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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78 
APPEAL MADE BY QUINN ESTATES LIMITED AND MULBERRY ESTATES 
(SITTINGBOURNE) LIMITED 
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��� ,�DP�GLUHFWHG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WR�VD\�WKDW�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�JLYHQ�WR�WKH�
UHSRUW�RI�6�5�*�%DLUG�%$��+RQV��0573,��ZKR�KHOG�D�SXEOLF�LQTXLU\�IRU�QLQH�GD\V�
EHJLQQLQJ�RQ����1RYHPEHU�������FORVHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�RQ����'HFHPEHU�������LQWR�\RXU�
FOLHQW¶V�DSSHDO�DJDLQVW�WKH�IDLOXUH�RI�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO�WR�JLYH�QRWLFH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�
SUHVFULEHG�SHULRG�RI�D�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�WKH�K\EULG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�XS�WR�����GZHOOLQJV�WR�
LQFOXGH��RXWOLQH�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�XS�WR�����GZHOOLQJV�LQFOXGLQJ�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ��
D���IRUP�HQWU\�SULPDU\�VFKRRO�ZLWK�DVVRFLDWHG�RXWGRRU�VSDFH�DQG�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��ORFDO�
IDFLOLWLHV�FRPSULVLQJ�D�&ODVV�$��UHWDLO�VWRUH�RI�XS�WR�����VT��P�*,$�DQG�XS�WR�����VT��P�
*,$�RI�³IOH[LEOH�XVH´�IORRUVSDFH�WKDW�FDQ�EH�XVHG�IRU�RQH�RU�PRUH�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�XVHV�±�
$���UHWDLO���$���ILQDQFLDO�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�VHUYLFHV���$���UHVWDXUDQWV�DQG�FDIHV���'���QRQ�
UHVLGHQWLDO�LQVWLWXWLRQV���D�UXJE\�FOXEKRXVH�FRPPXQLW\�EXLOGLQJ�XS�WR�����VT��P�*,$����
VWDQGDUG�5)8�VSRUWV�SLWFKHV�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��D�OLQN�URDG�EHWZHHQ�
%RUGHQ�/DQH�DQG�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�$�����DOORWPHQWV��DQG�IRUPDO�DQG�LQIRUPDO�RSHQ�VSDFH�
LQFRUSRUDWLQJ�68'6��QHZ�SODQWLQJ�ODQGVFDSLQJ�DQG�HFRORJLFDO�HQKDQFHPHQW�ZRUNV��DQG�
IXOO�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�WKH�HUHFWLRQ�RI����GZHOOLQJV�LQFOXGLQJ�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ��
RSHQ�VSDFH��DVVRFLDWHG�DFFHVV�URDGV�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��DVVRFLDWHG�VHUYLFHV��
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH��ODQGVFDSLQJ�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�68'6��LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�DSSOLFDWLRQ�UHI��
����������+<%5,'��GDWHG����2FWREHU�������

��� 2Q����$XJXVW�������WKLV�DSSHDO�ZDV�UHFRYHUHG�IRU�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH
V�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ��
LQ�SXUVXDQFH�RI�VHFWLRQ����RI��DQG�SDUDJUDSK���RI�6FKHGXOH���WR��WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�
3ODQQLQJ�$FW�������

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

��� 7KH�,QVSHFWRU�UHFRPPHQGHG�WKDW�WKH�DSSHDO�EH�DOORZHG��DQG�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�
JUDQWHG�����
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��� )RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�EHORZ��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�
FRQFOXVLRQV��H[FHSW�ZKHUH�VWDWHG��DQG�DJUHHV�ZLWK�KLV�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ��+H�KDV�GHFLGHG�
WR�DOORZ�WKH�DSSHDO�DQG�JUDQW�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ���$�FRS\�RI�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHSRUW��,5��
LV�HQFORVHG��$OO�UHIHUHQFHV�WR�SDUDJUDSK�QXPEHUV��XQOHVV�RWKHUZLVH�VWDWHG��DUH�WR�WKDW�
UHSRUW��

Environmental Statement 

��� ,Q�UHDFKLQJ�WKLV�SRVLWLRQ��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�WDNHQ�LQWR�DFFRXQW�WKH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�
6WDWHPHQW�ZKLFK�ZDV�VXEPLWWHG�XQGHU�WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ��(QYLURQPHQWDO�
,PSDFW�$VVHVVPHQW��5HJXODWLRQV������DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�VXEPLWWHG�
EHIRUH�WKH�LQTXLU\���+DYLQJ�WDNHQ�DFFRXQW�RI�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRPPHQWV�DW�,5�����������WKH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�LV�VDWLVILHG�WKDW�WKH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�6WDWHPHQW�DQG�RWKHU�DGGLWLRQDO�
LQIRUPDWLRQ�SURYLGHG�FRPSOLHV�ZLWK�WKH�DERYH�5HJXODWLRQV�DQG�WKDW�VXIILFLHQW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�
KDV�EHHQ�SURYLGHG�IRU�KLP�WR�DVVHVV�WKH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFW�RI�WKH�SURSRVDO����

 Matters arising since the close of the inquiry 

��� 2Q���0DUFK������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�UHFHLYHG�GHWDLOV�RI�DQ�DSSHDO�GHFLVLRQ�LQ�UHVSHFW�
RI�/DQG�ZHVW�RI�%DUWRQ�+LOO�'ULYH��0LQVWHU�RQ�VHD��.HQW�ZKLFK�ZDV�DOORZHG�DJDLQVW�WKH�
GHFLVLRQ�RI�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO���������

��� 7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�LV�VDWLVILHG�WKDW�WKH�LVVXHV�UDLVHG�GR�QRW�DIIHFW�KLV�GHFLVLRQ��DQG�QR�
RWKHU�QHZ�LVVXHV�ZHUH�UDLVHG�LQ�WKLV�FRUUHVSRQGHQFH�WR�ZDUUDQW�IXUWKHU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�RU�
QHFHVVLWDWH�DGGLWLRQDO�UHIHUUDOV�EDFN�WR�SDUWLHV���

��� 2Q����1RY������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�ZURWH�WR�WKH�PDLQ�SDUWLHV�WR�DIIRUG�WKHP�DQ�
RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�FRPPHQW�RQ�WKH�PDWWHU�RI�FRQGLWLRQV�UHODWLQJ�WR�WDFNOLQJ�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH��
QDPHO\�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�SURSRVHG�FRQGLWLRQV�6&����63&&���DQG�6&�����7KHVH�
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�ZHUH�FLUFXODWHG�WR�WKH�PDLQ�SDUWLHV�RQ����1RYHPEHU���+H�DOVR�VRXJKW�
YLHZV�RQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�SUHFRPPHQFHPHQW�FRQGLWLRQ�RQ�ODQGVFDSLQJ��63&&����

��� 7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�UHFHLYHG�EHORZ�LQ�SDUDJUDSKV�
�������DQG�KLV�FRQFOXVLRQV�RQ�WKHP�DUH�VHW�RXW�WKHUH�DQG�DW�SDUDJUDSK������$�OLVW�RI�
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�ZKLFK�KDYH�EHHQ�UHFHLYHG�VLQFH�WKH�LQTXLU\�LV�DW�$QQH[�$��&RSLHV�RI�
WKHVH�OHWWHUV�PD\�EH�REWDLQHG�RQ�ZULWWHQ�UHTXHVW�WR�WKH�DGGUHVV�DW�WKH�IRRW�RI�WKH�ILUVW�
SDJH�RI�WKLV�OHWWHU��

����2Q����-DQXDU\������WKH�&RXQFLO�ZURWH�WR�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�VWDWLQJ�WKDW�LW�FRXOG�QRZ�
GHPRQVWUDWH�D�+RXVLQJ�/DQG�6XSSO\�RI������\HDUV���2Q����)HEUXDU\������WKH�&RXQFLO�
ZURWH�DJDLQ��VWDWLQJ�WKDW�LW�ZDV�QRW�\HW�LQ�D�SRVLWLRQ�WR�EH�DEOH�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�D�ILYH�\HDU�
KRXVLQJ�ