘PDL’) in the form of hardstanding around the former car park and club house.  Given the characteristics of the site – including its strong containment, neighbouring development, and the opportunity for effective landscape mitigation – the impact on openness would be limited to the immediate site, with views from the surrounding Green Belt limited. 

10.35 Notwithstanding the Green Belt harm being at the low-moderate levels identified, in accordance with Paragraph 153 of the Framework, substantial negative weight would need to be attributed to these factors in the above planning balance.

10.36 However, it is considered that the benefits of the scheme outlined above, significantly including the delivery of market and affordable housing and specialist older persons housing in the context of substantial, demonstrable unmet needs now and in the future, would outweigh the harms, even with Green Belt harm taken into account, alongside the harms identified above.  The proposed development also meets the Golden Rules as demonstrated in Section 9 of this Planning Statement, and therefore significant weight should be applied in favour of granting planning permission in this context, in accordance with Paragraph 158 of the NPPF.  Therefore, even if a decision taker concluded the development to amount to inappropriate development in the Green Belt, the material planning considerations weighing in favour of granting planning permission in this case clearly outweigh the harm to such magnitude to amount to amount to there being very special circumstances to justify the scheme being permitted.”

	Halstead Parish Council considers that such conclusions are not based on objective assessments of the application site’s position and function within the designated Green Belt, nor with the conclusions reached by the Inspector on the Appeal dismissed in respect of the previous proposals.  The Inspector concluded (at paragraph 157 of his decision letter) that “…set against these benefits would be harms to the Green Belt including definitional harm, harm to its essential purposes and harm to openness arising from the proposed scheme” and (at paragraph 159)  that “Overall, I conclude that the harm caused in this case would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits identified when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. As such the proposed development does not benefit from the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development.”  These conclusions are not addressed by the current proposals and its supporting reports and remain as strong reasons for the rejection of these proposals. It is the Parish Council’s case that the site continues to fulfil purposes a), b), c) and d) (or 1,2,3 and 4) as set out in the NPPF at paragraph 143 for the site’s designation within the Green Belt and that none of the criteria for the site’s consideration as a ‘Grey Belt’ site are satisfied.  The site is therefore not “qualifying Grey Belt” as cited by the applicant.

Furthermore, the Parish Council strongly believes that, if this site is considered as a ‘Grey Belt’ site, then it would fundamentally undermine the purposes (when taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan, and clearly most significantly in the areas to the west of Halstead and south of Knockholt but also at many similar locations within Sevenoaks District.  It would establish a precedent which could lead to the incremental loss of similar parcels of Green Belt land close to the edge of lower order settlements (in the District Council’s settlement hierarchy), and with a progressive and highly detrimental increase in patterns of unsustainable development across the District.  

The Parish Council also do not accept that the Very Special Circumstances and benefits of the scheme that are described in the Planning Statement and other reports are of such weight to justify the development of this site which, although comprising some differing benefits to the previous proposals, quite clearly did not outweigh the harms caused by the appeal proposals and which again do not outweigh the demonstrable harms caused by these proposals.  The Parish Council considers that the proposals are ill-conceived and have only been brought forward to seek to take advantage of the revision to national policy which has introduced the concept of ‘Grey Belt’, but which is demonstrably not applicable to this site.  The proposals should be Refused Planning Permission. 


4.  The Adopted Sevenoaks Core Strategy Development Plan
In the adopted Sevenoaks Core Strategy Development Plan, the following policies are relevant to the determination of this application:

· L01 Distribution of Development 

· L08 The Countryside and the Rural Economy 

· SP1 Design of new development  

· SP2 Sustainable Development  

· SP3 Provision of Affordable Housing 

· SP5 Housing Size and Type 

· SP7 Density of Housing Development 

· SP9 Infrastructure Provision 

· SP10 Green Infrastructure, Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision 

· SP11 Biodiversity  
Further policies in the adopted Allocations and Development Management DPD (2015) are relevant to its determination, including:  

· SC1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

· EN1 Design Principles 

· EN2 Amenity Protection 

· EN7 Noise Pollution 

· GI 1 Green Infrastructure and New Development 

· GI 2 Loss of Open Space 

· T1 Mitigating Travel Impact 

· T2 Parking 

· T3 Provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Points 
The policies contained in the adopted Core Strategy DPD and the Allocations and Development Management DPD to be used by the District Council for development management purposes for the period extending to 2026, until such time as they are replaced by the new Local Plan (which is now in course of preparation).
The key Core Strategy policies concerning the principle of development at this site are Policies LO1 and LO8. 

Policy LO1 states in part that: 

‘Development will be focused within the built confines of existing settlements… 

…In other locations priority will be given to protecting the rural character of the District. Development will only take place where it is compatible with policies for protecting the Green Belt…’.
The site is set fully within the Green Belt and is not set within the urban confines of any existing village. The site is around one mile north of Halstead village and 2.5 miles south-east of Orpington. There is a linear arrangement of large residential dwellings off London Road and Watercroft Road towards the east of the site. To the south of the site there are various cultivated plots of land, and to the west the boundary is formed by Stonehouse Lane. The closest village settlements and urban confines are a handful of small settlements, namely Pratt’s Bottom towards the west, Badgers Mount towards the east, Halstead towards the south and Knockholt Pound further south. As such, the site does not adjoin nor is related to any existing settlements. It is an isolated site in the countryside. Whilst the application site is located within relatively close proximity to Knockholt train station it still has low public transport accessibility and is remote from any other shopping, community or other facilities.  The proposals conflict with the principles of Policy LO1.

In the Officers’ report to the Council’s Planning Committee (see Annex 2), it was noted that “whilst it is acknowledged that the housing provision figure referred to the in information preceding Policy LO1 is out of date, the general thrust of the policy, to focus development within the built confines of existing settlements and to protect the Green Belt, remains consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)”. 

Policy LO8 states ‘the extent of the Green Belt will be maintained’.  As noted above, the site continues to perform strongly in respect of the purposes of the Green Belt and the proposals are in conflict with this policy.
It is also important to note the Inspector’s conclusions at paragraphs 151 and 152 of his decision letter, with regard to the previous proposals (see also Annex 1): 

“151.  Policy L01 still carries significant weight as it is predicated on the principles underpinning the Framework in seeking to direct new development to sites in line with the hierarchy of existing settlements in the District. The fact that it was predicated on a smaller housing target does not undermine its importance in this regard. For this reason, I accord the degree of conflict between the appeal scheme and the policy substantial weight.

152.  Policy L08 seeks to protect the Green Belt and AONB from new development.  These aspects are in line with the Framework although it seeks to go beyond Paragraph 174 in seeking to protect the countryside for its own sake. Whilst these aspects of the policy are only partially consistent with the Framework those regarding the Green Belt are. For this reason, I accord the degree of conflict between the appeal scheme and the policy significant weight.”

	Halstead Parish Council consider that the current application proposals are in conflict with Policies LO1 and LO8, and that the circumstances since the previous application proposals were dismissed on Appeal, in part due to their conflict with these adopted policies, have not changed and that the current proposals should again be Refused Planning Permission accordingly. 


5.  The Emerging Sevenoaks District Local Plan
The District Council has recently published its Regulation 18 draft new Local Plan for consultation, which runs from 23 October to 11 December 2025. The new Local Plan will cover the period between 2027 and 2042, and will include potential development sites to meet the Government’s increased local housing requirement for Sevenoaks District of 17,175 new homes.

It sets out the following proposed Development Strategy to meet that requirement:

Development Strategy 

1.9. The Council’s strategy is to meet development needs in sustainable locations. The first Regulation 18 consultation focused on opportunities in existing settlements and the second Regulation 18 considered the potential contribution of Green Belt land adjacent to higher-tier settlements. This third Regulation 18 consultation focuses on a broader range of settlements, outside the National Landscape. Green Belt boundaries will only be amended where all other reasonable alternatives have been fully examined, including opportunities in neighbouring authorities

1.11 The second Regulation 18 consultation (winter 2023/24) broadened the growth strategy beyond settlement boundaries, since it was clear that the District was unable to meet its needs within the existing urban areas. It considered the potential contribution of Green Belt land, based on a Stage Two Green Belt Assessment (2023) which focused in finer grain detail on the areas adjacent to eight higher-tier settlements (towns and service settlements) 

•  Towns - Sevenoaks, Swanley, Edenbridge and Westerham 

•  Service Settlements – Otford, New Ash Green, Hartley and West Kingsdown 

Development in and around these eight settlements was considered to be sustainable, since these higher tier settlements support a range of existing services and facilities. However, none of the Local Plan growth options considered within this previous consultation sought to meet the new local housing need figure, and therefore an amended development strategy is now required. 

Development Strategy and Grey Belt 

This Plan sets out two development scenarios or growth options or spatial strategies. Both of these options include sites which were found to be suitable through the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) process, including sites within settlements and on the edge of higher-tier settlements, in the Green Belt. The growth strategy focuses on: 

Urban sites (i.e. within existing settlement confines, at optimised density) 

Previously Developed Land (PDL) or Brownfield land (either within or adjacent to a settlement) 

Poorly-performing Green Belt, now known as ‘grey belt’ (adjacent to a higher tier settlement or train station). 

The concept of ‘grey belt’ was introduced through the NPPF (2024) and is defined as follows: 

Grey belt: land in the Green Belt comprising previously developed land and/or any other land that, in either case, does not strongly contribute to any of purposes* (a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143 (copied below). ‘Grey belt’ excludes land where the application of the policies relating to the areas or assets in footnote 7 (e.g. National Landscapes) would provide a strong reason for refusing or restricting development. 

*Green Belt purposes: a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns The NPPF states that “Where it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should give priority to previously developed land, then consider grey belt which is not previously developed, and then other Green Belt locations” (paragraph 148). The Council has followed this approach. 

The Council has undertaken a further Green Belt assessment to identify grey belt in the District. Due to the dispersed settlement pattern in this area, with many smaller settlements, villages and hamlets, much of the Green Belt in the District can be identified as grey belt (as the effect of the definition of grey belt is now to focus Green Belt protection on land near towns and large built-up areas). Only eight Green Belt assessment parcels have been identified as being not grey belt and these are located in the strategic gap between Swanley and Hextable, at the edge of Greater London near Pratt’s Bottom and in Otford. 

However, for grey belt to be considered for allocation and development, it needs to be situated in a sustainable location, with particular reference to public transport accessibility, as set out in NPPF para. 148. The settlement hierarchy has recently been updated, to provide an audit of all the services and facilities in the different tiers of settlement across the District. 

This evidence has been used to identify which settlements are sustainable and have the potential to future accommodate growth. Sevenoaks town, as the District’s principal town, will be expected to accommodate the greatest level of growth, followed sequentially by the District’s other three towns (Swanley, Edenbridge and Westerham). The next tier down (service settlements) will be the focus for more modest growth, together with settlements, outside the National Landscape, where there is good public transport accessibility (i.e. a train station). 

Principal Town   Sevenoaks Urban Area (including Bessels Green, Chipstead, Dunton Green, and Riverhead) 

Towns - Swanley, Edenbridge, Westerham* 

Primary Service Settlements - Hartley, Otford*, New Ash Green 

Secondary Service Settlements - West Kingsdown, Eynsford*, Seal*, Kemsing*, South Darenth, Pratts Bottom, Hextable 

Train stations (outside National Landscape) - Knockholt, Leigh, Penshurst (Chiddingstone Causeway) 

(*Settlements fully or partially within the National Landscape - only PDL or within settlement sites considered in National Landscape. 

The intention of the development strategy is to seek to focus major growth outside of the National Landscape (AONB), since there is a statutory duty to seek to further the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of National Landscapes. Further, for major development, the NPPF provides that planning permission should be refused other than in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public interest (paragraph 190). The NPPF requires the identification and prioritisation of less important “grey belt” land, and National Landscape areas are excluded from the definition of grey belt, where the application of policies relating to the National Landscape designation would provide a strong reason for restricting or refusing development. This is not to say that grey belt cannot be identified in the National Landscape, and there may be instances where the National Landscape would not provide a strong reason for restricting development, for example in relation to the redevelopment of a brownfield or urban site. However, at the site allocations stage, there is usually more limited information available than at a planning application stage and it can be challenging to be able to come to an assessment of the impact on the National Landscape, when full scheme details are unknown. Therefore, a proportionate and sequential approach is proposed, initially considering urban and brownfield, but not greenfield, locations in the National Landscape. This approach has been discussed with the two AONB Units in the area. 

The two options within this consultation are: 

Option 1:  Baseline suitable sites 

Option 2:  Baseline suitable sites plus stand-alone settlement in a single location (Pedham Place) 

The two options revolve around the inclusion or exclusion of Pedham Place, a greenfield site which is located in both the Green Belt and National Landscape, and whether it is preferable to exclude this development and not meet full need, or to meet full need by including this single strategic site in the National Landscape. 

It is acknowledged that Option 2 would have an impact on the National Landscape. We have undertaken additional landscape and visual assessment to understand the impact of development in the National Landscape, testing an option which disperses growth on medium-sized sites on the edge of three settlements (Sevenoaks, Westerham and West Kingsdown), and an option which concentrates growth in one location within National Landscape (Pedham Place). Our evidence* suggests that the latter strategy is the least impactful approach to accommodating development needs in the National Landscape and the most capable of accommodating mitigation and supporting strategic infrastructure. 

(*Footnote link to Sevenoaks landscape and visual evidence | Sevenoaks District Council)l
NPPF paragraph 146 states that exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release include where an authority cannot meet its identified need for homes by other means; and that in that case, authorities should review Green Belt boundaries and propose Green Belt alterations to meet needs in full, unless the review provides clear evidence that doing so would fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt, when considered across the area of the plan. The Council does not consider that either Option 1 or Option 2 would have that effect.

 Policy ST1 - A Balanced Strategy for Growth 

1)  This Plan seeks to deliver a balanced strategy for ‘good growth’ over a fifteen year period to 2042, as outlined on the Key Diagram, and aims to ensure that a minimum of 1,145 dwellings pa, together with 40,400 sqm of employment floorspace is developed, supported by strategic infrastructure and services. 

2)  Development should be focused within the boundaries of existing settlements, including building at optimised densities and prioritising the use of previously developed ‘brownfield land’. There will be a particular focus on sites that are close to services and facilities and/or well-connected by public transport, walking and cycling. Major schemes will be required to demonstrate they have made best and most efficient use of land, deliver social value and take account of all relevant evidence base documents. 

3)  Development proposals will be expected to comply with the place-making proposals and priorities listed in the supporting text and Neighbourhood Plans. 

4)  The main towns within the District – Sevenoaks, Swanley and Edenbridge, will sequentially be the focus for development, having regard to their role and function, with more moderate development within the Service Settlements. There will be small-scale limited development and infilling in villages and hamlets. 

5)  Sustainable patterns of development will be promoted by amending Green Belt boundaries only in ‘exceptional circumstances’, where ‘Grey Belt’ sites have been identified which have good access to services and facilities, including public transport, and their release has limited impact on the purposes of the Green Belt. This is likely to be on the edge of higher-tier settlements, adjacent to train stations and/or a free-standing settlement. 

6)  Development within the National Landscape (previously AONB) will be limited to that which can be accommodated whilst still conserving and enhancing its key characteristics, this being mostly small-scale, only promoting larger proposals.”
Although no substantive weight can yet be given to the emerging new Local Plan’s strategy and draft policies, it is important to note that the Regulation 18 draft Plan contains no proposals (under either Option 1 or Option 2) for any significant new development in Halstead Parish and no proposals for the release of the application site for development.  Halstead village is not identified as a suitable sustainable settlement for accommodating any major growth, and certainly not of the scale being proposed by these speculative and ill-conceived proposals.
	The Parish Council hopes that the District Council will take account of the emerging new Local Plan in its assessment of the application proposals, which if approved would be developed during the period to be covered by the new Local Plan and which are wholly contrary to the proposed development strategy contained in the emerging Plan. 


6.  Sustainability
Halstead Parish is not a sustainable location for development of the scale being proposed by this application. There are relatively few local amenities and services, with a Village Store, a Community Primary School and Nursery, St. Margaret’s Parish Church, and a Village Hall.  There are local bus services to Orpington, Green Street Green and Knockholt, and a limited service to Sevenoaks. 
The scale of development being proposed will almost double the population of the Parish, and will inevitably place a strain on the capacity of community infrastructure and services in Halstead, Knockholt and other surrounding areas.  Combined with travel to work journeys, shopping and leisure journeys, it is inevitable that most residents of the proposed development will be travelling by car, even to Knockholt railway station, for such purposes.  The necessity for such car-based journeys again demonstrates the fact that the Broke Hill site is not a sustainable location for a development of this scale, and will not be sustainable in the future with such clear reliance upon private car travel. 

As evident from the proposed Section 106 Heads of Terms, there are no improvements to local infrastructure arising from the development that will be of substantive benefit to residents of Halstead Parish and many of the proposed improvements to local public transport facilities can only be regarded as aspirational. 

7.  Traffic Generation

It is unlikely that Kent County Council will raise a technical highway objection to the proposed two accesses to the site from Sevenoaks Road  However, the District Council and the County Council should recognise that this speculative development will be amongst the largest new residential and commercial developments to be planned in the Halstead area, and the impacts of the traffic generation associated with the development will have significant impacts upon the local highway network in the immediate area.
The applicant’s Transport Assessment (Charles & Associates – July 2025) states at paragraphs 4.1.5-4.1.10 that:

“4.1.5 The site is not without challenge, however. The primary issues in transport terms relate to existing peak hour traffic congestion on the surrounding network, limited levels of bus services and the quality of walk/cycle routes around the site. These challenges were identified at the outset of the project and have informed the Sustainable Accessibility Strategy (SAS), outlined in Vol 3 of this TA.
4.1.6 Direct, convenient and high-quality access to public transport services on Sevenoaks Road will follow seamlessly from the proposed development and will be a continuation of the infrastructure throughout the development site. Following on from this, desirable active travel routes have been provided into and throughout the surrounding areas to provide proposed residents of the development with safe and attractive facilities for more local trips.
4.1.7 With respect to the operation of the surrounding highway network it is evident that simply promoting a car dominant development of this scale would not be desirable or acceptable. It is important to note that simply trying to overcome highway capacity constraint to facilitate the proposed development would serve only to encourage car use for residents of the site and the surrounding communities. Whilst some mitigation may be necessary at critical locations, it is considered that the long-term solution is to facilitate and promote travel by sustainable modes wherever possible.
4.1.8 Given the locational opportunities outlined within this report it is considered the site can be delivered in a way that encourages travel by sustainable modes of transport. Furthermore, the site has the opportunity to act as a catalyst for wider modal shift benefits in the surrounding area through the delivery of a comprehensive Sustainable Accessibility Strategy (SAS).
4.1.9 This SAS will also seek to resolve existing shortcomings in public transport provision and active travel connections to/from the key employment, education and other amenity locations surrounding the site. 
4.1.10 Overall, it is considered that the site is a key opportunity to deliver much needed in housing for Sevenoaks district in a sustainable fashion that is aligned to current planning policy and follows best practice in terms of planning new developments whilst minimising traffic related impacts.”

The applicant is seeking to promote a ‘Sustainable Accessibility Strategy’ to encourage travel by sustainable modes, whilst acknowledging that there is already peak hour traffic congestion on the surrounding local road network, limited levels of bus services and low quality of the walk/cycle routes around the site. 
Objections to the Planning Application (PA)
1. The only roads which can be used to Access or Exit Broke Hill in Sevenoaks Road are: 

      A). Wheatsheaf Hill

      B). The A21 but only from the Bromley bound carriageway

      C). Old London Road from Badgers Mount Roundabout and the     contiguous London Road (which is then contiguous with Sevenoaks Road). Taking those same roads in turn: 

A. Wheatsheaf Hill. This is a very steep hill with a considerable change in elevation of approximately 20m (over 65 feet) in less than 200m ie a gradient of approximately 1-in-9 to 1-in-10. Buses are meant to be restricted to 1-in-12 hills maximum. It is also a narrow road with a very pronounced double “S” bends which severely restrict forward vision. Only approximately 70m or 35% of the Hill is straight. There is also an awkward obtuse angled approach from London Road at the bottom (as shown on Quinn’s drawing number 22-029-015). It is entirely unsuitable currently for buses, school coaches, and HGV’s and is, therefore, an even more serious safety risk if it has to cope with a large number of extra vehicles from Broke Hill and Fort Halstead. “Unsuitable For HGV” signs are at the top and bottom of the road. A recent Road Survey for HPC recorded the minimum road width as only 4.9m ie certainly not enough to allow buses or trucks to pass each other safely, particularly on the sharp bends. The maximum road width was recorded as 5.7m with an average of 5.47m ie well below the current minimum requirement for newly built A roads of 7.3m. Newly built B class roads must also be a minimum of 7.3m wide where HGV’s and buses regularly have to pass each other. The survey also identified the need to widen and realign the “bell mouths” where it joins London Road and Hewitts Roundabout. The narrowness and obtuse angled entry to the railway bridge from London Road means that buses or wide vehicles or those with an overhang, or “Rigid” 8 Wheelers and those towing a trailer or articulated semi-trailer need to cross the centre white line in order to negotiate the bends or enter the bridge “square -on”. Heavy construction traffic would simply exacerbate the situation. All of the above become much more serious in icy conditions and in the dark. There is no street lighting on Wheatsheaf Hill. Basically, Wheatsheaf Hill is not suitable for the task now let alone if Broke Hill is developed. The railway bridge weight limit must also be reassessed for multiple HGV and bus use from Broke Hill and Fort Halstead, including during any construction period.

B. The A21. Transport for London (TfL) have recently issued their report which states they will not be re-opening the closed off, right turn junction on the A21 into Sevenoaks Road (where there have been 3 fatal accidents, not the two quoted by Quinn). It is also the police’s preferred decision. This means that traffic bound for Broke Hill coming from London will have to carry on up to the dangerous and congested Hewitts Roundabout and either exit at Wheatsheaf Hill or go back down the Bromley bound carriageway of the A21 and turn left into Sevenoaks Road. However, this left turn is a dangerous hairpin bend with a very tight inclusive angle of 30 degrees and with the two further hazards of being on an adverse camber and a drop in levels. Cars, trucks and buses have to slow to walking pace to corner - resulting in vehicles bunching up behind on the A21 and consequent risk of rear end shunts.

Quinn have provided a plan, drawing number 41257/5501/031, to build a run-off lane from the A21 into Sevenoaks Road but it makes the problem worse. The run-off lane is required but the design proposed is seriously flawed and just makes the turning even more acute by moving left turning traffic closer to the kerb. Basically, the A21 junction is not suitable as a main access route into Broke Hill unless the right turn into Sevenoaks Road is re-opened SAFELY with traffic lights, a filter left lane of good design and average speed cameras etc.

C. Old London Road/London Road. Traffic bound for Broke Hill from any of the Hewitts Roundabout junctions could use Wheatsheaf Hill or the left turn off the A21 described above but with all the serious risks listed. 

The only adequate access route to Broke Hill in terms of carriage width is the Old London Road and contiguous London Road from Badgers Mount but unless one is coming from the Sevenoaks direction it means an additional 2-to-2.5-mile journey. Drivers coming from all other directions will just not take this option and will use Wheatsheaf Hill with all the dangers detailed above. However, Quinn’s massive footpath and cycle path proposals will restrict this otherwise one (and only) partially suitable road for access to Broke Hill.

Pedestrians and Cyclists:

Quinn’s proposals massively overstate the requirement for these two groups, important as they are. Furthermore, many of their suggestions are totally inappropriate for this general area and specifically around the 3 roads listed in A, B and C above e.g. to suggest pedestrians and cyclists should even go near Wheatsheaf Hill and Hewitts Roundabout shows a total lack of any local knowledge or understanding of the dangers and how those locations actually work. No amount of path and cycle lane construction will sufficiently reduce the risk and if it did there would be even more unwelcome traffic delays and many frustrated drivers.

Hewitts Roundabout and the A21 junction with Sevenoaks Road are the most accident-prone junctions by far to be found on crashmaps.co.uk. Quinn’s PA confirms 70 collisions in the 5 years of the study area - that is an appalling accident record. Despite the overwhelming mass of detail in Quinn’s PA they do not mention the dangerous fatal accident A21 junction at Stonehouse Lane. The islands in the centre of the road there are too narrow for a motorist to give the legally required “wide birth” to cyclists, resulting in the A21 traffic being forced to a halt. To force a main A road and Motorway feeder road to a halt in this way is totally unacceptable and potentially dangerous. Just as importantly, the enormous capital cost and ongoing maintenance costs of Quinns suggestions would be untenable. Currently neither TfL, LBB, SDC or KCC have the funds to maintain the existing paths and cycleways properly and this is highly unlikely to change. Hence the vast majority of local walkers and cyclists already avoid these areas knowing the risks. Despite many requests over the last 2 years or more no improvements have been made by TfL, LBB or SDC for the benefit of pedestrians or cyclists.
Car Drivers:

No matter how much Quinn focus on moving away from car journeys it will be essential for any residents of Broke Hill to retain their cars for the foreseeable future. The bus service is minimal and always vulnerable to cost cutting, including recently. Neither can it replace multiple journeys required by young families for nursery or secondary school, baby sitters, carers, out of school activities, shopping and health appointments etc.

Having Knockholt Rail Station opposite may be a lucky coincidence but is no panacea. Access to Platform 2 for Sevenoaks trains and beyond is not possible for the young, the elderly or those with mobility problems - the steps are very poorly designed. Building a new pedestrian bridge over the railway lines with mandatory lifts would be yet another major capital and maintenance cost and lack of platform space to build is a serious restriction.

Quinn is proposing to remove two or more sections of 17 (or 34?) car parking spaces in Sevenoaks Road used by train commuters, and yet everyone is trying to promote public transport, including Quinn! They also propose moving the bus stops further away from the station entrance, thereby making it more difficult to use the public transport for mobility restricted passengers.

Furthermore, the proposals also include moving one of the site entrances back to near where it was before the golf course was built. Thus, re-introducing a dangerous staggered crossroads at the station entrance, where Broke Hill residents and commuters will be rushing to catch their trains and buses. The existing main entrance to Broke Hill is better positioned and does not result in Broke Lodge; Station House or the multiple Travellers homes being exposed to so much noise and traffic movement (this is believed to be another reason for moving the golf club entrance to the current position).

CONCLUSION

a. Therefore, there are numerous “Severe Residual Impacts” listed above which give reason to refuse or prevent Planning Permission being given. 

b. Some of the causes of concern are not easily remedied without major further infrastructure changes e.g. a new road bridge over the railway at Wheatsheaf Hill and a new Knockholt Station passenger footbridge; a much enlarged and straighter Wheatsheaf Hill roadway; re-opening the A21 junction with Sevenoaks Road for right turning vehicles (but safely with traffic lights and average speed cameras etc.); major safety improvements to Hewitts Roundabout (e.g. traffic lights and a much simpler white line lane design); reducing the speed limit to 40mph on all local roads and 50mph on the M25 Spur; average speed cameras to force speeds down to the legal limit and get drivers out of “motorway speed mode” etc.  NB: Speeding is a major problem on all these roads.

c. Probably the biggest difficulty for Quinn in overcoming the “Severe Residual Impacts” (to get PP) is the multitude of different views held by Councils or Authorities involved in the area e.g., LBB. SDC, six Parish Councils or Wards, TfL, KCC and KCC Highways, National Highways, Metropolitan Police, Kent Police etc. 

d. For example, the Met do not want the A21 junction with Sevenoaks Road reopened and TfL do not want speed cameras or to pay the estimated £3m for the traffic lights (even without the cameras).

e. Therefore, if PP was ever given by SDC or the Government then any Section 106 agreements, infrastructure or similar would have to be completed and paid for by Quinn before they were allowed “to lay the first brick”. Otherwise, the multitude of authorities listed in point c. above would allow Quinn to exploit every weakness or loophole to their advantage. Even the police object to some of the speed limit reductions and, along with TfL, object to the introduction of speed cameras (but for different cost and enforcement reasons respectively). All those listed above are under severe financial pressure and will strongly resist any expenditure - and Quinn are unlikely to pay the full cost of all the necessary works.

f. In short, there is good reason and justification to oppose the Quinn Planning Application, for “Severe Residual Impacts” plus Transport and Access reasons, in addition to the major Green Belt or other objections.

g. If Quinn intend to continue with their application, they must first re-issue the whole Planning Application, correctly addressed throughout and with only those items that Quinn can control or directly influence listed. Then the local residents and businesses can more fairly re-assess the situation fully.

Much of the applicant’s Sustainable Accessibility Strategy can only be viewed as being aspirational, as it is unlikely to have any wider impacts beyond the site itself and will fail to address the wider challenges that are evident within the area.  The prospect of the development, at an unsustainable location, acting as a ‘catalyst’ for wider modal shift benefits in the surrounding area must be viewed as being extremely aspirational, if not fanciful, and simply masks the fact that the majority of journeys to/from the site will be made by car.  Contrary to the applicant’s belief, the traffic-related impacts arising from the development will only serve to exacerbate existing levels of traffic congestion in the area and will not bring any tangible benefits to public transport services in the area.  
	Halstead Parish Council considers that the increased traffic generation that will arise from the development will have significant adverse impacts through safety issues noise and disturbance upon the amenities of existing residents living in Halstead village, Knockholt village and the surrounding area, and lead to increased levels of traffic congestion in the area.  The Parish Council also considers that much of the applicant’s ‘Sustainable Accessibility Strategy’ is aspirational and will not lead to any significant modal shift to sustainable means of transport, such as improvements to local bus services.    


8.  Objections
Halstead Parish Council raises the following Objections to this application:

1. The proposals are in conflict with Policies LO1 (Distribution of Development) and LO8 (The Countryside and the Rural Economy), of the adopted Sevenoaks Core Strategy DPD (2011) due to their impacts upon the designated Green Belt and the rural area in which the application site is located, and where the scale and type of development being proposed is wholly inappropriate to the character of that area. Local comment: The density of housing in Halstead 13-15dph, this planning application is 35-50dph. The Retirement Village will be a dominant feature overlooking Watercroft Road residents. Several factors are against this development – electricity – on average 1 power cut per month in the London Road/Sevenoaks Road area lasting from 2-6 hours. WIFI service is seemingly, weather dependent and heavy or prolonged rain can result in no service. Connectivity is poor.
2. The proposals are in conflict with Policy SP5 (Housing Size and Type) of the adopted Sevenoaks Core Strategy DPD by promoting the development of a ‘retirement village’ of up to 150 units (Use Class C2) and a care home of up to 70 beds (Use Class C2) at an unsustainable location within the designated Green Belt, where access to local services, such as public transport services and health care, for residents and employees is restricted by virtue of the site’s location. Local comment: Retired people in Halstead love the village but report they can find it a bit isolating. They rely heavily on their cars to get them to medical appointments, shops and leisure facilities like the theatre, National gardens and restaurants. The highest priority is in being able to visit and receive guests, family and friends. The bus services are inadequate and exceptionally limited (1 school bus and 3 other buses from Orpington to Sevenoaks and return per day) and none on Sundays. The rail service is limited in its destinations and is not accessible to those with any sort of physical impairment or disability as the steps across the line are very steep. The health and care services are already very stretched which causes some stress for those waiting for treatment.

3. The application site is not considered to be ‘Grey Belt’ in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraphs 148 and 155) as the development proposals constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt, which if permitted would fundamentally undermine the purposes (when taken together) of the remaining Green Belt in the areas around Halstead, Knockholt and beyond. Local comment: in the Emerging Local Plan it states “for grey belt to be considered for allocation and development, it needs to be situated in a sustainable location with particular reference to public transport accessibility as set out in NPPF para148” Local people are all aware that without considerable transport/travel infrastructure improvements, Broke Hill is not a sustainable location.

4. The proposals fail to provide any significant community infrastructure improvements for the benefit of residents living within Halstead Parish and neighbouring Parishes, as evident from the proposed Section 106 Heads of Terms.  Local comment: The Quinn plan mentions many features for the proposed development but for all people, London or Kent, they will be deprived the openness and opportunity to enjoy the beautiful landscape from the PROW.
5. The proposals by virtue of the increased traffic generation that will result from the development will have significant adverse impacts through noise and disturbance upon the amenities of existing residents living in Halstead village, Badgers Mount and Knockholt village and the surrounding area, by virtue of the failure of the proposals to  secure any significant modal shift to sustainable means of transport, such as improvements to local bus services, with the consequential resultant dependence upon car travel for the majority of journeys to/from the development.    Local Knowledge: The combined villages of Halstead, Knockholt and Badgers Mount is 3,700 pop. The following chart (Statistics from ONS 2025) shows a very different picture to that proposed by Quinn Estates. Statistics from Office of National Statistics

Method of travel to work for Knockholt, Halstead & Badgers Mount 3,700 pop combined

	Work at/from home
	43.4%

	train
	 5.2%

	Bus
	 0.4%

	Taxi
	 0.5%

	Motorbike
	 0.5%

	Car/van
	43.1%

	Passenger in car
	 2.7%

	Bicycle
	0.5%

	On foot
	2.7%

	Underground/metro/tram
	0.4%

	Other method of travel
	0.8%

	
	


Those that work at places other than home 43.1% travel by car/van. The figures speak for themselves. Broke Hill is the wrong location to try to change the method of travel for any resident. The Emerging Local Plan, rightly asserts on page 288, note 10.10 “it is acknowledged that the rural areas face more transport challenges with a greater reliance on private vehicles” Such a “vision-led” aspirational strategy should be tested in a town area where it can be seen to work. Testing such a theory in a rural and unsuitable location is not the right way to proceed. 
6. The proposals constitute unsustainable development at a site 

     which has already been rejected by the District Council in its 

     assessment and identification of potential sites to meet the 
     District’s future housing and employment requirements, and 

     where previous proposals for the development of the site have 

been rejected as being unsustainable. Local comment: Halstead Parish Council, residents of this and other nearby villages, residents of many areas in the London Borough of Bromley value the Broke Hill estate for its wide range of trees, flora & fauna which has developed due to its ancient history of farming, particularly with orchards, and the development of this area through its former use as a Golf Course.  It is available through the network of PROW, to the general public and in particular to students training and being assessed for their Duke of Edinburgh Awards. These students come from Southwark, Tower Hamlets and many other London Boroughs. This is unique. To lose this open, green space would be to the detriment of many.
The Parish Council therefore request that these proposals be Refused Planning Permission by Sevenoaks District Council. 

Yours sincerely, Councillor Jean Peel, Chair, Halstead Parish Council 

Appendice A
The notes written on page 29 commencing under Objections to the Planning Application (PA) are the work of local residents who with local Politicians have for 2 years tried to improve safety at the junction of A21/Sevenoaks Road fatal accidents and other junctions relevant to Quinn’s PA.

1.
The PA is incorrectly and repeatedly addressed or identified as being in London Road but the site address is Sevenoaks Road. For the avoidance of doubt, Sevenoaks Road in this report is the section from the currently closed off junction on the A21 into Sevenoaks Road which then passes Knockholt Station.  The same contiguous road then becomes London Road – and further on changes yet again to Old London Road up to Badgers Mount roundabout. Badgers Mount roundabout is incorrectly addressed as Shacklands roundabout. The traffic movement surveys are, in many instances, incorrectly listed as London Road. Instead of Sevenoaks Road or vice-versa.

2.
The following photos show!) Standard UK distances are quoted in miles – why, in the Quinn PA are Kilometres use – and several are inaccurate.

3.
Wheatsheaf Hill photos show the steep hill, too narrow for many cars and certainly for HGVs, buses etc. No safety pavements for runners!

Signposts use miles in UK not kms!
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Wheatsheaf Hill 


[image: image15]

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 
[image: image16]

[image: image17]
Annex 1
Main body of text of Appeal Decision letter (Appeal Ref: APP/G2245/W/21/3273188) dated 31 January 2022
Key passages in this Decision Letter which are relevant to the consideration of the current application proposals are highlighted in this form, and should be considered as providing further support and justification for the Parish Council’s objections  

Appeal Decision

Inquiry Held from 26 October – 5 November 2021

Site visit made on 2 November 2021

by Stephen Wilkinson BA BPl DIP LA MBA MRTPI an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 31 January 2022

Appeal Ref: APP/G2245/W/21/3273188

Former Broke Hill Golf Course, Sevenoaks Road, Sevenoaks, TN14 7HR

•  The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

•  The appeal is made by Quinn Estates Ltd against the decision of Sevenoaks District Council.

•  The application Ref 19/02616 OUT, dated 11 September 2019, was refused by notice dated 29 January 2021.

•  The development proposed is residential development of up to 800 dwellings, including affordable housing units and self-build plots, retirement care community for up to 180 C2 units, primary school hub with associated sports facilities/outdoor space, sports hub including rugby and hockey pitches with separate car park and club house areas, 2ha of commercial B1 use, local centre including commercial, retail and community facilities and undercroft car parking for Knockholt station, country park/open space including landscaping, infrastructure and ground works with all matters reserved except for access.

Decision

1.  The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural Matters

2.  The application is submitted in outline with all matters reserved apart from 

access. I accepted as part of the appeal a series of indicative plans which cover 

matters such as the extent of open space, the location and use of development 

platforms, their indicative height and densities.  These are consistent with the 

submitted Design and Access statement. The matters addressed in these plans

are not prejudicial to any future determination of reserved matters.
3.  The Inquiry was managed as a blended event with the majority of evidence 

being heard via internet link with a single day to hear representations from 

interested parties in person. 
4.  After the Inquiry, I received completed Statements of Common Ground dealing with the substantive issues involved in this appeal. I also received a draft 

Section 106 (S106) agreement during the Inquiry. Following discussion during 

the Inquiry, I received completed bi and tri-lateral Agreements, dated 23 

November 2021. These two agreements were submitted to account for 

differences in funding between the County and District Council involving CIL.
I refer to these agreements later in this decision.
5.  During the Inquiry, in consultation with the parties, I deleted a main issue 

which had been agreed during the Case Management Conference in August

relating to the provision of affordable housing as there was agreement between 

the parties on this matter.
6.  In addition to the main parties, there were 2 Rule 6 (R6) parties. Whilst one of these, the Halstead Parish Council and Green Belt Futures Group made 

representations throughout the Inquiry, the other, Tarmac Trading Limited,

was not actively involved in the proceedings following completion of

Statements of Common Ground with the Council and appellant.
7.  During the Inquiry I was referred by the Council to an email from a local bus 

operator regarding the difficulties in setting up new bus services. I did not 

accept this because this raised new evidence and could have been prejudicial to 

the appellant’s case. 
8.  Given the size of the proposed development the appeal was accompanied by an Environmental Statement as required by Regulation 5(1) of the Town and 

Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.
Main Issues
9.  The appeal raises the following main issues:

     •  the effect of the proposal on the Green Belt, including any effects on 
openness and the purposes of including land within the Green Belt; 
     •  the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area;
     •  the effect of the proposal on transport networks and the extent to which 

it would support the objective of promoting sustainable transport;

     •  the nature and extent of any economic, social and environmental 

benefits which would result from the proposal; and

      •  whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, 

is clearly outweighed by other considerations such as to provide the very 

special circumstances required to justify development in the Green Belt.
Policy background

10.  The Council’s Local Plan includes its Core Strategy (2008) and its Allocations and Development Management Plan (ADMP) 2015. Policies L01 and L08 of its Core Strategy which relate to Settlement Strategy and Green Belt respectively are the only policies identified in its reason for refusal. Together they seek to direct new development to existing settlements and protect the countryside and the Green Belt. I regard these as the most important policies for this decision.

11.  The Council’s Regulation 19 draft Local plan was withdrawn in 2020 following comments by the Examining Inspector.  Work is currently underway on a new draft plan, although at the time of writing a new Local Development Scheme has not been agreed by the Council. Many of the background papers used in the preparation of the withdrawn plan were referred to by each main party during the Inquiry.

12.  Given the withdrawal of the Plan I do not accord its draft policies weight.
Reasons

The effect of the proposals on the Green Belt
13.  It is not disputed by the parties that the site is inappropriate development 

within the Green Belt as defined by the National Planning Policy Framework 

(the Framework).
14.  The major part of the appeal site was occupied by the former Broke Hill golf 

course which closed in 2012. Apart from an area of previously developed land 

located around the site of the former club house, since demolished, and a

parking area, the whole site is open land. The alignment of fairways marked by 

incidental bands of deciduous and evergreen trees are still discernible. At the 

northwest of the site is a belt of Ancient Woodland (0.6ha) and open fields are

located along Stonehouse Lane.
15.  Although submitted in outline the DAS identifies a series of parameters for the proposed scheme with suggested heights of up to 22m for the commercial 

centre, 15m for the C2 retirement complex and 12.5m for the sports hub 

located along Stonehouse Road. Each of the residential development platforms would have heights of between 10-13m height and the employment site on London Road would have a height of 9m. The appeal scheme would have a 
density at around 35-50dha

16.  It is estimated that around 47% of the total site area would be fully developed with the remainder laid out as public open space including a Green Grid of spaces and a Green Belt Park.

Impact on Openness

17.  Although there is no definition of ‘openness’ within the Framework, the 

Guidance, refers to assessments of openness as being informed through 

consideration of spatial and volumetric aspects, the duration of the 

development and the degree of activity likely to be generated. Whilst only a 

suggested framework for consideration it is useful to inform consideration of 

issues involved in this appeal.
18.  The scale of development proposed in terms of both its spatial and visual 

impacts would be significant on the site and by extension the surrounding 

Green Belt when compared to the extent of previous development which

comprised a single club house with parking area. 

19.  The immediate geography of the site is determined by its proximity to 3 

settlements, Pratts Bottom, Halstead and Badgers Mount. These are located

outside the Green Belt. However, Pratts Bottom to the west partially coalesces 

with Chelsfield around the junction of the A21, Sevenoaks Road and Chelsfield 

Hill. Chelsfield is a suburban extension to Orpington which itself forms part of 

the London conurbation.
20.  A Green Belt study prepared for the withdrawn local plan identifies that the 

appeal site forms part of Parcel 76. This scores the parcel against the 5 

purposes of the Green Belt included in Paragraph 138 of the Framework. The 

study concludes that the overall score for the parcel in Green Belt terms is 

‘strong’. The study recognises that the parcel checks the unrestricted sprawl of 

large built-up areas (Paragraph 138a) and scores 3, 4 and 5 respectively for

criteria 138b)-d) on a scale of 0-5 with 5 being the greatest impact. 
21.  The appellant’s study submitted with the application focusses on the Green 

Belt function of the site using a different nomenclature and concludes that the 

site makes a ‘contribution’ to each of the criteria included in Paragraph 138 a,c).
22.  For the appellant, the identification of the 3 surrounding settlements as ‘towns’ by the Arup study, despite them being described by the Council as ‘villages’, is evidence that the study cannot be relied on and is particularly suspect in respect of its conclusions regarding Paragraph 138b). 

23.  The appellant points to the letter of the EI which, amongst other matters,

seeks further evidence on the Green Belt assessment, its methodology and the 

range and sizes of the parcels. However, in the absence of evidence to the 

contrary, I treat this as a request for further evidence which should not be used 

to completely undermine the study’s findings.
24.  Parcel 76, included in the Arup study, is one of several, identified by the 

assessment, which lie on the north or north-west edge of the district, closest to 

Greater London. The appeal site lies towards the western edge of the parcel. 

Given this context the Arup study provides a sound assessment of the role of 

the Green Belt in this location. 
25.  In my view, the critical point is not that appeal site area makes up around 

8.9% of the whole parcel area (the built-up proportion of the scheme being 

only 4%) but the geography of the site in relation to Pratts Bottom and Greater 

London to its north-west. Chelsfield Lakes Golf Club which forms part of the 

Green Belt lying north of the A21 does not extend sufficiently west to break the 

extent of development in this area as the appellant states

26.  The eastern edge of the appeal site would extend to the existing strip of 

housing along Cadlocks Hill. The site would have a separation distance of 

around 410m to Halstead to the south.
27.  Although amendments to the appeal scheme have involved reducing the extent of the development platforms on the west side of the site to broaden the gap to around 300m between the housing parcels and Pratts Bottom, this separation distance is not significant given the scale of the proposed scheme and does not adequately account for the intensively developed sports hub located on the site’s western edge which would abut the existing settlement.

28.  The sports hub would comprise 2no. 2 storey club houses (of up to 12.5m 

height) each served by 100 parking spaces with both natural and artificial 

floodlit pitches. Whilst Paragraph 149b) of the Framework identifies sports 

facilities as not inappropriate development within the Green Belt, the extent of 

the proposed sports hub is significant and would, in my opinion, if considered 

as a standalone development, fall outside the provisions of Paragraph 149b). 
29.  The sports hub would have a highly urbanised character extending the whole scheme to Pratts Bottom. The result would be that the whole development

represents a finger of development from London into the heart of this part of 

the Green Belt. It represents inappropriate development which would not 

preserve openness. It is a form of development which Green Belts were 

established to prevent.
30.  Whilst Inquiry time was spent in debating the use of the words ‘town’, ‘village’ or ‘hamlet’ with reference to the Arup report as a means of coming to an 

understanding of Paragraph 138b), a holistic view of the proposed scheme is 

that its overriding impact would be to morph the settlement pattern to the 

detriment of openness. In my opinion this is something which the Framework’s 

Green Belt policies seek to resist.

31.  Although a large part of the site was a golf course it still retains the essential character of its former use as fields, apart from the site of the clubhouse and car park. The site retains perimeter hedgerows and tree belts within the site. This is in contrast to the scale and massing of development proposed which represents significant encroachment into the countryside.

32.  Whilst the appellant places weight on the conclusions of the Green Belt report, even this recognises ‘that a combination of factors including the former use, the extent of urbanising influences along London Road and existing sprawl along Stonehouse Lane, London Road and Caldocks Hill would detract from the rural nature of the site’. These concerns would be exacerbated by the scale of the appeal scheme in leading to further reductions in openness. 

33.  I do not agree with the appellant’s description on the extent of the scheme’s 

impact on the physical openness of the Green Belt as ‘moderate to limited’. The 

appeal scheme would result in definitional harm to the Green Belt and by 

reason of its inappropriateness to other harms through the activities which

would arise on the site. There would be substantial harm.
34.  For the above reasons, I conclude on this main issue that the appeal scheme would be in conflict with Policy L01 which seeks to direct new development to existing settlements and Policy L08 which seeks to preserve the extent of the Green Belt. Furthermore, the nature of the proposal is in conflict with Paragraph 137 of the Framework which identifies that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 

open. Of the 5 purposes included in Paragraph 138, the scheme would 

undermine a) and c) which seek to restrict the sprawl of large built-up areas 

and assist in safeguarding of the countryside from encroachment.

Character and appearance of the area

Landscape

35.  The appeal site is located just beyond the western edge of the North Downs 

National Character Area (NCA 119) and is within the setting of the Kent Downs 

AONB. The site itself lies within the Halstead Wooded Down (LCA) and the 

County Character Area, Knockholt Downs. It is not within a protected 

landscape.
36.  The site occupies a broad plateau of land which rises steeply by around 35m

from London Road on its northern edge. There is a gentle downward slope

southwards towards Halstead. The site is almost entirely occupied by the 

former golf course, apart from the agricultural land and land on the 

escarpment. Within the site there are areas of hardstanding, the site of the 

demolished club house and car park.

37.  Within the wider landscape, the settlement pattern is low density and reflects an organic form of development. Halstead is a long-established settlement.
38.  Despite the site’s previous use it still retains important features reflecting the national and local assessments, cited above, including a well wooded dip slope at its northern edge which includes a belt of ancient woodland, hedgerows interspersed with mature trees and on its western edge, agricultural land. 
39.  I accept that the appellants use of a ZTV (Zone of Theoretical Visibility), that is the distance over which the scheme would be seen, of around 2kms, is appropriate given the constraints placed on longer views resulting from both local topography and the location of tree belts. The limited intervisibility which the site currently has with its surroundings would be significantly altered by the scale of the appeal scheme.
40.  Both parties broadly acknowledge that the construction phase would have the greatest landscape impact but they differ on the extent to which these would diminish overtime as the effects of the proposed mitigation measures take effect.

41.  Mitigation measures include ‘strategic open spaces’ developed as part of a 

‘Green Grid’ of open space across the site and a Green Belt Park on the dip 

slope and a range of enhancement measures including additional tree planting

and strengthened landscaped boundaries. These measures should be balanced 

against the loss of around 30 tree groups (17 of which would be category B) 

with a further 7 partially affected.
42.  Although built development would occupy around 47% of the site area, there would be a substantial impact on its landscape. Many of the landscaping
features threaded throughout the site would be secondary resulting in the 

creation of landscape belts around each development platform. 
43.  The impact of new development platforms for housing, the commercial centre and care home would be extensive in area extending across the whole site with a major impact on its existing topography. The whole character of the site would change. In this respect the magnitude of change on landscape would be moderate/adverse as the introduction of strategic accessible open space throughout the site could not fully mitigate for the extent of change even after 15 years.   

44.  For these reasons the extent of change resulting from the appeals scheme

would be moderate/adverse impacts.

Visual

45.  Around 36 viewpoints which lie both within and around the site have been 

agreed by the parties for the visual assessment. 
46.  There are 3 public footpaths which extend across parts of the site including 

SR61, SR62, SR63. These are the most sensitive receptor points to assess 

visual impacts.  Given how each of these thread their way through the site the 

impacts would be considerable on these receptors. Mitigation in the form of 

additional planting as suggested in the parameter plans could not alter the 

extent of impact which would, even after 15 years, be substantial adverse. 
47.  I acknowledge that the landscape proposals, designed to strengthen the 

existing perimeter hedges, would apart from several exceptions, prevent 

distant views into the site from surrounding roads and from along footpaths to 

the south along footpaths SR65 and SR67. Harm arising from visual effects 

would be minor adverse from along these footpaths.
48.  Given the elevation of viewpoints located in the Kent Downs AONB, Chelsfield Lakes Golf Course (footpath 262) both the proposed care home and commercial centre would be seen due to their proposed height and location at the northern edge of the site. The existing belt of deciduous trees located close to the ridge edge, just north of the former car park, of between 18-26m in height would not have sufficient canopy thickness to allow adequate cover for these aspects of the appeal scheme. The effect of the scheme on these views would be moderate adverse.
49.  There would be considerable adverse impacts arising from the location of the proposed club houses and flood lighting located along Stonehouse Lane. Although there is already an extensive boundary hedge which would be enhanced by a broad landscaping strip of around 8m depth, this would not allow sufficient mitigation given the height of these proposals. The predicted visual effects along PROW SR64 and Stonehouse Road would be moderate/substantial adverse even with the proposed embedded mitigation.  

50.  Whilst the phasing programme includes the development of landscape features in Phase 1, to ensure planting becomes established, I do not consider that given the scale of development by Year 15 this would have provided sufficient cover to provide adequate mitigation to address the impacts on all visual receptors. 
Conclusions

51.  Given the scope of Policy L08, there is an implicit objection to the proposal on landscape grounds. I acknowledge the conclusions contained within the officer’s report in respect of the appearance of the area and its wider landscape that the extent of harm was not considered so great as to warrant a reason for refusal in itself. However, there would be harms to both landscape and visual receptors arising from the appeal scheme which could not be sufficiently mitigated for. This is considered further in the planning balance.
Transport infrastructure

52.  There is no issue between the parties on road capacity but only the extent to which the proposed measures would provide genuine choice in transport 

modes.
53.  The location and scale of proposed development would result in around 2,300 people living on the site who would require a range of services to support their everyday needs. Given the outline nature of the scheme, it is unclear exactly what services would be part of the commercial centre although reference was made during the Inquiry to a possible small food store and leisure offer. 

However, it is unclear whether a GP surgery would be located on site although 

this was assumed in the TA. Given the limited services available on site there 

would be a considerable demand for services located beyond the site requiring a large number of trips.

Private transport

54.  The Transport Assessment (TA) indicates that the proposed scheme would generate traffic of around 459 and 504 2-way trips in the morning and 

evening peaks respectively. I accept that at the time these figures were 

produced the scheme was still assumed to be 850 dwellings and so proportional 

adjustment is required. 
55.  In contrast, the number of rail trips generated would be around 152 and 125, 2-way trips and for buses the figure would be around 118 and 105, 2-way trips for the morning and evening peaks respectively.  
56.  The TA assumes a proportion of linked trips between the different uses on the site and that the primary school would serve the proposed scheme involving 

few if any trips by car. However, whilst the assessment does not account for

the extent of modal adjustment which may arise from the measures included in 

the S106 agreement, the figures included in the TA are indicative of the 

relative scale of private transport compared to other modes likely to be 

generated from the site. This would be considerable.
57.  It is instructive to note that the S106 agreement includes a range of measures to address capacity issues at local road junctions including that of Sevenoaks Road/London Road and Hewitt’s Roundabout. The provision of around 200 parking spaces serving the proposed hockey and rugby clubs and the relocation of station parking in the undercroft of the commercial centre is indicative of the large number of private vehicle trips which would arise from this scheme. 
58.  These matters point to dependence on private transport.

Rail

59.  The proposed residential areas across the site would lie between 3-11 minutes walking distance of Knockholt Station. The appellant’s research demonstrates that the site’s Green Belt location is almost unique given its proximity to this station.
60.  The station is served by 2 services an hour rising to 3 in each direction during the peak hours to/from central London allowing a door to door travel time of around 40 minutes. Services to Sevenoaks would take around 8 minutes or a 

door to door time of around 27 minutes assuming a location in the centre.

Travelling to Bromley via rail would take between around 33 or 28 minutes 

depending on the R6 and appellant’s evidence respectively. At peak times 

these journeys compare favourably with travel by car. 
61.  The R6 party’s evidence identifies that around 34% of journeys to work are 

made to destinations within Greater London.  Although this evidence 

disregards a proportion of the total sample, I consider that it represents a 

broad picture of where residents of the MSOA 008 (Middle Layer Super Output Area) travel to work.
62.  The proximity of the station to the appeal site and its location within Zone 6 of London’s fare zoning where I understand, fares are relatively cheaper than for other stations in the MSOA 008, would result in a higher proportion of residents using the station for their daily commute into Greater London in comparison to other parts of the MSOA 008. 

63.  For these reasons, I accept that the percentage of residents of the proposed 

scheme who are likely to use rail would be higher than the 23% of commuters 

identified in the MSOA_008 area. However, drawing on the figures included in 

the TA there would be around 152, 2-way rail trips in the morning and just 125 in the afternoon peaks respectively. 

64.  It is likely that private transport would still be the dominant form of transport for commuters to destinations other than central London given the reliance on the car by residents in the District to local centres. This is demonstrated by the peak hour figures included in the TA.

65.  I regard the appellant’s suggestion that additional commuters arising from the proposed scheme together with those from the recently permitted scheme for 635 dwellings at Fort Halstead to the south of the appeal site, could result in 

increased rail services to address congestion as speculative.

66.  The proposals in the station included in the S106 agreement involving capital investment in lighting, CCTV, fencing, cycle parking, cycle parking signage and customer information would allow for localised improvements but, in my judgement, would be unlikely to lead to a significant shift in modal use for 

occupiers of the appeal site. Of greater significance in this respect would be 

those measures identified in the appellant’s evidence regarding how capacity 

could be addressed by rail operators. These matters remain outside their control.

Bus Services
67.  There are just 4 bus services which each operate 2 times a day each weekday. The 431 service between Sevenoaks and Orpington was cancelled during the C-19 pandemic although it was included in the TA. I understand that there are no plans to reinstate this. 

68.  The phased development of the site would be supported by new investment in public transport through planning obligations. In the initial stages of the development, a demand responsive transport (DRT), effectively a form of taxi service, would operate until 100 dwellings are completed. 

69.  Between 100-400 dwelling completions, an hourly service from 07:00 – 10:00 and 15:00 – 20:00 Monday to Saturdays would be introduced and beyond the completion of 400 dwellings, this service would be extended hourly to 20:00-22:00. The route would be taken through the site.

70.  The appellant has given some consideration to the route of the new service

which would run between Sevenoaks and Orpington, connecting to other 

stations, services and amenities. Given that the proposed service could be a 

substitute for that withdrawn (which the TA assumed was still in operation), its 

impacts would be unlikely to significantly reduce dependence on private 

transport.
Active travel modes
71.  Whilst the commercial centre would be developed as part of the first phase of development, residents would require a broader range of services than could 

be offered on site or in Pratts Bottom and Halstead. There are few services28

within the 800m-2km of the site defined by Manual for Streets as ‘walkable’, 

although this would be determined by quality of footways and street lighting.
72.  Accordingly, a broad variety of services would continue to be accessed in the main centres of the District, including Sevenoaks but this is around 5 miles 

from the appeal site. 
73.  The proposed investment in cycleways included in the S106 Agreement would have only a localised impact being unconnected to routes which connect to settlements which include a broader range of services. Many of the roads in the local area do not have footways on each side and/or are unlit. This situation 

will not change markedly despite the capital investment included in the S106 

agreement.
Conclusions
74.  To conclude on this matter the appeal scheme includes a range of measures

within the S106 agreements for improvements to local transport infrastructure.

75.  The main advantage of the site’s location is its proximity to the rail station. 

Many of the obligations included in the S106 agreement would improve the 

attractiveness of the station for commuters, public transport and by active 

travel. A larger percentage of commuting trips would be made by train from 

the site when compared to the rest of the district because of the ease of access 

by walking and potentially cycling to the station. The rail station, managed by 

TfL benefits from the zonal fare system which would further encourage rail 

travel.   
76.  However, the typical household makes many more journeys than the daily 

commute. Under cross examination the appellant’s witness agreed that genuine 

choice requires a qualitative assessment of issues such as journey times, 

convenience, reliability and frequency. 
77.  When assessed against these factors the proposed measures for active travel and bus services would be limited in the degree to which they would offer 

genuine choice. The suggested measures included in the S106 agreement

would be unlikely to materially increase their use.
78.  The appellant acknowledges that outside peak times car journeys are quicker than public transport. Whilst this is caveated with reference to the additional time required to park and walk, it does not undermine my conclusions on this matter given the number of trips that would be made in addition to those for work. 
79.  The impact of the travel plan, outlined in the TA, designed to reduce the 

anticipated amount of vehicular traffic generated from the site by 10% over 5 

years would not be effective in reducing reliance on private transport, even if 

they could be achieved, given the lack of genuine choice in alternative modes. 
80.  In my view, it is doubtful whether an hourly bus service would be sufficient to create the right conditions to increase patronage to such an extent that it 

would be an attractive option when compared to the convenience of the car. 
81.  The obligations included in the S106 agreement would, in my view, be 

insufficient to overcome the site’s poor location in relation to existing services 

and facilities. Although Paragraph 105 of the Framework identifies that 

different conditions can apply between rural and urban locations in how 

‘genuine choice’ should be measured, the appeal scheme represents a major 

urban development which is counter to Paragraphs 73 and 105 of the 

Framework which require the active management of patterns of growth to 

ensure that new housing is well located to allow a genuine choice. 
82.  The large amount of traffic generated results reflects the site’s location away from existing settlements contrary to Policy L01. Furthermore, the additional traffic generated by the appeal scheme would be in conflict with Policy L08 which seeks to protect openness as defined by the Guidance. 

Economic, social and environmental benefits of the appeal scheme.
83.  The appellant’s case is predicated on the range of benefits arising from each

distinct element of the proposed scheme. I address each of these in turn.
Housing

84.  Foremost amongst the benefits ascribed to the scheme by the appellant is the provision of 800 new homes which include 320 affordable homes which comply with adopted policy. Both parties acknowledge that there is chronic under-provision of housing supply within the District; a situation which continues to decline. 
85.  Furthermore, it is evident that this undersupply has persisted for many years exacerbated by an out-of-date local plan which includes housing targets based on the Core Strategy requiring 165dpa (dwellings per annum), a point made by the appellant and not challenged by the Council.  This contrasts with the LHN of 698dpa for the period 2015-2035. In the period 2010-20, the District had the lowest figure for net additions to stock when compared to other Kent 

districts. The HDT figures indicate that this has been a matter of concern for the last 3 years.

86.  The parties diverge on the extent of likely future land supply over the next 5 

years. These range from around 2.8 and 1.9 years supply for the Council and 

appellant respectively. Whilst these figures were not the subject of a forensic 

analysis during the Inquiry, they indicate a serious and chronic undersupply 

which undermines the Government’s objective of securing 300,000 dwellings 

per annum.
87.  This has led to a situation where the median affordability ratio for the period 

2018-20 is around 13.53. This is considerably higher than for some other 

districts in the County, cited by the appellant which also have high levels of 

designated Green Belt. The Council accept that the number of affordable 

housing units needed is around 422dpa. Delivery continues to average around 

70 dpa. 
88.  The Council acknowledges that the situation is ‘unacceptable’.  Although at the time of writing the Council does not have an agreed local development scheme for the new plan, it maintains that the only way to address this issue is through a plan led approach. However, the programme for the production of the new plan has yet to be agreed and so a new plan is some years away. 
89.  There is little doubt that the Council’s difficulties in identifying housing 

allocations largely stem from the high percentage of protected land in the 

District with around 93% designated as Green Belt and 60% AONB. This 

represents one of the highest figures for a Kent District. To address 

undersupply, it recognises that the site allocations included in the ADMP 
will have a higher number of units than originally envisaged.

90.  Furthermore, the Council acknowledges that a route to addressing undersupply is through the release of sites from the Green Belt. The withdrawn plan included sites at Sevenoaks Quarry, land at Pedham Place (which also lies within the AONB) near Swanley and Fort Halstead with the latter having recently been granted planning permission.

91.  Key parts of the appeal scheme formed the suggested housing allocation

(MX41) included in the Regulation 18 draft plan. Following further consideration

through the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) the site was not included in the 

Regulation 19 draft because its infrastructure requirements did not outweigh 

the harm to the strongly performing Green Belt. This is despite it being 

recognised as ‘deliverable’ within the SA. 
92.  For the appellant, the exclusion of the appeal site from the housing allocation points to a postponement of the inevitable demonstrated by the permissions at Fort Halstead and Four Elms Road, Edenbridge. Whilst references were made in the appellant’s evidence to other housing allocations included in the withdrawn plan, it is not my role to inform comparison and determine future policy.  
93.  Given these circumstances, I acknowledge that the appeal scheme could make a significant contribution to addressing the under provision of both market and affordable housing across the District. 

Self-build and custom-made housing
94.  The provision of this form of housing is included in statute and requires

Councils to establish and publish a local register of custom house builders who 

wish to acquire suitable land on which to build their own home. There is a 

requirement that authorities must give suitable permissions to allow a supply of 

serviced plots to meet demand. These requirements have been given greater 

impetus by the recommendations of the Bacon Report.
95.  Although the Council does not have a specific planning policy for this form of housing or clear knowledge of future demand, it has granted planning 

permission for 111 plots and at March 2020 there were 114 persons registered.
96.  However, the absence of an adopted policy and understanding of demand is a similar situation from that identified in the Colney Heath appeal although 

it is unclear in that decision whether any units had been granted permission, this is not the situation in respect of this Council. However, I still recognise that the provision of 25 units would be a considerable benefit of the scheme. 

Specialist housing for older people

97.  Both parties agreed that the starting point for the calculation of specialist 

housing for older people starts with the particular demographic of the local 

population although they differ in the forecasting models to determine future 

demand. 
98.  The District’s population is ageing with the percentage of those aged over 65 years significantly higher than other Kent Districts. The SHMA identifies that 

this age group would grow from 20% in 2021 to 25% by 2035 with a significant growth in the over 75 years cohort. With an ageing population care needs become increasingly complex caused for example, by an increase in dementia and infirmity. This places greater demand than in the past for extra care provision.

99.  Across the District, levels of home ownership are around 80% for those of 65 years and above. This continues to be a major driver for those wishing to stay in their homes, adapted to address their personal needs or seeking other forms of market care accommodation.
100.  The SHMA estimates a need for 66 dwellings and 25 units of specialist 

older persons accommodation each year. 
101.  The appellant identifies that the high levels of owner occupation across the 

District point to considerable demand for market extra care whereas the 

Council’s provision is concentrated on affordable units. This is despite the 

County Council identifying that that it is keen to work with a range of providers 

in the provision of this form of accommodation. 
102.  The Council have identified an existing supply of around 2,874 units across 

the whole District of which 34% are in the Sevenoaks urban area and 24% in 

the north-west of the District where the appeal site lies. The Council’s 

evidence demonstrates that the north-west area has the greatest choice of 

provision. 
103.  The appellant’s witness identified that demand for market care provision is increasingly being met by large scale developments for around 150 units. This form of development involves high initial capital costs resulting from the provision of a range of services which can include beauticians, pools, bars and shops as well as care facilities. The levels of care/facilities at these sites marks a maturing of the market in this sector and can be compared to the average number of bed spaces for C2 care which has in the past included only around 60 beds.
104.  The appellant’s evidence identifies to the difficulties which such schemes 

have in competing for sites with house builders given the amounts of upfront 

capital investment required. For this reason, the allocation of a site for C2 use 

as part of a larger scheme is particularly attractive to operators. 
105.  It is unclear the extent to which the County has up to date evidence on the 

true picture of demand for market extra care. The Market Position Statement

2021-26 doesn’t distinguish between affordable and market sectors making

the County’s assessment of demand for market extra care unclear as 

referenced in its Social Care Accommodation Strategy. 
106.  The County’s assessment is based on the SHOP@TOOL which for a short 

time in 2019 was advocated by the Housing LIN. This still forms part of the 

Planning Practice Guidance. This was withdrawn by the Housing LIN given 

concerns that it understates future demand due to its reliance on current 

supply increased by an anticipated rise in cohort population. This ignores

existing need. The County’s updated position, based on data from the ONS

identifies a need for a further 132 units above existing supply from 2021-31 for 

both the affordable and market sectors above the annual requirement identified

in the SHMA. 
107.  In contrast the appellant’s witness drawing on considerable experience in the sector, adopts a rule of thumb based on 3% and 1.5% for the market and 

affordable sectors for extra care.  This identifies an unmet need of around 375 

units which rises to around 480 units by 2040 for market extra care for those 

aged over 75 years. Whilst it is unclear exactly how these percentages have 

been derived from the published material presented by the appellant, they

point to a level of demand more in line with the District’s demographic. 
108.  The Council identifies that there is a pipeline of extant permissions of around 65 extra care market units.  In this context the appeal scheme would make a significant contribution to meeting demand. Even allowing for some leeway in how the application of the appellants ‘rule of thumb’ operates, in my opinion the Council’s latent supply figure is well short of the likely demand.
109.  The proposed home could free up around 180 dwellings from the existing

housing stock as people transfer accommodation, although given that all these 

units are likely to come on the market in what is likely to be a short period of 

time, residents of the new home are likely to be drawn from beyond the 

District’s boundaries.  However, freeing up of a proportion of existing 

dwellings should be factored into the broader planning balance given the state 

of the housing land position.
110.  It is instructive to note however, that whilst the proposed C2 scheme has 

many benefits its location would still result in development which does not 

allow easy access to services despite the dedicated ‘village’ transport service proposed by the appellant. This is still an important factor despite the nature of the proposed scheme involving a range of on-site services designed to support a retirement community.  

111.  It is my understanding that the scheme suggested by the appellant’s 

Witness in this appeal would operate on a similar basis to that suggested in 

the Edenbridge appeal which includes services provided on site with a ‘village’

transport service. However, in contrast the appeal site would be even further 

away from existing local centres than the Edenbridge site and for this reason 

the degree of weight in support of this aspect of the appeal scheme is reduced.
Sports facilities
112.  The appeal scheme would provide additional facilities for Sevenoaks Hockey and Rugby clubs. 
113.  Both clubs are thriving. The Hockey Club has 1,000 playing members, 11 

Men’s teams, 8 Women’s teams and over 700 junior members coached by over 

100 coaches. The Rugby Club has 5 adult teams, 5 academy squads and 7 mini 

and junior squads. Both clubs have outgrown their respective facilities with 

waiting lists for membership. The proposed facilities would allow expansion of 

their current offer to better cater for their present needs and future demand.

For example, the Hockey Club has aspirations to become a ‘centre of 

excellence’ and the Rugby club to develop wheelchair rugby.
114.  With growing membership, facilities for both clubs are at breaking point. The Hockey Club has a club house shared with a local cricket club, located away

from its pitches on Holly Bush Lane in Sevenoaks. The clubhouse lacks 

adequate shower, changing facilities and floodlighting and the club uses pitches 

located at other locations in the District. Holly Bush Lane does not have 

sufficient parking to accommodate demand.  
115.  The Rugby Club presents a similar picture with its club house located at 

Knole Paddock with 3 full size pitches of which one half of one pitch is floodlit. 

The club has to use facilities in local schools to accommodate existing demand.
116.  The appeal scheme includes 4 England Hockey standard artificial grass 

pitches (AGP) including a Category 1 pitch, and with artificial lighting for 3 of 

them. There would be 2 RFU size compliant pitches of which one would be 

grassed and one AGP, 2no. junior sized pitches which would be shared with the 

proposed primary school. Two club houses of 4,000 sq. ft. and 2,500 sq. ft are 

proposed for the hockey and rugby clubs respectively. Each club house would 

be served by 100 parking spaces.
117.  I heard from representatives of both clubs during the Inquiry who confirmed the importance of the proposed scheme to meet the growing unmet demand for each sport. The advantages of new facilities is identified by the appellant’s Needs Assessments for each sport. 
118.  Both local and national policy recognises the importance of sport and 

recreation to support health and wellbeing. These benefits are consistent 

with Sport England’s drive to increase participation. There is no dispute 

between the parties on the importance for young people of recreational 

opportunities in terms of improving their mental and physical wellbeing and 

combatting anti-social behaviour. In these circumstances the provision of new 

facilities at no capital cost to each club would be significant and would allow 

each of them to increase revenue. 
119.  The Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) identifies that there will be 

continued demand for both sports in the Sevenoaks area to the extent that the

shortage of pitch provision would be exacerbated. However instead of seeking 

additional pitches as the only solution, the strategy identifies that existing 

capacity issues could be better addressed through both improved drainage and 

maintenance. The Council considers that the demand for new facilities is in the 

Sevenoaks area and not in the north-west of the District where the appeal site 

lies.
120.  Despite these findings, I do not entirely accept the Council’s case.  Both clubs rely on pitches in a number of locations around the District with club houses divorced from pitches located around the District. For this reason, if only existing pitches were improved, operations would continue in only a marginally improved situation when compared to existing. Provision would continue to frustrate the ambitions of each club to deliver on their plans which are consistent with the Government’s drive to improve ‘wellbeing’. 

121.  Set against these advantages are a number of issues which lead me to question the extent to which the scheme would fully address the needs of each club.  Both would continue to operate on several sites around the District. For example, the existing Rugby club house would be retained for the first team on its existing site.  Furthermore, the appeal scheme would not result in improvements to existing facilities.

122.  The draw of each club extends beyond the District boundary and at weekends the attraction of private transport is likely to appeal, given that roads would be likely to be less congested compared to rail travel.  The TA does not include the numbers of traffic movements for those times when the 2 clubs would experience greatest demand, for example, at weekends and in the evenings. At these times car dependency would be likely to be high given that increased participation will arise in part from school age children who require chaperoning by parents. For this reason, the site’s location close to Knockholt rail station is unlikely to be as attractive as the appellant states for parents and children who are more likely to use private transport. 

123.  The purported advantages arising from the co-location of the 2 clubs on a single site is undermined by the fact that one club house would have had less spatial impact. I am not convinced by the appellants arguments why this would not be possible. The opportunities for car sharing are overstated by the appellant.

124.  I recognise, however, that the provision of both hockey and rugby pitches in this location would be of considerable benefit to both clubs and in turn, through the community use obligation included in the S106 agreement to the health and wellbeing of the wider community. The measures identified by the Council regarding improved management and drainage for the supply of existing pitches in the District would be insufficient to address the demand being experienced by both clubs. 

Education

125.  The appeal scheme includes a single form entry primary school given the anticipated child yield of around 224 children from 800 dwellings. It is agreed between the parties that the school is only required to service the proposed development. 

126.  The appellants have included within the primary school site, Specialist Resource Provision (SRP) to partly address the significant growth in the last 5 years across the County of children with Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCP) and in particular of children identified with the autistic spectrum condition (ASP). Around 31% of EHCPs for ASP across the County concern children within the 5-10yrs age group. The proposed ASP would allow a dedicated resource co-located within the setting of a mainstream school to prevent children with the condition being isolated which would in turn support their integration into school life.

127.  Over the next 5 years the Education Authority estimates that demand for such units will increase by around 78% from 35 to 62 pupils within Sevenoaks District. Presently, there is no provision although it is understood that some schools plan to develop such units. However, there was an absence of clarity on this point from both the County and Council and no clear understanding of which schools would be able to accommodate the SRPs and in what timeline. The commitment within the appeal scheme to provide a unit is of significant benefit. 

The business hub

128.  The appeal scheme includes a small business centre for starter units located on the northeast edge of the site, accessed from London Road. 

129.  The withdrawn Local Plan identified the need for additional employment uses across the District and included 3 potential sites all of which lie in the Green Belt. 

130.  This further emphasises a point made earlier that for the Council to adequately address future growth there may have to be selective release of Green Belt land. I am satisfied that the proposed site would be well located close to the station and the local road network and for these reasons could be developed to accommodate small starter units. 

Planning Obligations

131.  The appeal includes completed bi-lateral and tri lateral S106 agreements. These differ to the extent to which obligations would be met either through developer contributions or through the CIL. Both the County and the District Councils included CIL compliance schedules identifying how each obligation is in accordance with adopted policy and the Regulations. The main provisions are outlined below.

132.  The S106 agreements cover the transfer of land to the County Council, contributions for the development of the primary school and the provision of places, the cost of land transfer for secondary education at another site in the District. Other provisions address community learning, libraries, social care and waste disposal. 

133.  The S106 agreement covers the transfer of land to the sports clubs and the redevelopment of the club houses, facilities and parking areas.

134.  Other matters include the provision of affordable housing, station improvements, measures to support active travel and the establishment of a Management Company for the open space, car club, a Travel plan, marketing of the commercial centre and measures around the operation of the ‘retirement village’. Finally, as the scheme involves the loss of an existing sports facility, the appellant has agreed a contribution of £970k in line with Sport England’s metric towards community sports projects which I understand, could be directed to the redevelopment of the Swanley leisure centre.  

135.  As I am dismissing this appeal, I do not have to consider these agreements in any greater detail. 

Whether very special circumstances exist

136.  Both parties agree that the proposed scheme amounts to inappropriate development in the Green Belt as stated at Paragraph 149 of the Framework. I agree with that position. National policy is clear, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt and very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

137.  The appellant cites a range of matters which they consider represent the very special circumstances to warrant an exception to normal policy in this regard. Whilst the appellant’s case is represented by weighing every aspect of the proposed scheme with finely balanced nuance, the Courts have made clear that a mathematical exercise is not required. Rather a single exercise of judgement is required to assess whether the very special circumstances exist to warrant the grant of planning permission.

138.  This is a large residential led, mixed use scheme with a location primarily determined by its proximity to an existing rail station.  The proposed scheme would partly address the severe under supply of housing land and contribute to the stock of market and affordable housing in the District. 

139.  There is a need for both C2 housing and self-build and custom-built housing included in the scheme to address existing under supply and future demand. The C2 accommodation would address the growing demand from the District’s ageing population. Given the size of the scheme, the primary school would be an essential component but the inclusion of the SRP would be of particular benefit to the District. The employment area is modest in scale but could in part serve the development and address future demand for such space.

140.  To my mind the inclusion of the 2 sports clubs would support health and wellbeing. However, the proposed pitches and club house would serve only to exacerbate some of the club’s existing problems such as their operation across a range of sites within the District. The large number of parking spaces proposed belies the lack of sustainable travel options as required by the Framework for this use.   

141.  I acknowledge that the appeal scheme would result in a net gain in biodiversity of around 11%; this would be significantly higher than current requirements.

142.  However, these benefits have to be balanced against the harms which would arise from the scheme. These undermine the appellants arguments in favour and relate to the principle of a major scheme located away from existing settlements and its adverse impact on the essential purposes of the Green Belt. 

143.  Although there is no definition of ‘openness’ within the Framework, the Guidance, refers to assessments of openness being informed through consideration of spatial and volumetric aspects, the duration of the development and the degree of activity likely to be generated. Whilst only a suggested framework it is a useful guide given the issues involved in this appeal. 

144.  The scale of proposed development involving 30 ha. is significant. The appellant in cross examination acknowledged that alone the provision of housing is not in itself an argument that overcomes the harm to the Green Belt. The site’s location is critical given how it would morph the settlement pattern in this location. The separation distances so carefully calibrated by the appellant would be insufficient to prevent the strategic significance of the Green Belt being undermined in this area.  

145.  The scale and massing of the development suggested by the parameter plans, involving heights of up to 15m and 22m on the highest part of the site, would be visible from surrounding areas, particularly from the north including from receptor points within the North Downs AONB. These impacts would be particularly intrusive.  Other harms would arise from the scale of the sports hub; this would be intensively developed and there is insufficient mitigation included in the scheme to overcome the resultant landscape harm. 

146.  Other harms to openness would arise from the amount of traffic and domestic activity associated with around 2,300 people which would occur across the site. Given its location within walking distance of the station modal choice would be provided for commuters to London. However, a typical household makes many other trips for shopping, leisure and to access essential services. These services and facilities lie beyond the site and private transport would be the more convenient option even accounting for the new investment included in the S106 agreement and those measures for active travel. The conclusions of the TA in respect of dependence on private transport are telling in this regard. 

147.  Although the Council accepts that the release of Green Belt land will be necessary to fulfil its housing land requirements and has in fact already made some decisions in this regard, the appeal scheme conflicts with both its Green Belt and settlement policies which require that new development is located in existing settlements where services are located. 

148.  I find that the other considerations including the recent HDT score, in this case do not clearly outweigh the harm that I have identified. Consequently, the very special circumstances necessary to justify development do not exist.

Planning balance and Conclusions

149.  Both parties recognise that there is a severe deficit of housing land as required by the Framework. These circumstances, together with the age of the most important policies deems that they are out of date. The tilted balance is not invoked, however, because the Framework at Paragraph 11d(i) and footnote 7 protects both areas and assets of particular importance, which include the Green Belt, and provides a clear reason to dismiss the appeal.    

150.  The fact that policies have to be considered as out of date does not mean that they carry no weight. To carry weight policies must be consistent with the Framework, as explained in Paragraph 219, which amongst other things, states that the closer that local policies are to policies in the Framework, the greater weight that may be given to them. As such it is perfectly possible for policies which are deemed out of date for reason of an inadequate land supply to still carry significant weight.

151.  Policy L01 still carries significant weight as it is predicated on the principles underpinning the Framework in seeking to direct new development to sites in line with the hierarchy of existing settlements in the District. The fact that it was predicated on a smaller housing target does not undermine its importance in this regard. For this reason, I accord the degree of conflict between the appeal scheme and the policy substantial weight.

152.  Policy L08 seeks to protect the Green Belt and AONB from new development.  These aspects are in line with the Framework although it seeks to go beyond Paragraph 174 in seeking to protect the countryside for its own sake. Whilst these aspects of the policy are only partially consistent with the Framework those regarding the Green Belt are. For this reason, I accord the degree of conflict between the appeal scheme and the policy significant weight.

153.  The scheme would have many benefits. These would include market and affordable housing which would in part address the Council’s housing land supply position and affordability. The proposed C2 accommodation would cater for the District’s ageing population. The inclusion of custom and self-build housing would accord with local demand. I recognise that the scheme could potentially commence on site within the next 5 years to address these matters.

154.  Social benefits would include a dedicated education resource in the SRP. Furthermore, the sports hub would address to some degree the issues of sports provision for the rugby and hockey clubs. The money for the local sports centre could also be a social benefit.

155.  Economic benefits would include the 200 construction jobs available each year during the 8-year build programme together with permanent employment at the care home, retail and employment hub. There would be increased spend in existing local services and shops, arising from the new residents. 

156.  Environmental benefits include biodiversity net gain. This would be achieved through the range of planting schemes to create habitats and through ecological management. However, there would be adverse impacts from the scale of the development arising from its visual impacts from Stonehouse Lane and to the north.

157.  However, set against these benefits would be harms to the Green Belt including definitional harm, harm to its essential purposes and harm to openness arising from the proposed scheme. These would result in conflict with the development plan and with Paragraphs 138 a) and c) of the Framework which aim to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

158.  Furthermore, the scheme would result in a significant rise in traffic movements by private vehicles which would be counter to Paragraph 105 of the Framework. This requires that new development is focussed on locations which are or can be made sustainable through reducing the need to travel. The limited range of services/facilities for such a large number of residents would result in the majority of journeys being made by car. This is despite its location close to Knockholt rail station and the proposed measures included in the S106 agreement.       

159.  Overall, I conclude that the harm caused in this case would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits identified when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. As such the proposed development does not benefit from the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

160.  Bearing all of the above in mind, there are no material considerations, including the Framework, that would indicate that the decision in this case should be taken otherwise than in accordance with the Development Plan. Accordingly, and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

Stephen Wilkinson

INSPECTOR

Annex 2

Main body of text of Application Report for decision to Sevenoaks District Council dated 27 January 2021
Application report 
Key passages in this Officer’s Report which are relevant to the consideration of the current application proposals are highlighted in this form, and should be considered as providing further support and justification for the Parish Council’s objections.  

	Application Reference: 
	19/02616/OUT 
	Date of report: 
	27January 2021 

	Proposal: 
	Outline application for residential development of up to 800 dwellings, incl. affordable housing units and self-build plots; retirement care community for up to 180 C2 units; primary school hub with associated sports facilities/outdoor space; sports hub incl. rugby and hockey pitches with separate car park and clubhouse areas; 2 ha of commercial B1 use; local centre incl. 

commercial, retail & community facilities and undercroft car parking for Knockholt station; country park/ open space incl. landscaping, infrastructure & groundworks; with all matters reserved except for access. 
	Case officer: 
	Mark Mirams 

	Address: 
	Former Broke Hill Golf Course, Sevenoaks Road, Halstead, Kent TN14 7HR. 


Description of site 

The application site is approximately 65.68ha (162.31acres) and consists of a former golf course and club house formerly known as Broke Hill Golf Course. The site has been vacant since around December 2017 and is located approximately 1 mile north of Halstead and 2.5 miles southeast from Orpington and is towards the south of London Road. The site includes the old club house building, a large greenkeepers’ equipment shed and large areas of car park hardstanding. 

Towards the east of the site the area is defined by a linear arrangement of large residential dwellings off London Road and Watercroft Road. To the south of the site there are various cultivated plots of land, and to the west the boundary is formed by Stonehouse Lane. 

Towards the northern boundary of the site runs the A21 which connects directly to the M25 (junction 4). Knockholt railway station is also just outside the northern boundary of the site (approximately 350 metres), which provides trains to Sevenoaks and London Bridge and is within zone 6 on the London transport network. The nearest bus stop is located directly adjacent to the northern boundary of the site on London Road and is served by the 431, 431B, 431C and 431D routes which connect Orpington and Sevenoaks. 

In the immediate area are a handful of small settlements, namely Pratt’s Bottom (west), Badgers Mount (east), Halstead (south) and Knockholt Pound (south). The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, however, it is outside the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which is located 0.5miles to the north east. 

There are several listed buildings within the vicinity of the site, the nearest of which is the Grade II listed Church of St Mary which is located approximately 200 metres to the south of the site. 

Within the western corner of the application site is the designated Ancient Woodland known as Halstead Hill Shaws. Within the north-eastern section of the site towards the junction with London Road and Cadlocks Hill there are a number 

of mature and semi mature trees which are all subject to a group Tree Preservation Order.  

Public Right of Way SR61 is accessed from the northern boundary of the site from London Road.  This turns to the east within the site and out onto Cadlocks Hill. Public Right of Way SR62 and SR63 are located towards the west of Cadlocks Hill and run through the site connecting with Public Footpath SR61 towards the north and the pedestrian access onto London Road.  

Public Right of Way SR724 is located along the southern boundary of the site and connects up to Public Right of Way SR63 further to the east. 

Public Right of Way SR64 is located just outside the application site towards the west accessed from Stonehouse Lane and linking up with Public Right of Way SR724.  

Description of proposal 

The proposal seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for points of access.  The application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement given the scale of the development and its proximity to sensitive areas.  

The proposal would consist of up to 800 residential dwellings with 40% being for affordable housing and 25 being self-build custom plots. The proposal is for a phased development and would comprise a broad range of market and affordable tenures and a variety of dwelling types. The precise mix would however need to be agreed in consultation with us as the Local Planning Authority so that the development can best meet any prevailing housing need. 

The indicative site layout provided arranges the proposed dwellings in parcels of land which form 5 distinctive residential neighbourhoods around focal points such as linear parks, a village green and a village hub. The proposed development is indicated to include a wide variety of dwelling types, sizes and design.  

The development would range from one and two bedroom flats, to terraced and detached houses. As well as conventional housing, a retirement village is also proposed which would include apartments and cottages and communal facilities within a village centre providing housing with care (Use Class C2). The predominant character of the site will be traditional family houses with gardens. An indicative mix has been provided, however, the exact dwelling mix for the site will form part of a later reserved matters application.  

With regards to the retirement care community, this would comprise of up to 4.75 ha (11.75 acres) of retirement living (up to 180 units). The care village will be provided by Inspired Villages, a developer and operator of care villages in the UK.  On the indicative layout plan a village centre is also proposed and this is shown to be located around purpose designed specialist accommodation. The village centre is proposed to provide a number of communal facilities, including a wellness spa (gym, studio, treatment suite, salon, pool), bar / restaurant, library, transport services. The specialist accommodation takes the form of ‘extra care’ units that allow for practical living for older people (over-65s) and the delivery of care and assistance safely within that setting. There would be a mix of apartments and cottages ranging from one, two and three-bed. As part of this specialist care section of the development occupation restrictions would be applied to ensure the accommodation is provided to the correct eligible persons. The conditions of occupancy of the specialist care accommodation would be that there is a minimum age requirement, a Qualifying Person Assessment, receipt of a minimum care package, and minimum design features ensuring that the village is occupied as a C2 facility in perpetuity. 

As part of the development a village hub is also proposed. This hub would include the provision of convenience retail, office space, community space, a café and leisure uses. These proposed uses are to be located around a community space adjacent to the proposed village green and play area. This hub is proposed to be located near to the entrance of the site near to new pedestrian and bicycle routes and the new access road. It would include up to 200 underground car parking spaces. 

Adjacent to the existing commercial units on London Road some employment space is also proposed and it is suggested that this would be for business start- up occupiers. The commercial floorspace would include incubator office space and owner-occupier space, with a total proposed floorspace of approximately 3716 square metres across the site.  

The proposed development would incorporate a dedicated 2-metre wide combined bike and e-bike route alongside a 2 metre footpath which provides a direct connection between the Local Centre and the site’s northern boundary with London Road, immediately adjacent to the proposed crossing point to Knockholt station. The central refuge island at the crossing point on London Road is proposed to be widened to provide a suitable crossing infrastructure for cyclist as well as pedestrians. The applicants are in discussions with Network Rail and the Local Highways Authorities regarding new footways to the opposite/ north side of London Road to improve pedestrian and cyclist access to Knockholt station. Facilities for e-bikes are proposed for the residential flats. All homes and buildings will be provided with a fast charge point for electric vehicles. 

Located centrally within the application site is a new one-form entry primary school, with Special Educational Needs facilities and early years provision. Funding will also be directed towards existing secondary provision in the area. This provision will include additional and enlarged teaching space, therapy space, a sensory room, office space as well as toilets and changing space to support SEN pupils to attend the new primary school. The detailed design of the new primary school will be agreed at a later stage to ensure it supports SEN pupils. The new school would include playing fields, vehicle parking and would be accessed through a new tree-lined avenue and includes a student drop off point. The proposal clusters the school buildings around the perimeter of its playing fields. 

The Local Centre and Primary School land parcel areas will be required as compound areas during construction. However when they are not being used for this purpose, during the construction phase it is stated that they could be made available for community projects or similar uses. Any such use here would need to be first agreed and discussed in consultation with us as the Local Planning Authority.   

The applicant has also stated that the proposed development will fund additional off-site GP capacity within the Sevenoaks cluster in line with the CCG’s strategic approach to ensure maximum benefit for the population. The form and level of this contribution will be informed through further consultation. 

New sports facilities are also proposed and this would include up to 4 England Hockey standard artificial pitches with clubhouse, and up to 4 rugby pitches including a full-size grass and artificial surface alongside a clubhouse. Two of the pitches would be junior-sized grass pitches and located behind the school and in use outside of school hours. 

Directly adjacent to the sports pitches will be pavilions and changing rooms for the hockey club and rugby club. These facilities are proposed to be used by Sevenoaks Rugby Club and Sevenoaks Hockey Club whom have signed up for use of these new facilities. It is also stated that their use would also be available for hire and use by other local groups. The existing planted buffer along the western periphery of the sports pitches would be retained and enhanced to provide a screening and natural landscaping belt along the boundary. A wider landscape buffer zone will be provided to the south and north of the pitches. The applicants have confirmed that the car parking for the sports facilities will include space for buses and coaches. 

Within the site it is also proposed to accommodate a country park of around 6.17 hectares which would include within it cycling and walking trails. There would be nature trails and ecological enhancements along with formal and informal recreation areas. This would be an open space publicly available and would also include the existing public rights of way across the site which would be retained and enhanced. Within the amended Design and Access Statement the applicants have also explained that part of the park will be a community park and orchard and they are willing to commit to community ownership and long-term stewardship of the assets to ensure it meets with Garden City Principles. 

Amended drawings and documents were submitted during the consideration of the application to address comments received and clarify points raised. Reconsultations were undertaken to seek views on these amendments. The assessment below considers the amended proposals and provides summaries of the most up to date comments received. 

Relevant planning history  

The planning history of the site relates primarily to its former use as a golf club and the most relevant history is as follows: 

92/01040/HIST Erection of new 2 storey clubhouse, including ancillary steward’s accommodation, maintenance building and car parking areas and access thereto, as amended by letters dated 28.8.92, 11.9.92 and 26.11.92 and amended plans received 27.11.92. GRANT 30/11/1992 

93/00133/HIST Erection of temporary single storey prefabricated portakabin clubhouse, as amended by letter and revised plan received 26/3/93. GRANT 

15/04/1993 

93/00768/HIST Golf Clubhouse, including ancillary stewards accommodation, as amended by letters dated 23/7/93 and16/8/93, and revised plans. (Revised Application). GRANT 31/08/1993 

93/01510/HIST Retention of single storey prefabricated portakabin clubhouse (Renewal of planning permission SE/93/133) GRANT 13/12/1993 

94/01382/HIST Extension of temporary permission for golf club house. SE/93/1510. GRANT 18/10/1994 

96/00040/HIST Renewal of temporary permission SE/94/1382 for golf club house GRANT 27/03/1996 

Policies  
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

Para 11 of the NPPF confirms that there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, and that development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan should be approved without delay. 

Para 11 of the NPPF also states that where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, permission should be granted unless: 

· the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed6; or 

· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 

· Footnote 6 (see reference above) relates to policies including SSSIs, Green Belt, AONBs, designated heritage assets and locations at risk of flooding. 

Core Strategy (CS) 

· L01 Distribution of Development 

· L08 The Countryside and the Rural Economy 

· SP1 Design of new development  

· SP2 Sustainable Development  

· SP3 Provision of Affordable Housing 

· SP5 Housing Size and Type 

· SP7 Density of Housing Development 

· SP9 Infrastructure Provision 

· SP10 Green Infrastructure, Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision 

· SP11 Biodiversity  

Allocations and Development Management (ADMP)  

· SC1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

· EN1 Design Principles 

· EN2 Amenity Protection 

· EN7 Noise Pollution 

· EMP5 Non-Allocated Employment Sites 

· GI 1 Green Infrastructure and New Development 

· GI 2 Loss of Open Space 

· LT1 Tourist Accommodation and Visitor Attractions 

· T1 Mitigating Travel Impact 

· T2 Parking 

· T3 Provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Points 

Other  

· Development in the Green Belt Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 

· Village Design Statement 

· Sevenoaks Countryside Assessment  

Constraints 

· Metropolitan Green Belt 

· Countryside Assessment Character Area - Knockholt and Halstead 

Downs Landscape Character Area 

· Archaeological Notification Area  

· Flood Zone 1   

· Ancient Woodland 
· Ancient Semi-natural Woodland 

· Tree Preservation Orders  

· Public Footpath passes through the application site 

Representations from Parish Councils and Amenity Groups
Badgers Mount Parish Council comments dated 23.10.2019, 03.04.2020 and 26.10. 

2020: 

· Strongly opposes the application 

· Strongly performing Green Belt and no special circumstances have been provided 

Increase in traffic on the north side of Sevenoaks Road / London Road / Old London Road from the junction with the A21 west of Knockholt station to the Shacklands roundabout despite suggested highway improvements is still a danger to highways and pedestrian safety in the area. 

· The proposal to improve the junction where Sevenoaks Road joins the A21 west of Knockholt Station by making it traffic light controlled would be welcomed as it should reduce the risk of accidents. 

· Would increase traffic congestion at Hewitts roundabout and all around that junction and along the A21. 

· Sports pitches appear to take up virtually all the allocated area leaving a minimal area for the proposed club houses and parking. The suggestion that players and spectators would use the under-croft car park provided close to Knockholt Station some 500 metres away (straight line, longer using the roads) would not be used - they would park on the residential roads as close as they can to the facilities causing problems for residents. 

· Inappropriate development in the Green Belt, which is why the site was not included in the Sevenoaks Local Plan.  No exceptional circumstances have been given to justify this application. 

· Removes the gap between the rural villages of north Sevenoaks and the London Borough of Bromley which would be merged into one large conurbation.  Such a large development would have a serious detrimental visual impact on the tranquil area. 

· Bus and train services in the area are poor. 

· Knockholt is the last zone 6 station from London and already attracts commuters from further into Kent who can drive to Knockholt and then use Oyster cards. Having a large car park close to the station will only attract more of these commuters and increase traffic and parking congestion even further. 

· Would impact significantly on the medical services in the area which are already over stretched. 

· Utilities infrastructure wouldn’t be able to cope. 

· Creates light pollution, harm to ecology and is an over development of the area. 

· The description of the development is misleading as it doesn’t include all of the retirement living dwellings to be created which increases the numbers of properties.  

Knockholt Parish Council comments dated 24.10.2019, 27.03.2020 and 16.10.2020: 

· Opportunistic timing for this submission in view of the current SDC local plan. 

· Accept that this is only an outline planning application but the artist’s representation of the site is misleading, in that facilities are presented in great detail whilst housing density and roads are conspicuous by their absence. 

· Both Knockholt and Halstead are low density developed areas, being classified as small villages and Badgers Mount is a Hamlet. Broke Hill Golf Course is a green field, green belt site, a fact that was pointed out by the adjacent London Borough of Bromley. Also, the London green belt council have concerns about any loss of London’s green living. 

Current comments on the Sevenoaks website include concerns that development close to the border with Bromley will result in unacceptable pressures on the medical facilities.  

· Remoteness of the proposed sports facilities relative to the centres of population can only result in a significant increase to the carbon footprint. 

· The alterations and amendments in no way ameliorate our concerns over this totally inappropriate development which remains unacceptable 

Halstead Parish Council comments received 31.10.2019 but dated 21.11.2020. 

Further comments dated 02.04.2020, and further comments received 28.10.2020: 

· Strongly object 

· Destruction of Green Belt with no exceptional circumstances. 

· Highly performing Green Belt land as identified by the SDC commissioned Green Belt Assessment report by Ove Arup & Partners of 2017 undertaken as part of the evidence base to inform production of the Local Plan for the district. 

· Creates a sprawl of ribbon development along the A21 from Green Street Green, Orpington all the way to Sevenoaks. 

· Encroaches on the open countryside 

· Damages tranquil public footpaths 

· Overdevelopment fails to meet the housing need within Sevenoaks District 

· Poor transport infrastructure in the area which would fail to cope with increased demands 

· Would result in significant traffic congestion 

· Puts pressure on existing school and medical series which would be unable to cope 

· Travelling in and out of the Site for hockey and rugby will mean more car journeys as public transport is not adequate. 

· Lighting is being offered for evening play but floodlights are wholly inappropriate in the Green Belt. 

· It is asserted that the pitches associated with these sports “will provide a green buffer in perpetuity”. Three of the pitches will be artificial – how many wild creatures or plants will live in these? There was criticism of the use of pesticides and herbicides on the Golf course – how will the rugby pitches be maintained – most likely with pesticides (unless they are plastic) 

· The development is situated in Halstead. The roads surrounding the development all fall into the Parish of Halstead. The denial of this throughout the application does nothing but make residents of this village feel disempowered. 

· Appears that some of the land being used for the sports pitches is still actively being used for farming. This land should be considered a separate entity when reviewing this application. 

· Will the houses actually be affordable for those in Sevenoaks that need homes? 

· Harms wildlife 
This Parish has an application approved for just a few miles up the road for 450 houses - a 60% increase in the number of properties in the village. There is an application to take this to 750 houses. An extra 800 houses on top of this turns this small service village into something more like a town but without the facilities to provide for it. 

· Concerns about a number of road related issues including parking, safety and validity of number of proposed road movements. 

· No requirement for a further school in the vicinity of the village ( Increase in pollution caused by the extra traffic. 

Badgers Mount Residents Association: 

· Not a very special circumstances case 

· Is over 4 times size of the settlement in Badgers Mount which is 1 mile away.  

· Harmful to the NHS hospital, infrastructure and surrounding villages.  

· Increased traffic harm to the existing road and rail network which are already exceptionally congested.  

· Increased noise, light pollution and impact on biodiversity.  

· Sports clubs are not considered as existing community facilities in this area.  

Pratts Bottom Residents Association: 

· No special circumstance and inappropriate development in Green Belt.  

· Education benefits, improvement to local transport and open space can be provided elsewhere. 

· Sports pitches are unnecessary as Orpington Ruby Club is only a few miles away and Sevenoaks Hockey Club has its own facilities.  

· Harmful visual impact and harms ecology.  

· Doesn’t meet any local need for sports provision and will increase the travel times and cost for players.  

· Impacts on doctor surgery’s services, hospital and A&E.  

· Significant impact on existing primary and secondary schools both in Sevenoaks and Bromley.  

· Significant traffic during sports or special event including Sundays.  

· Increased congestion and parking.  

· Bus services in the area are poor and limited train capacity. 

Knockholt Society:  

· Agrees with other objections stated above.  

· Density is excessive.  

· Creates urban sprawl and isn’t in a sustainable location with any good transport links 

Halstead Green Belt Future Group: 

Harmful to carbon emissions, harmful to wildlife, harmful to the environment. 

Not a garden village as its suburban encroachment into the Green Belt with no sustainability credentials. 

Bromley Friends of The Earth: 

· Harmful to Green Belt 

· Destroys the integrity of the Green Belt around London.  

· Permanent loss of amenity for the current residents and future generations.  

· Inadequate train services to support this proposal.  

· Facilities for rugby and hockey don't benefit the community as a whole, but only a small section 

Green Street Green Village Society: 

· Harmful to the Green Belt. 

· Impact on highway, environment and infrastructure.  

· Sets precedent as The Chelsfield lakes golf course under the applicant’s ownership.  

· Inadequate train services. 

Planning appraisal  

The main planning considerations are: 

· Findings of the submitted Environmental Statement 
· Principle of development/ Green Belt  
· Impact on the character of the area. 

· Impact on neighbouring amenity  

· Highways/Parking  

· Trees and Landscaping 

· Biodiversity 

· Other Issues  

Findings of the submitted Environmental Statement 

This planning application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement  

(ES) in accordance with Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning  

Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended). The purpose of the ES is to identify the likely environmental impacts of the development. 

This process can also identify ways in which the development can be modified to avoid, reduce or off set likely adverse impacts, as well as ways in which beneficial impacts can be optimised. 

For the purposes of this report, the key findings and environmental information are set out below, including the weight to be attached to those impacts. 

Transport and access 

A full assessment of the potential effects of the proposed development on traffic and the local transportation network is presented in Chapter 7 of the submitted Environmental Statement. The submitted document has been prepared in accordance with ‘Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic’ (Institute of Environmental Assessment, 1993). Accordingly, the topics of severance, driver delay, pedestrian delay, pedestrian amenity and accident and safety are all considered in detail within the ES.  

The ES provides documents on the assessment of the likely significant effects of the proposed development with respect to transport. It summarises the technical work that has been undertaken to assess the likely significant environmental effects of development related traffic. 

An assessment of the surrounding traffic impacts upon the local road network is included within the ES. This includes the assessment of traffic upon the A21 corridor between, and including, Hewitts Roundabout and the junction formed of A21 Sevenoaks Road / London Road. The section of London Road from the application site access to Shacklands Roundabout has also been considered including the junction of London Road / Cadlocks Hill / Wheatsheaf Hill. In addition, the scope of assessment considers the effects of the development on the strategic network through an assessment of the M25 junction 4. 

The assessment details base year traffic conditions within the vicinity of the application site and study area. It continues with an assessment of the forecast year (2035) baseline conditions and finally an assessment of the “with development” conditions at 2035. The proposed development and the associated significant environmental effects are considered, together with the mitigation measures required to prevent, reduce or offset significant effects, and the likely residual effects after these measures have been employed. 

The significance criteria adopted for likely traffic and transport effects is based on the magnitude (or scale) of the change as well as the sensitivity (or importance) of the receptor (link or junction) affected. As part of the ES a number of traffic surveys were carried out. Background traffic flow information for the morning and evening peak hours was extracted from survey data. This was projected to 2035 using suitable factors and addition of committed development traffic and infrastructure proposals. Traffic flows associated with the Proposed Development were added to the baseline traffic to provide an understanding of the likely effect of development traffic onto the highway network. The ES stated that the mitigation during the construction phase of the development would include a Construction and Environmental Management Plan, which would be secured through suitable planning conditions on any approved application. The ES further explains that the CEMP will consider the safety of vehicles entering/exiting the application site and the interaction of the external highway network and pedestrian network during construction works. 

As identified within the ES and as explained above, a number of site visits, surveys and a desktop study were completed to define the existing transport network serving the application site and local area. This included a review of local bus and rail services and walking and cycling facilities. 

The assessments carried out considers the ability of the highway network to serve the additional traffic associated with the Proposed Development. Where the highway network is demonstrated to not operate satisfactorily, mitigation measures have been considered and assessed.  

The ES acknowledges that the sustainable transport modes (bus network and existing rail station) will be enhanced through support for an upgrade to the existing bus service and rail station facilities. Off-site pedestrian and / or cycle network enhancements will also be provided and / or contributed towards.  

This outline application has been submitted with a supporting Transport Assessment and a Framework Travel Plan.  

The ES details how the proposed development will provide upgrades to the local bus service to support the scheme and local residents. Details are also provided as to how the development will provide links to the existing cycle and pedestrian network on London Road in the vicinity of the application site access to promote these modes of travel. A Travel Plan for the application site has been proposed. It is proposed that the site will seek to reduce traffic generation from the site by 10% when compared to the Transport Assessment. 

It is explained that a result of the enhancements, it is anticipated that residents will consider modes of transport other than the private car. This will potentially reduce the number of vehicles on the network. 

The submitted Environmental Statement is detailed and does address a number of factors as explained above. The conclusion it reaches is that there are only minor and negligible residual impacts upon transport and access as a result of the proposal with a number of mitigation measures and enhancements included as part of the proposals to reduce adverse impacts.  

The surveys which have been carried out and the mitigation measures proposed are partially acceptable and appropriate as part of the Environmental Statement. However, there are still concerns raised by external consultees about the potential adverse impacts of the development upon the existing highway network and its capacity. Our detailed assessment of these concerns is considered further within the report below. 

Air Quality 

The Environmental Assessment submitted with the application includes the findings of an assessment of local air quality effects associated with the proposed development. An air quality impact assessment has been undertaken to assess both construction and operational effects associated with the proposed development. 

An assessment of the potential effects during the construction phase identified that releases of dust and particulate matter are likely to occur during site activities. However as concluded within the ES and submitted documents, through good site practice and the implementation of suitable mitigation measures, the effect of dust and particulate matter releases may be effectively mitigated and the resultant effects are considered to be negligible. 

Dispersion modelling has been carried out to assess the impact of the operational development on local air quality. The results of the modelling indicate that concentrations of relevant pollutants (NO2, PM10 and PM2.5) will meet the relevant AQS objective levels at nearby sensitive receptors and within the application site itself. The ES concludes that the significance of the effects of the emissions arising from the traffic associated with the operation of the proposed development is considered to be negligible in accordance with the EPUK & IAQM significance criteria. 

The detailed reports and modelling contained within the ES conclude that air quality does not pose any constraints to the development of the application site as proposed. 

The Technical note on air quality has been reviewed and assessed by colleagues in Environmental Health. It is concluded that it still needs further details and could possibly require revisions to address some matters. However, it is considered that the issues of concern could be addressed by appropriate planning conditions on any approval as this is an outline application. 

Noise and Vibration 

The Environmental Statement submitted includes an assessment of the likely environmental significant effects, with respect to noise and vibration as a result of the proposed development. As part of this, the extant and proposed road traffic noise levels have been assessed in order to demonstrate site suitability and to allow consideration of potential effects at existing noise sensitive receptors in the surrounding area. It is clear from the ES and the assessments undertaken that the dominant source of noise at the site is from road traffic on the surrounding road network. Various noise levels were measured in and around the application site and these are detailed within the ES.  

All noise measurements were undertaken by consultants competent in environmental noise monitoring, and, in accordance with the principles of BS 7445: 2003 (Ref 9.9). The broadband noise parameters of LAeq,T, LA10,T, LA90,T, and LAmax,F were recorded at each location. The ES states that vibration levels on the site were also assessed subjectively during the noise survey and no vibration was observed to be imperceptible. The ES therefore concludes a vibration survey is not required. 

The ES submitted assesses and considers the likely effects of the proposed development in terms of noise and vibration. These include the effects of existing conditions on the proposed development and the effects of noise and vibration generated by the proposed development on surrounding properties, during both construction and operational phases. 

As part of the assessments, the impact of noise and vibration during construction of the development has been predicted and assessed in accordance with BS 5228. Generic mitigation measures are recommended within the ES, which when implemented would ensure that the impact of noise and vibration during the construction works is adequately controlled. 

The ES details the assessments undertaken in accordance with the adopted criteria to determine the suitability of the Application Site for residential accommodation. The proposed units would include appropriate glazing and ventilation specification, in order to achieve the required internal noise levels. 

The impact of the increase in road traffic associated with the proposal is also assessed within the ES. The assessment concludes that there would be limited effects from any increase in road traffic noise at existing receptors adjacent to the surrounding roads. Detailed tables and assessments are provided as part of the ES. 

The ES and the detailed acoustic reports have been assessed by Sevenoaks District Council Environmental Health Officers. They have concluded that it lacks some specific information to validate the mapping, the technical note now provided has given some clarity and provided some further information not submitted in the original submission. However, it is considered that any further outstanding requirements could be provided by condition if the application were approved. 

Landscape and Visual Amenity
As part of the submitted ES a Landscape and Visual Amenity assessment has been undertaken. The document describes the landscape character and visual amenity associated with the proposal and its surroundings. It assesses whether there would be any likely significant landscape or visual effects as a consequence of the development proposal and identifies any mitigation measures necessary. In order to assess the landscape and visual effects, a “Study Area” extending up to 2.0 kilometres from the centre of the application site was considered. 

The ES concludes that there will be some significant adverse landscape and visual effects during the construction period and on completion of the whole development on local receptors but that the proposal would not result in any significant adverse effects upon the landscape or on visual amenity in the area surrounding the application site apart from views from sections of some of the public footpaths which are within or adjacent to the application site. 

The document further concludes that any adverse impacts would be mitigated by landscape proposals which will reduce adverse landscape and visual effect and assimilate the development into the local area. 

Whilst the landscape being proposed would mitigate adverse impacts of the development the development would still have a significant visual impact upon the Green Belt. A more detailed assessment and consideration of this is considered further within this report in the paragraphs below.  

Ecology and Nature Conservation 

The submitted ES explains that ecological surveys of the application site have been undertaken, including a desk study, an extended Phase 1 Habitat survey and a range of Phase 2 faunal surveys. The surveys and the ES correctly identify that there are a number of ecological designations near to the application site. 

The nearest statutory designation is Lullingstone Park SSSI, located approximately 2.1km to the north-east of the application site. The nearest non-statutory designation is Knockholt Station and Chelsfield Lakes SINC, located adjacent to the northern boundary of the application site. The Application Site itself is dominated by species-poor grassland, with woodland, hedgerows, trees, ponds and orchards also present. Habitats which are considered to be of importance at the local level or above comprise Ancient Woodland, other woodland, mature trees, hedgerows and traditional orchard. Surveys of protected faunal species have found that the site supports moderate numbers of foraging and commuting bats, badger, reptiles, a range of birds, invertebrates and other mammal species. Habitats also offer some potential for Priority Species including Hedgehog. As part of the surveys and the ES submitted, a range of potential effects have been identified on habitats and fauna within and surrounding the application site, with potentially significant effects identified in relation to habitats of ecological importance, bats, Badger and invertebrates. Mitigation measures are therefore proposed, including construction safeguards, detailed design of housing layout, management of recreational activity and sensitive lighting design, whilst compensatory habitat is proposed in the form of new orchard planting. The measures which are proposed and detailed within the submissions are considered to avoid, minimise or offset any significant adverse effects resulting from the redevelopment of the application site. Furthermore, a range of additional enhancement measures have been identified to provide gains in biodiversity across the site, including habitat creation and enhancement and provision of new nesting and shelter opportunities for faunal species. 

The predicted effects of the scheme on biodiversity, during both construction and operation, are considered to be minimal, with very few permanent adverse effects as a result of the Scheme. Impacts mainly relate to small scale vegetation clearance and tree removal which will be reinstated on completion of the works or addressed through proposals for compensation planting or management. No significant long-term adverse effects are anticipated in terms of overall ecology. By adopting a Biodiversity Net Gain approach and the proposed ecological enhancement measures, the proposal will deliver a net positive impact on biodiversity, flora and fauna.  

Conditions can be imposed to secure the management and mitigation required. Other legislations will still apply in relation to any protected species. 

Water Quality, Hydrology and Flood Risk 

The documents submitted and those contained within the ES assess in detail the risk of flooding and water quality effects to and from the development proposed to sensitive receptors and any potential mitigation required to address any adverse impacts. 

The Flood Risk Assessment for the proposal assessed the flood risk at the application site and it is considered that the proposal will have a neutral effect to flood risk on the application site and offsite – i.e. a neutral cumulative effect to flood risk. 

Potential surface and sub-surface hydrology receptors of potential environmental effects have been identified as surface water, groundwater and Flood Zone 1. The potential effects to these receptors, have been identified during the construction phase (temporary) and during the operational phase (temporary or permanent), and mitigation measures have been identified to minimise the magnitude these effects. The mitigation measures identified reduce the effects to the identified receptors to neutral or beneficial effects. There are no identified adverse residual effects during both the construction and operational phases of the Proposed Development. 

The assessments submitted demonstrate that there would be no significant adverse impacts upon water quality, hydrology and flood risk.  

Socio-Economics and Human Health 

The proposed development includes the delivery of up to 1,030 new residential dwellings (850 residential units and 180 retirement living units), a wide variety of community and commercial floorspace as well as significant public open space, sport and recreation provision. 
It is acknowledged and assessed within the ES that the mixed-use development is expected to facilitate high-quality placemaking for this area of the District. 

The construction phase of the development is likely to result in moderate beneficial effects in the medium term supporting in the region of 200 construction jobs per year over an 8-9 year build period, as detailed within the ES.  

In terms of the operational phase once completed, the proposal is assessed within the ES as having a beneficial impact with regards to housing provision, access to education, community facilities and access to open space and sport and recreation facilities. This is explained as due to the fact that the proposal includes 1,030 new residential units including a mix of tenure types (including 340 affordable homes and 180 retirement living units) and dwelling sizes, which will help to meet housing needs and reduce overcrowding. The proposal will include the provision of a primary school, commercial and community floorspace which will support an increase in the quantum and types of employment opportunities and provide a wide range of services, high quality public open spaces, and improved pedestrian and cycle connections, all of which are pathways to better health outcomes. Overall, the conclusion of the ES is that the proposed development is considered to have a beneficial effect in socio-economic terms. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there would be certain socio-economic benefits to the development proposal, these would need to be balanced against the potential impact the proposal has on the Green Belt. The assessment of the benefits of the scheme and the planning balance in terms of the potential impact upon the openness of the Green Belt is considered further within other sections of this report.  

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 

The submitted ES acknowledges the effects of the development on archaeology, which is assessed to include the setting of nearby designated heritage assets and the historic landscape. As part of the assessment they have been considered in line with national industry standards and guidance and the assessment includes both construction and operational phases for the development. 

A potential for heritage assets of archaeological interest (buried archaeological remains) has been identified across the application site based on the results of desk-based assessment. Effects are likely to arise from groundwork activities associated with the construction phase of the proposed development. Therefore, as concluded within the ES there is likely to be a direct, permanent, long-term effect on buried archaeological deposits of moderate to major adverse significance prior to the implementation of mitigation measures.  

In order to mitigate the potential effects on heritage assets of archaeological interest, a programme of archaeological evaluation has been suggested to be carried out in advance of all groundworks. This would be appropriately mitigated through planning conditions on any approval.  As the most recent land use of the site has been for a golf course the historic landscape across the application site has changed somewhat and few historic elements survive.  

An assessment of the potential effects on designated built heritage assets during the construction phase has been carried out. This has shown that during this phase of the Proposed Development, construction effects on the historic setting of designated heritage assets are considered to be low/moderate, relating to a period of noise and visual change. In the main, the effects of the scheme on the historic setting of designated heritage assets in the vicinity have been assessed as neutral/low; mitigation of the construction and operational effects of the proposed development would take the form of best practice and sensitive landscape design respectively. The residual effects on the setting of designated heritage assets is considered to be low /moderate during construction reducing to negligible during operational phases. 

Principle of development/ Green Belt: 
Paragraph 143 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that: ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances’. 

Paragraph 145 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that construction of new buildings in the Green Belt is inappropriate development in the green belt with some exceptions including the provision of appropriate facilities such as outdoor sport and recreation; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. The residential development of up to 800 dwellings, retirement care community, primary school hub and proposed variety of commercial buildings for businesses, retail and community uses would be considered inappropriate development in the Green Belt. In terms of some of the use of the site for sports facilities, this may be considered appropriate development in the Green Belt providing it preserves the openness of the Green Belt in line with the provisions of the NPPF.  

The National Planning Policy Framework also states that, in these circumstances the policies which are the most important for determining the application are outof-date.  As such, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as set out in paragraph 11 d) of the Framework as follows: 

“where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless:  
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed;” 
The Council’s housing policies are out of date and we do not currently meet national five housing supply target as detailed by footnote 7.  However, under point i) Green Belt land as detailed in footnote 6 is one of the protected areas and provides a clear reason to refuse against the general presumption of development.  

Therefore, whilst the proposal would add to the District’s housing supply, footnote 6, of paragraph 11, of the NPPF, is clear that the presumption in favour of development in granting applications is not engaged if ‘the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed’.  

The site is set fully within the Green Belt and is not set within the urban confines of any existing village. The site is around one mile north of Halstead village and 2.5 miles south-east of Orpington. There is a linear arrangement of large residential dwellings off London Road and Watercroft Road towards the east of the site. To the south of the site there are various cultivated plots of land, and to the west the boundary is formed by Stonehouse Lane. The closest village settlements and urban confines are a handful of small settlements, namely Pratt’s Bottom towards the west, Badgers Mount towards the east, Halstead towards the south and Knockholt Pound further south. As such, the site does not adjoin and nor is it related to any existing settlements. Whilst the application site is located within close proximity to Knockholt train station it still has relatively low public transport accessibility and is remote from any other shopping, community or other facilities.  

It is relevant to note that this site was submitted into the Local Plan call for sites and included as a potential site option (MX41) in the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan 

(July 2018). The draft Plan set out a number of different site options or alternatives, and made it clear (para 1.14) that these sites would not necessarily be taken forward into the submission version of the Local Plan.  

As stated within the Reg 18 document, the inclusion of those sites in that consultation did not guarantee their inclusion in the final draft Local Plan. The Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (July 2018) was clear in that it stated that any sites included would need assessment as to whether the infrastructure proposed met a genuine evidenced need and whether the exceptional circumstances proposed would be sufficient to warrant a Green Belt amendment. 

The site assessment for Broke hill outlines that the site is acceptable for development i.e. in terms of the analysis of site constraints. However, the site did not conform to the proposed Local Plan development strategy and therefore, the site (MX41) was not included in the Regulation 19 submission version of the Plan.  

In terms of the development strategy proposed in the submitted Local Plan, this focused on: 

· Focusing growth in existing settlements, including at higher density 

· Redevelopment of brownfield/developed land in sustainable locations 
· Development of Greenfield Green Belt land only in ‘exceptional circumstances’. 

The site (MX41) was considered in relation to the latter category. Although ‘exceptional circumstances’ are not defined nationally, the Council considered the scale and intensity of housing need and the limited supply of non-Green Belt land to be relevant, combined with following factors: 

· The extent to which land meets the purposes of inclusion in the Green Belt, as set out in the Green Belt Assessment (2017);  

· The overall sustainability of the proposals, as assessed by the Sustainability 

Appraisal of the Local Plan 

· Whether the release of land will result in the delivery of infrastructure to meet an existing evidenced-based need; 

As outlined above, the site is located on strongly performing Green Belt and is not adjacent to a higher-tier settlement. The infrastructure proposals were welcomed, but were not considered to meet an existing evidenced-based need, but rather to meet the needs of the development itself, or provide infrastructure that did not necessarily need to be located in that location. It was concluded (PAC 22/11/18 and Cabinet 6/12/18) that ‘the infrastructure proposals do not outweigh the harm to strongly performing Green Belt’. 

Therefore, the site was not included in the submission version of the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan included a number of proposed allocations to be released from the Green Belt, which all complied with the proposed development strategy outlined above. The Council has also identified (through Option 4 of the submitted Sustainability Appraisal) a number of sites which partially meet the proposed development strategy, in terms of being located on weak performing Green Belt adjacent to higher-tier settlements. Broke Hill was neither a proposed site allocation nor one of those sites identified in Option 4 of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

In conclusion, the proposed development site lies entirely within the Metropolitan Green Belt and is therefore contrary to both national and local planning policy.  

The application site is divorced from any existing settlement, the closest settlements are either villages or hamlets and the nearest towns are several kilometres away. The proposed development is not of a scale to be able to be considered a new free-standing self-sustaining settlement and it is not an urban extension. Although the site would provide some services and facilities, it is not considered a sufficiently sustainable location for this quantum of development. 

The scheme itself proposes a good mix of uses, including employment, education, community and leisure facilities, in addition to residential development. However, it is not clear that all of these facilities are actually required in this specific location or whether they would be better placed in other locations. The proposal does not meet a genuine existing evidenced-based need for infrastructure in Halstead area and surrounding villages.  

This site was considered as part of the emerging Local Plan and was not included in the proposed Local Plan. The site does not conform to the proposed Local Plan development strategy, because:  

· it is situated on strongly performing Green Belt which prevents the outward sprawl of Greater London into open land and maintains an essential gap between the Greater London built up area and the villages of Halstead, Badgers Mount and Knockholt. 

· it is not considered a sustainable location for development and it is not adjacent to a higher-tier settlement. 

· the infrastructure proposals are not considered to meet an existing evidenced-based need, but rather to meet the needs of the development itself, or provide infrastructure that does not necessarily need to be located in that location. 

· In relation to the Local Plan, it was concluded that the infrastructure proposals did not outweigh the harm to the strongly performing Green Belt. 

In terms of the status of the submission version of the Local Plan, following the period when representations were invited on the soundness of the submission version of the Local Plan (Regulation 19), our Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State for independent examination on Tuesday 30 April 2019. Following hearing sessions in September and October 2019, the Planning Inspector issued the final report in March 2020 in relation to the examination of the Sevenoaks District Local Plan. The Inspector concluded that the Sevenoaks District Local Plan was not legally compliant in respect of the Duty to Co-operate and, as such, the Inspector recommended that the Plan not be formally adopted. The Council submitted a Judicial Review of this decision; however this was unsuccessful. In early December, an application to appeal against the unsuccessful Judicial Review of our draft local plan was lodged. We are currently waiting for the High Court to consider our appeal. 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires local planning authorities to determine applications for planning permission in accordance with the provisions of the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

It is acknowledged that the development would contribute the housing supply within the District, would provide sports facilities, community facilities and elderly care accommodation. A proportion of these dwellings may also contribute towards the District-wide need for affordable housing. 

However, these matters are not sufficient to clearly outweigh the definitional harm and the substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt that the development represents. The proposal is therefore inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

As the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing supply at this time, it is accepted that the policies which are most important for determining the application are out of date. 

However, in this case, as the development is situated within the Green Belt, the policies of the NPPF for the protection of the Green Belt provide a clear reason for the refusal of planning permission in terms of NPPF paragraph 11. 

Substantial weight to the harm that would arise to the Green Belt is therefore given. Overall, the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply. 

Policy LO1 of the Core Strategy states in part: 

‘Development will be focused within the built confines of existing settlements… 

…In other locations priority will be given to protecting the rural character of the District. Development will only take place where it is compatible with policies for protecting the Green Belt…’. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the housing provision figure referred to the in information preceding policy LO1 is out of date, the general thrust of the policy, to focus development within the built confines of existing settlements and to protect the Green Belt, remains consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Policy LO8 of the Core Strategy states ‘the extent of the Green Belt will be maintained’. 

Considerable weight can therefore be attached to these policies. In accordance with Sevenoaks District Council Allocations and Management Plan Para 3.9 it remains the position that the Council can meet its housing targets without the need to release land in the Green Belt and by focusing development within the existing urban and village locations of the District. To meet the requirement for housing within the Sevenoaks District, the urban expansion of the existing towns and larger villages and the redevelopment of brownfield sites which already have existing transport connections and infrastructure and are more sustainable would be more appropriate
In terms of the provision of facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, the hockey club and rugby club would be located towards the western boundaries of the site adjacent to Stonehouse Lane. There is currently no built form within this location with the previous golf club facilities including the 2-storey club house building and smaller ancillary structures being located much further towards the north east. The proposed buildings would be for use by the hockey and rugby clubs. A Sports Strategy Report was submitted with the planning application which indicates some unmet need for hockey and rugby pitches within the area. It is not however clear as to why two separate club houses of such size are required for the sports facilities.  

The existing buildings at the site are ancillary to the golf club use of the site and are not excessive in size or scale. The existing club house is a two-storey pitched roof building with balconies at first floor, the other structures are ancillary storage sheds, outbuildings and other small structures associated with the former use of the site as a golf course. These buildings are of an appropriate size and scale for a golf club facility such as this. The main building and the largest one at the site is the two storey club house accessed from the main vehicle access to the site off London Road/ Sevenoaks Road. This building and other ancillary structures are of a modest height and scale and are adjacent to existing hard surfaced parking areas. They are not significantly prominent nor significantly visible due to changes in ground levels, existing boundary vegetation and landscaping, with the main views of the built form being from the access road and from the public footpaths.  

In terms of the principle of the sports facilities and their acceptability, whilst they would provide improved outdoor sports and recreational facilities to the District which is encouraged in the Green Belt by the NPPF they would fail to preserve the openness of the Green Belt.   

The Design and Access Statement and indicative drawings submitted with the application gives some idea as to the amount of built development and overall building heights. The documents submitted include illustrative masterplans and a building heights diagram. The sports provision is indicated within the design and access statement to include up to 4 England Hockey standard artificial pitches with clubhouse, up to 4 rugby pitches (2 smaller pitches and 2 larger ones) including a full-size grass and artificial surface alongside a clubhouse.  

Lighting would be installed to serve one of the RFU size compliant pitches with a 2,500 square foot clubhouse with changing facilities also proposed along with a car parking area for up to 100 cars. Boundary treatment and appropriate fencing is indicated as being provided.  

The England Hockey-standard artificial grass pitches (AGP) would include artificial lighting. A club house with an external viewing balcony, changing facilities and locker-facilities is proposed, the minimum size of which is suggested to be 371.6122 square metres.. Exclusive parking for 100 cars adjacent to the clubhouse is also indicated. Fencing along the boundaries of the hockey club is also proposed.  

On the submitted indicative building heights diagram it is suggested that the buildings associated with the hockey club and rugby club would be mainly two storeys in height with some being two and a half storeys. The maximum height of the clubhouses is suggested at 12.5 metres as an indicative height (this is roughly the equivalent of a building of around three storeys in height). 

Whilst the provision of the outdoor sports facilities would result in high quality sports pitches and playing pitch provision within the District they would result in a much more dominant built form and built development within the site. The changing facilities, club house facilities, parking areas, lighting, fencing and access routes would all be located within areas of previously undeveloped land. They would be located along the western boundaries of the site adjacent to Stonehouse Lane and would be visible from the public realm encroaching into the existing open area of Green Belt.  

As a result, the newly created sports facilities end up in dominant buildings in terms of their form and massing in comparison to the existing buildings and structures associated with the former golf club which are currently much more secluded and less visible within the site. The new sports provision results in the location of much larger buildings located closer to the outer edges of the site. This creates a more dominant impact on the appearance of the built form when viewed from the Green Belt.  

In terms of the need for these facilities and whether there is any case of very special circumstance for such a provision i.e. to address a shortfall of sports facilities or playing pitch provision within the locality, this matter is assessed in further detail below.  

Taking the above matters into consideration it is considered that the principle of the development is not accepted as it would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt in line with the provisions of the NPPF.  
Openness 
The existing buildings on the site would be removed and it is acknowledged that these buildings are of no specific architectural merit and do not contribute to the openness of the Green Bet. It is also acknowledged that a small part of the site maybe considered previously developed land due to the presence of existing buildings, hard surfaces and other structures previously associated with the former use. There would be some improvements to the landscape and biodiversity as a result of the proposal. The development would however result in significant parts of the golf course being developed upon.  

The parameter plan and other documents submitted indicate the extent of built form would be located behind the primary access road and some 330 metres away from the existing built form and settlement of Pratt’s Bottom towards the west. However, the proposal would still include buildings much taller than anything that currently exists on site.  

Of the total site area of 65.58 hectares, development areas would cover about 30 hectares and there would be about 30 hectares of open space amounting to about 45% of the site. 

With the proposed total of 800 dwellings, there would be an average density of approximately 38 dwellings per hectare. The highest density parcels are to be located centrally within the site, in proximity to the village centre, which are proposed to be at a maximum of 50 dwellings per hectare. The density of development reduces to between 25-40 dwellings per hectares within the remaining development plots. Education uses would occupy about 1.12 hectares of the site. Towards the north-eastern boundary of the site and to the south of London Road the site currently consists of an undeveloped parcel of land adjacent to an existing small two storey commercial unit and Cadlocks Hill. This land forms part of the open Green Belt and currently consists of mature trees and vegetation. The trees are subject to a blanket Tree Preservation Order. There is no detailed design provided for this area, but it is stated within the documents provided that ‘no tree of importance to need to be removed.’ On a submitted building heights diagram it is suggested that the buildings within this area would be mainly two storeys with some two and a half storeys in height.  Building heights are indicated at between 9 – 15 metres above proposed ground level on the submitted Building Heights Diagram. This would result in a more visually prominent built form of development on open land when viewed from the existing roads and public footpaths. Taking into consideration the changes in ground levels here and the fact that there are currently no existing buildings in this location it is considered that this part of the site would be more prominent than other areas within the site and would be significantly harmful to the openness of the Green Belt 

Located further into the site towards the south and west and adjacent to Cadlocks 

Hill would be the retirement community. On the submitted Building Heights Diagram there is a key building which is indicated to be up to four storeys in height between 15 metres to 22 metres in height above the proposed ground level.  This again, as stated above would result in a more visually prominent built form of development on open land when viewed from the existing roads and public footpaths and would significantly harm the openness of the Green Belt. 

Located further to the south as Cadlocks Hill reaches its junction with Watercroft Road and Station Road the footprint and scale of built development on the application site on previously undeveloped land continues.  The Building Heights Diagram indicates a large portion of the southernmost corner of the site would be occupied by Housing Parcels. Some of these are indicated to be in the region of two to two and a half storeys in height with maximum ridge heights of around 10 metres.  Within this Housing Parcel and located slightly towards the west of the border of the Retirement Care Community on the Building Heights Diagram it is indicated that a further building of between 15 metres to 22 metres in height above the proposed ground level is also proposed. The built form and massing of this portion of the development all on land which is currently open and occupied by mature landscaping, vegetation and grass forming part of the former golf club use would be significantly visible from public footpaths, Station Road and Cadlocks Hill towards the East and Stonehouse Lane towards the West. This would significantly harm the openness of the Green Belt.  

As stated above the proposal includes rugby pitches and hockey pitches. These are located towards the western boundaries of the site adjacent to Stonehouse Lane. There is currently no built form within this location with the previous golf club facilities including the 2-storey clubhouse building and smaller ancillary structures being located much further towards the north east. Whilst some of the existing boundary vegetation would be retained and the pitches afforded some screening by trees, mature vegetation and other additional planting and landscaping the pitches would require artificial lighting, significant amounts of fencing and the provision of car parking areas. The pitches are indicated to include separate club houses and changing room facilities for both the hockey club and rugby club.    

The maximum height of the clubhouses is suggested at 12.5 metres as an indicative height (this is roughly the equivalent of a building of around four storeys in height). The proposed development in this location would still result in harm to the openness of the Green Belt due to the scale, footprint and amount of development which is required to support these facilities. The sports provision is indicated to include changing facilities, club house facilities, parking areas, lighting, fencing and access routes all to be located within areas of previously undeveloped open Green Belt land. There are limited details in terms of the footprint and height of the school building, however as above this would be located on previously undeveloped land and is likely to increase the height, scale and bulk of built footprint resulting in significant harm to the openness of the Green Belt.  

In terms of the commercial centre which is located centrally within the site, whilst this would include a wide variety of facilities and services for the new development it would include a significant amount of new built development on previously open land. It is indicated on the Building Heights Diagram to include the tallest building as part of this proposal. It would include a key landmark building with a maximum ridge height of 22 metres above proposed ground level.  

The existing buildings at the site are much smaller in terms of their height, scale, massing and built footprint and are not visually prominent. The majority of the existing site is entirely open and includes mature landscaping, boundary vegetation and trees. Whilst the amended drawings and additional information now provided do indicate a more defined boundary between this development and neighbouring settlements (provided on the illustrative diagram indicating the site in relation to neighbouring settlements) the proposal still results in a much larger form of built development on areas of open land.  

It is acknowledged that a landscaped buffer from London Road and the new development is provided to the front of the application site. This indicative layout seeks to retain the Green Belt setting and the existing topography of the site which partly obscures the view of the settlement from London Road and enhances the current use by incorporating detention basins to address surface water drainage and improve watercourse throughout the site. However as stated above there is a significant amount of built footprint and buildings ranging in height with some buildings indicated to have maximum ridge heights of around 22 metres above proposed ground levels. It is still therefore considered that the development proposed results in dominant proposed buildings in form and massing. This creates a more dominant impact on the appearance of the built form when viewed from the Green Belt and the surrounding area. 

The final site layout, positioning and height of buildings on the site would not be established at this time by the outline permission and it is not possible to compare the existing and proposed heights or volumes of development on the site. The Design and Access Statement and indicative drawings submitted with the application gives some idea as to the amount of built development and overall heights. The footprint is only one way to assess the impact of the scheme on the openness of the Green Belt. It would seem likely that the presence of built form on the site would be exacerbated substantially by the net increase in built form on previously open areas of land, particularly as these could comprise of tall buildings some two storeys plus roofs above and some four storeys possibly higher again with roofs above. As the indicative site layout suggests, parking areas, access roads, some private amenity space, lighting and fencing would all be needed. As a result cumulatively the provision of the built development on site would therefore be likely to cause significant harm to the openness of the Green Belt and would conflict with the purposes of including land within it, as stated in the NPPF. 

The proposed development would see the creation of a new access, residential curtilage and built form and appearance of permanence within large parts of the site which are currently relatively open. The development which would be partially visible from certain vantage points as discussed above would further reduce the open gaps between built form and result in an erosion of openness.  

Given the above, the proposal is therefore inappropriate development within the Green Belt and is significantly harmful to the Green Belt. The development does not provide a specific or required infrastructure need in the Halstead or the surrounding villages.  Instead, the development provides infrastructure to meet the requirements to the proposed development.  

Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt should not be approved except in very special circumstances (VSC). Paragraph 144 states that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt and VSC will not exist unless the “potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.” Therefore, it needs to be robustly demonstrated by the applicant that the proposed residential development to include affordable housing, the school, the sports hub and the variety of commercial uses including business uses all outweigh harm to the Green Belt and any other harm in a VSC case. Their VSC case is considered in more detail below.  

Very Special Circumstances: 

Para 144 of the NPPF states that when considering any planning application, we should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by any other considerations.  

Possible very special circumstances – these can be summarised as:  

· Lack of housing supply 

· Housing Needs including those needs for older people and the housing supply - freeing up general housing for others. 

· Health and Well-Being Benefits including improved provision of sports facilities   

· Improved public footpaths, community facilities and new open spaces 

· Creation of new jobs & businesses meeting identified needs & improving the economy 

The harm in this case has been identified as: 

· The harm in principle from inappropriate development in the Green Belt, which must be given significant weight. 

Lack of housing supply  

As explained in the paragraphs above, the Council cannot currently demonstrate a 

5-year housing land supply. The National Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”) states that, in these circumstances the policies which are the most important for determining the application are out-of-date. As such, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as set out in paragraph 11 d) of the Framework, is engaged. 

Whilst the proposal would add to the District’s housing supply, footnote 6, of paragraph 11, of the NPPF, is clear that the presumption in favour of development in granting applications is not engaged if ‘the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed’. Such areas are defined by footnote 6 as including the Green Belt. 

The application site is located fully within the Green Belt. Core Strategy Policy LO1 (Distribution of Development) states that development will be focused within the built confines of existing settlements. Policy LO1 also states that where development is proposed in other locations, priority will be given to protecting the rural character of the District and it will only take place where it is compatible with policies for protecting the Green Belt. Policy LO8 of the Core Strategy states, ‘the extent of the Green Belt will be maintained’. 

With regards to the provision of much needed housing and affordable housing, whilst it is accepted that Sevenoaks is not able to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and that this site may well help to contribute towards providing it, the tilted balance would not apply in this case. Whilst the proposal would add to the District’s housing supply, foot note 6, of paragraph 11, of the NPPF, is clear that the presumption in favour of development in granting applications is not engaged if ‘the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed’. Such areas are defined by footnote 6 as including the Green Belt. 

The Council commissioned a District-wide Green Belt Assessment (January 2017) to examine how the District’s Green Belt was performing against the five principles or “tests” as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The proposed development is located within Green Belt Parcel 76 which has been identified as a strongly performing parcel due to its importance of preventing the outward sprawl (purpose one) of Greater London into open land and maintaining an essential gap between the Greater London built up area and the villages of Halstead, Badgers Mount and Knockholt (purpose two). Whilst the proposed amended plans did increase the separation distance between Pratt’s Bottom and the closest elements of built form within the site, the land is still strongly performing Green Belt, which prevents the ‘sprawl’ of Greater London and stops the coalescence of the existing built-up area with the Kentish villages. The provision of housing for the elderly and affordable housing is not considered to be sufficient enough to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt as a result of this proposal.  

As explained above within the Principle of Development section of this report, the site is located on strongly performing Green Belt and is not adjacent to a highertier settlement. Proposals were considered as part of the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (July 2018) to include this site for development. Upon further consideration the site was however not considered to meet an existing evidenced-based need, but rather was considered to meet the needs of the development itself, or provide infrastructure that did not necessarily need to be located in that location. It was concluded (PAC 22/11/18 and Cabinet 6/12/18) that ‘the infrastructure proposals do not outweigh the harm to strongly performing Green Belt’. 

Housing needs 

The proposed development would result in the creation of up to 4.75 ha (11.75 acres) of retirement living (up to 180 units). This would take the shape of a retirement village providing specialist housing for the over 65’s. The retirement village would be managed by a private operator and would include Close Care Apartments located in the centre of the village and designed for those requiring higher levels of support.  Assisted Living homes suitable for wheelchair users, offering independent living, situated around the village centre. Within the village centre facilities such as a brasserie, café-bar and shop, library, craft room and beauty salon are indicated as being proposed. A wellness centre is also part of the proposed village to include a pool, spa and gym to provide relaxation, spa treatments, and physiotherapy. 
Policy SP5 of the Core Strategy states that sheltered housing and extra care housing for people with special needs will be encouraged on suitable sites in areas close to a range of services that provide for the needs of future residents. Whilst this would be beneficial to the existing housing supply and would provide much needed housing for an elderly population, the application site is not considered to be a suitable site due to its location on Green Belt land. The site is not within the urban confines of a town centre or a village. Whilst the site may be adjacent to Knockholt railway station this only provides two train services an hour and is unlikely to provide much benefit to occupiers of the development who wish to visit Bromley, London or Sevenoaks. The bus services in the area are somewhat limited and the main mode of transport to and from this site would be by private vehicle. The site is not within walking distance of any existing services and facilities in any town or village centre. The facilities provided for the elderly residents such as shops etc. are all to be constructed at the site. The facilities that are being constructed at the site are primarily being constructed to serve the needs of the new development rather than any increased demand or need for them at present.  Whilst the development would provide a balance of new housing designed to meet the needs of older people, the housing is not in a suitable sustainable location.  

It is not clear how a scheme of this size would actually meet a local need for elderly accommodation, or whether this scale of facility meets a more regional need. In summary, whilst there is some support for the provision of extra care housing, which would allow people to ‘right-size’ and move into a more independent care facility, which would then be able to meet their continuing needs, the location of this site is not considered suitable. The site is not located within the urban confines. No detailed justification as to why this site is considered the most appropriate and suitable has been provided and it is unclear as to whether there are more suitable sites within urban confines which would be more appropriate due to their proximity to facilities and services and limited impact on the Green Belt. It has not been demonstrated sufficiently that no other suitable sites are available and as such the housing needs of older people and the housing supply in the locality is afforded limited weight and does not merit a case of very special circumstance which outweighs the significant harm to the Green Belt.  

The proposal would provide additional dwellings with a good standard of accommodation for future occupiers and this would address an existing shortfall of housing apparent within Sevenoaks. In this respect the proposal would help boost the supply of housing which is an important objective set out in the Framework. There would also be some associated economic and social benefits, to which a moderate amount of weight in the planning balance should be given. However, the proposal would have an unacceptable effect on this well performing open Green Belt site.  As a result, it would fail to protect the asset of this area which is its openness and why it is designated as Green Belt, which is another objective of the Framework. To this substantial weight is given to the harm that would arise as a result of the proposal. Overall, the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not therefore apply and the need for affordable and elderly housing is afforded limited weight and does not amount to a justification for any very special circumstances. The shortage of housing land or lack of a five year housing supply does not outweigh the overriding need to protect the Green Belt from harmful development as set out in paragraph 11d)i of the NPPF. 

Health and well-being benefits / improvements to infrastructure 

With regards to any health and well-being benefits these are afforded limited weight. The proposal includes a retirement care community and within the village centre area a number of different facilities are proposed for use by the occupiers of the care community. As stated above, whilst there may be some benefit through the provision of elderly accommodation in a new welcoming environment the site is not in a highly sustainable location and whilst the retirement village is close to the village centre it is not located close to any main town centres and is not within a short walking distance to any reliable regular public transport provision. The occupiers of this development would be elderly residents and due to the site location some distance away from any main town centres, the facilities within close proximity would be limited and would only consist of the uses constructed as part of the development of the site. As such the benefits of this scheme do not outweigh the harm in principle to the Green Belt. 

With regards to health and wellbeing, concerns have also been raised by the NHS and by local residents about the pressure the proposals would having on the existing doctors’ surgeries in the surrounding area and the existing hospitals. It is unclear whether any existing health care provision could be met on site. Currently the concentration of older people’s accommodation in this location is not considered sustainable and it is unclear whether there is a need for it in this location. The development could add significant pressure to existing medical practitioner facilities within Bromley and the nearest doctor’s surgeries within Sevenoaks District which are already near or at full capacity. It is acknowledged that discussions have taken place and are ongoing between the relevant health authorities and the applicants. The applicants have agreed to fund additional offsite GP capacity within the Sevenoaks cluster. However, the NHS consider that the mitigation described regarding the funding contribution, whilst welcome, does not address concerns about the pressures on existing surgeries and facilities.  

Due to these issues, this also highlights the limited benefits that a retirement village and all the additional housing at this location would bring. For this facility to contribute to the well-being, inclusion and create community cohesion it should be within a much more sustainable location.  

With regards to the proposal providing a new sports hub for the area, as mentioned earlier within this report, the NPPF does allow for the provision of appropriate facilities such as outdoor sport and recreation. However, it also states that this is only appropriate if the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. In this case reasonable evidence has been provided by the applicants to demonstrate that there is no longer a need for the use of this site as a golf course. It is acknowledged that that there is already a good level of golf provision within the area, including traditional 9- and 18-hole courses, 5 driving ranges and other informal facilities. It is acknowledged that the proposal includes significant alternative investment into sport in the form of new facilities for hockey and rugby. The applicants have submitted a case for the need for additional sports provision in the District. 

However, the relocation of the existing hockey club and rugby club to this site from Sevenoaks is not considered to hold significant weight to justify approving this proposal. The site is not in a sustainable location and users would have to rely primarily on private vehicles and coaches to get to the site. The sports provision currently provided elsewhere for hockey and rugby could be expanded in a more appropriate location. 

The facilities include two large club houses on previously undeveloped land and would also include significant amounts of lighting, fencing and parking. In terms of this development helping to safeguard the long-term future of the existing rugby and hockey clubs which would relocate to this site it is not clear as to why this location is the only alternative for the provision of new improved facilities. Whilst there may be a need for sports provision in the District this does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt that this proposal would cause. As stated by Sport England, it isn’t entirely clear as to how sustainable, accessible and well used the facilities would be in this particular location and whether there would be enough demand for them. As such it is considered that this benefit is somewhat limited and carries little weight as it does not justify adequate very special circumstances for the approval of the comprehensive redevelopment of the large majority of the site for housing on undeveloped Green Belt land. 

Improved public footpaths, community facilities and new open spaces 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there are improvements to the public footpaths which run through the site as a result of this proposal and that the scheme proposed does include benefits such as a community park, open space and a community orchard area, this benefit is afforded limited weight.  

Public Footpaths SR61, SR62 and SR63 would be upgraded to Public Bridleway status as part of this proposal and additional public footpaths through the site are also proposed. Whilst some of the upgraded routes would provide useful off-road access for cyclists and equestrians, and other access for pedestrians there are already existing public footpaths through the site and the benefits of providing better access through what will become much more of a developed area rather than an open golf course are limited and afforded little weight in terms of special circumstances.  

It is acknowledged that new open space and parks would be created and improved pedestrian and highways access provided, however this is afforded limited weight. The proposal would result in the loss of large parts of open land which was formerly part of the golf course and would also result in a significant amount of built development encroaching into the Green Belt. Whilst small portions of the site are allocated for open space and communal space and this proposal would provide an opportunity to improve the public footpaths and the vehicle access arrangements, this does not significantly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. The development would result in a significant amount of the site being developed upon with limited benefits by way of the provision of a much smaller area of open space being left.  

In terms of the new community facilities being provided as part of the proposal which includes commercial, and community uses for the care village and village hub and the provision of various other facilities, including a new school, these are to a large extent facilities which are being constructed as part of the proposal to serve and support the occupiers of the new development. It is not considered that they provide enough of an infrastructure provision to meet any existing identified needs or demands within the immediate area at the present time. As such this is also attributed limited weight in terms of any special circumstances to allow the development of open Green Belt land.  

Creation of new jobs and businesses 

It is acknowledged that the applicants have submitted an Employment Need Report, and this indicates that they have considered the need for B-class employment space in the District as well as the local area; and have considered how employment provision as part of the scheme (including both B-class and wider employment generating uses) contributes to sustainable development. The report concludes that that there is a substantial need for employment floorspace and office floorspace in particular in the Sevenoaks District.  

Whilst this report is noted and it is clear that the proposed development would contribute towards business and employment for the District, there are other much more suitable sustainable sites within Sevenoaks District closer to existing town centres and infrastructure which could support additional business and employment uses.  

Whilst the provision of additional employment, business uses, the introduction of a sports hub and nature park and other community uses would contribute towards the rural economy and are supported within the District in accordance with Policy LT1 of the ADMP, the current site is not in a sustainable location and would result in a significant amount of built development on an open Green Belt site. 

It is acknowledged that some new jobs, sports facilities and housing accommodation would be provided and this would also contribute towards economic activity and housing in the area, however this could be carried out elsewhere in the District on more suitable sites in sustainable locations without the loss of a large portion of Green Belt land. As such, this is afforded limited weight and does not justify a case of very special circumstances.  

Overall, the shortage of housing land or lack of a five year housing supply, the provision of elderly accommodation, sports facilities and employment uses does not outweigh the overriding need to protect the Green Belt from harmful development as set out in paragraph 11d)i of the NPPF. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that a small part of the site may comprise of previously developed land and may result in some improvements to the site, the proposal would have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including the land within it when compared to the existing development. The amount of built footprint, scale and bulk of the new development is considered unacceptable. 

In reviewing the extent of harm and the potential very special circumstances, it is concluded that very limited weight is applied to a Case of Very Special Circumstances.  Therefore, the proposal will clearly result in harm to the openness of the Green Belt and the case of very special circumstances does not outweigh the harm identified. 

Impact on the character of the area. 

The NPPF compels the District Council to ensure that developments “respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials”. National policy presumes in favour of sustainable development, which requires equal regard be paid to economic, social and environmental issues. The protection and sensitive management of the historic environment is a key part of the environmental aspect, and as such the demolition of this building fails to take this into consideration and as a result is not therefore sustainable development. 

Policy EN1 of ADMP states that proposals which would create high quality design will be permitted subject to a number of design criteria including that the form of the development should respond to the scale, height, materials and site coverage of the area; the layout of the proposal would respect the topography and character of the site; the proposal would not result in the loss of open spaces that would have an unacceptable impact on the character of the area; the design of new buildings should be permeable and provide connectivity with neighbouring areas; and would create a safe and secure environment. 

The NPPF and Policy SC1 of the Core Strategy both express that a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ should be used when deciding applications. Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy, Policy EN1 of the ADMP and the NPPF highlight that new developments should be of a high standard of design that responds to the character of the locality.   

Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy states that all new development should be designed to a high quality and should respond to the character of the area in which it is situated.  

Although the siting, external appearance, design and landscaping are reserved matters for subsequent consideration, it is considered that there are in principle objections due to the adverse impact upon the Green Belt. 

Whilst limited details are provided the indicative documents, they do indicate the overall footprint of the development and do give an indication of building heights and possible designs. The site is proposed to be formed of five different character areas.  

Concerns have been raised about the potential of this proposal to have an adverse impact on the area’s character, nearby conservation areas and Listed Buildings. The nearest Listed Building to the Site is the Church of St Mary Margaret, a Grade II listed building, approximately 200 metres to the south of the Site on Stonehouse Lane / Church Road.  Adjacent to, and within the site is Halstead Hill Shaws; an ancient woodland, to the west of the site.  

Towards the north-eastern boundary of the site around 0.5 miles away from the site boundary is the Kent Downs AONB and therefore the Site could be considered to lie within the setting of the Kent Downs AONB. A Landscape Visual Impact Assessment and appraisal has been submitted with this application. These indicate that the existing site and proposed development is relatively well contained to the immediate vicinity of the site. An indication has been given as to potential heights of proposed buildings as detailed earlier within this report.  

There would be some visibility of the proposals which would have an impact on the open character of the area. It is noted that at present the taller buildings are indicated as being restricted to the more central area of the site where existing retained trees (and the view corridors between tree planting on the PRoW) mean that there is less risk of buildings being visible.  

Some taller ‘key buildings’ are suggested on the height diagram to aid wayfinding and place making within the development; however, these would be subject to detailed design and a Reserved Matters Application which could test the visibility further once these buildings are designed and their exact location is confirmed by the detailed design process. 

As an outline application only at this stage depending on the final height and scale of the buildings, they may be significantly visible as the site currently forms part of an existing golf course and is relatively open in nature with changes in land levels making some parts of the site more visible in certain locations than others. The height, scale and bulk of any proposal would therefore need to be carefully considered in terms of any impacts upon the nearby landscape character of the AONB, conservation area and Listed Buildings. A parameter plan which indicated heights was submitted along with a plan indicating some site sections. However, the position and design of the buildings is not set by this application. The current layout as proposed would however be of a high-quality design which does respect the existing character and appearance of the area and wider landscape. In terms of its general design the proposal would therefore comply with Policies EN1 of the ADMP and L08 of the Sevenoaks Core Strategy. 

Impact on neighbouring amenity 
Whilst the proposal would introduce substantial new development it is located some distance away from neighbouring properties.  

In terms of the new rugby and hockey pitches and the school, whilst these would be on previously undeveloped land they are also indicated to be some distance away from the nearest residential properties. The boundary vegetation towards Stonehouse Lane would also be retained and in parts improved to provide further screening from the nearest residential properties. It is unclear as to the type of boundary fencing that would be installed around the pitches, nor is it clear as to what lighting would be installed or required for their use. Whilst the pitches are located some distance away from the closest residential properties, careful consideration will be required in any later application to assess the design and details of all lighting and fencing to ensure it does not adversely impact upon amenity.   

Policy EN2 of the ADMP requires proposals to provide adequate residential amenities for existing and future occupiers of the development, while ensuring it would not result in excessive overlooking, visual intrusion, noise, vibration, odour, air pollution, vehicle movements, or a loss of privacy and light enjoyed by the occupiers of nearby properties.  

Policy EN7 requires that development should not result in any unacceptable levels of noise and disturbance which could harm amenity. As such further details of the uses, hours of operation and any lighting for the sports complexes would need further consideration within any reserved matters application.  

As stated above, the position, location and design of the buildings and any boundary treatments including their final heights would be subject to a future reserved matters application.  The drawings which have been submitted appear to indicate that there is sufficient distance between the development proposed and any neighbouring properties.  

Highways / Parking. 
Policy T2 of the ADMP states that vehicle parking provision should be made in accordance with the current Kent County Council (KCC) vehicle parking standards in Interim Guidance Note 3 to the Kent Design Guide.  

Further details of the parking layout and layouts of the wider site and access roads would be provided at reserved matters stage. The current application seeks outline permission only with all matters reserved except for points of access.  

Policy T1 of the ADMP relates to mitigating travel impacts. This Policy stipulates that new developments should mitigate any adverse travel impacts, including their impact on congestion and safety. Developments should also mitigate against pollution and ensure adequate provision is made through improved transport infrastructure or other appropriate mitigation measures, through direct improvements and / or developer contributions.  

The applicants have submitted a Transport Assessment as part of their application. Various surveys and investigations have also been conducted and submitted by them to assess and consider the potential highways impacts that this proposal may have on the existing road and transport network. Various mitigation measures have been proposed and works to certain junctions and access points to help improve pedestrian and highway safety. Throughout the application process a number of additional documents and updated surveys were submitted to address concerns raised by consultees. Dialogue between the applicant’s highway consultants in relation to the highway mitigation requirements and Highways England, Kent County Council and Transport for London.  

Within the latest updated comments from Kent County Council Transport and Highways and from Highways England, no objections are raised subject to suggested planning conditions and a section 106 legal agreement requiring certain planning obligations.  

It is noted Transport for London have yet to submit any further comments and that the suggested mitigation measures and highways works would be subject to ongoing further discussion.   

The potential impact on the Strategic Road Network, can be considered, mitigated and agreed with the developer through appropriate planning conditions and planning obligations. Section 278 agreements can be made with TfL for the A21/London Road junction and Hewitt’s Roundabout improvements, with final layouts for each to be agreed with TfL in consultation with the other relevant highway authorities, prior to commencement.  

The s106 can achieve and secure a comprehensive package of improvements to the bus, cycle and pedestrians’ networks. 

Part of the improvements fall under the consideration of Kent County Council as the highway authority, whilst other mitigation measures do not and need to be considered by Transport for London as the relevant highways authority for the works and impacts within the London Borough of Bromley. Further improvements and mitigation measures also need to be considered by Highways England as some of the mitigation measures proposed would also need their consent and agreement as they would impact on the wider Strategic Road Network, ie, in relation to the motorway and its junction. 

As can be seen from the consultee comments sections of this report stated above there are still some outstanding issues which would be subject to appropriate planning conditions and a section 106 legal agreement to determine the full extent of all highways improvements which could be implemented and there are still some transport and highways issues which clearly need to be addressed to ensure appropriate mitigation measures are undertaken.  

Further evidence, surveys and audits can be undertaken and could form part of planning obligations and conditions.  

The applicant has suggested that as part of their proposals they would contribute towards diverting an existing bus service into the site or provide a new dedicated service between the site and Sevenoaks and / or Orpington during the morning and evening peak periods to supplement the 431 service.  

To address concerns around increased traffic congestion the applicants have proposed traffic signals at the A21/Sevenoaks Road junction.  Whilst KCC have considered that this may be a suitable solution, the signals would become the asset of TfL as the major road (A21) falls within their boundary whilst the minor arm (Sevenoaks Road) falls within Kent. TfL currently remain opposed to the signalisation of the A21/London Road junction, unless a case can be made for it on safety grounds for eastbound traffic turning right from the A21 into London Road. They consider that it would result in delays to traffic increased emissions and collision risks. Again, this issue can be resolved through appropriate ongoing discussions and mitigation measures as part of planning conditions and any section 106 agreement.  

The NPPF states that development should only be refused or prevented on transport grounds if residual impacts are severe. In this case, considering all of the above it is clear that the main points of concern could be resolved through relevant and appropriate mitigation measures. These measures can either be considered through a section 106 agreement or through appropriate planning conditions on any approval. Subject to this the development would be in accordance with Policy T1 of the ADMP and the aims and objectives of the NPPF.  

Trees and Landscaping  

The application as submitted does includes details of landscaping and additional planting to address the loss of some of the existing mature vegetation in and around the site. As an outline application further landscaping details can come later. There appears to be suitable space within the proposals to carry out suitable planting 

The Trees and Landscape Officer is satisfied with the proposals subject to appropriate planning conditions on any approval. 

Biodiversity  

Policy SP11 of the Core Strategy states that the biodiversity of the District will be conserved and opportunities sought for enhancement to ensure no net loss of biodiversity.  

The application proposal as explained above is an outline application only. 

Any vegetation clearance at the site to change the layout of the existing golf course would not require planning approval. If the correct licences (GCN) and appropriate mitigation was implemented, they could clear vegetation on site. 

As an outline application the landscape and layout is only indicative. Mitigation, enhancement and management details have been submitted as part of this proposal. The details have been considered by Kent County Council Ecologists and considered acceptable subject to conditions on any approval. Any concerns raised around ecological mitigation and enhancements and the final site layout would be matters considered at a later date under any reserved matters application.   

Policy EN1 of the ADMP requires the layout of new development to respect the topography of the site and to retain important features including trees, hedgerows and shrubs. The majority of the trees within and on the boundaries of the site are not protected by Tree Preservation Orders (TPO’s). However, within the north-eastern parts of the site, adjoining London Road, there is a blanket TPO (Ref: 70/003A/TPO-A1). In addition to this, adjoining the north-western boundary of the site, there is an area of Ancient Woodland. A full range of surveys to provide an assessment of the ecological interest at the site including a desktop study, extended Phase 1 habitat and faunal survey, and specific faunal surveys for bats, Badger, Dormouse, breeding birds, reptiles, amphibians and invertebrates has been carried out and reviewed by colleagues within KCC Ecology.  

No trees are to be removed from the Ancient Woodland and a number of mitigation measures are proposed to minimise the impacts upon the woodland. Consideration has been given to any potential impacts upon the woodland as a result of lighting and pedestrians walking through the woodland. Various mitigation measures are proposed to reduce any impacts upon the ancient woodland and the species that may utilise it. These measures include the creation of a 15 metre vegetated woodland buffer, and a floodlighting curfew. Final details of other mitigation requirements and measures on managing the woodland can be included within a biodiversity method statement which can be required through a planning condition. Full details can be secured by appropriate conditions in accordance with relevant policy. This would ensure the proposal protects and enhances the biodiversity of the site in line with Policy SP11 of the Core Strategy.  

CIL  
The Council adopted the Community Infrastructure Levy on the 18th February 2014 and began charging on applications approved from the 4th August 2014.  

The proposal comprises of 800 new dwellings and so the development is CIL liable. This charge would only come into effect as part of any reserved matters application.  

As part of any approval a section 106 legal agreement would however be required to secure the provision of the affordable housing. The legal agreement would also be required to secure the improvements to the surrounding road network and upgrades to the existing bus routes.   

Other issues  

The National Planning Policy Framework at Paragraphs 59-64 seeks to deliver a sufficient supply of affordable homes. Where a need for affordable housing is identified, planning policies should specify the type of affordable housing required, and expect it to be met on-site unless: 

a) off-site provision or an appropriate financial contribution in lieu can be robustly justified; and 

b) the agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities. 

Paragraph 63 stipulates that the provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are not major developments, other than in designated rural areas (where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer). To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant buildings are being reused or redeveloped, any affordable housing contribution due should be reduced by a proportionate amount 

Paragraph 64 states that where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed, planning policies and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available for affordable home ownership, unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required in the area, or significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups. 

Core Strategy Policy SP3 states that in order to meet the needs of people who are not able to compete in the general housing market, the Council will expect the provision of affordable housing in all types of residential development including specialized housing. The location, layout and design of the affordable housing within the scheme should create an inclusive development. Where an element of affordable housing is required at least 65% of the affordable housing units should be social rented, unless the Council is satisfied that an alternative mix meets a proven need. In exceptional circumstances where it is demonstrated to the Council’s satisfaction through an independent assessment of viability that on-site provision in accordance with the policy would not be viable, a reduced level of provision may be accepted or, failing that, a financial contribution towards provision off-site will be required. 

In this application it is proposed to provide 40% affordable housing provision. This would comprise of a mixture of 1,2-,3-, and 4-bedroom homes and this is in accordance with Policy SP3 of the Core Strategy. A Core Strategy compliant scheme of 40% on site affordable housing will provide 320 affordable homes, comprising 65% for Social Rent/Affordable Rent (208 homes) and 35% for Intermediate Housing (112 homes). The percentage breakdown by unit size would need to be Core Strategy compliant and subject to agreements at a later stage upon submission of the reserved matters. Further details around affordable housing requirements and provision can also be subject to a section 106 agreement.  

It is acknowledged that this development would result in the loss of the existing golf course. The site has been vacant for a number of years and closed in December 2017. The applicants submitted a Golf Facility Report dated February 2020, and Sports Facilities Contributions Note. This report addresses the loss of the golf club and whether it has any significant impacts upon sports provision within the area. 

As identified within the reports submitted, there is already a good level of golf course provision within the area, including traditional 9 and 18 hole courses, 5 driving ranges and other informal facilities. Sport England does not object to the loss of the golf course. It is acknowledged that the proposal includes significant alternative investment into sport in the form of new facilities for hockey and rugby 

The applicant proposes to make a contribution of £970,000 towards the delivery of the recently approved White Oak Leisure Centre redevelopment in Swanley addition to any proposed CIL contribution. This figure has been reached through the ‘Sports Facilities Contribution Calculations Note’ which has used the Sports England Sport Facility Calculator (2019) to determine the level of contribution from the development (£970,000) towards key community sports facilities, which could include the redevelopment of Swanley Leisure Centre, which is a key corporate priority for the District Council. 

Further details of the management and the business plans for the sports pitches is required as some concerns are raised as to the amount of usage of the pitches and also whether a community use agreement could be formulated. Matters relating to phasing and delivery of the proposed sports hub would form part of a section 106 agreement. The provision of the sports hub is indicated to be carried out by the applicants during Phase 1 of the development. It is accepted that the application seeks outline consent and that the masterplan is illustrative only. Issues around the layout and the design of the pitches, the management of them and the lighting proposed can be considered at a later stage.  

Some of the objections and comments received make reference to part of the site not being in use as a golf course and being land used for grazing of cattle. Irrespective of this the majority of the site was previously used as a golf course with a club house and ancillary facilities. The relevant ownership certificates have been served on all land owners as part of the submission of this application. Whether the use of a small portion of the application site towards the west close to the boundaries of the site is used for grazing or agriculture does not change the assessment or conclusion that this application and the development proposed is inappropriate development within the Green Belt.  

Concerns have been raised as to what impact this proposal would have on the existing health care and education provision in the area.  

In terms of the healthcare provision, it is acknowledged that discussions are ongoing between the applicant’s and the relevant NHS Clinical Commissioning Groups about ways to improve healthcare provision in the area. At present the mitigation described regarding the funding contribution, whilst welcome, does not address concerns. The proposed development is likely to increase the population by around 2300 people all of whom will need to register with a local GP. This would put additional pressure on general practice in this area where there is already considerable growth. As such, it is evident that further discussions would be required around appropriate mitigation to reduce any adverse impacts upon healthcare provision within the locality. Additional funding for improvements to existing healthcare provision could be achieved through a section 106 agreement or if not secured, via this mechanism, but also through the Community Infrastructure Levy.  

With regards to the education provision at the site, it is noted that a new primary school is proposed. The applicants have suggested that funding will also be directed towards existing secondary provision in the area. They have stated that special education provision will be provided as part of the new primary school. Discussions are ongoing with KCC Education whom have established the local need for SEN facilities.  

With regards to archaeological assessments undertaken by the applicants and submitted with this application, at any reserved matters stage when the exact location of the buildings is confirmed further details of archaeology and consultations with the KCC Archaeological Officer can be undertaken. 

The site is an area of a low probability of flooding and suitable for vulnerable development. The site lies entirely within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 1 area indicating a ‘Low Probability’ of flooding. Further to this, EA mapping shows the majority of the site is at ‘Very Low’ risk of surface water flooding (i.e. less than 0.1% annual exceedance probability) with only small isolated areas of ‘Low’ flood risk associated with the depressions in the site’s topography that were constructed as part of the site’s former landscaping.  

London Road, adjacent to the northern boundary of the site, is at ‘Medium’ to ‘High’ risk of surface water flooding. Whilst this area is outside the site boundary, it is indicated by the details submitted that ground floor levels along the northern boundary of the site would be raised above the level of London Road to mitigate against surface water flow routes entering the site A Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) is proposed for the site which infiltrates all the site’s surface water to ground via a series of soakaways. 

It is noted that discussions are ongoing in relation to transport, and highways matters, healthcare provision and education provision and this is seeking to resolve the concerns raised. At this stage although these matters remain unresolved, they are issues which could be agreed through an appropriate section 106 legal agreement or planning conditions if the application were to be approved.  

Conclusion  

The proposed development would represent inappropriate development, which is by definition, harmful to the Green Belt contrary to the NPPF. 

Recommendation 

Refuse outline planning permission.  

Case officer Mark Mirams      
Date:  27/1/21 

Manager/Principal: Aaron Hill 
Date: 29/1/21 

Annex 3  

Decision Notice – Planning Application 19/02616/OUT 
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Halstead Parish Council raises Very Strong Objections to this planning application and urges Sevenoaks District Council to reject these proposals and REFUSE to grant planning permission for the reasons that are set out in this letter.    
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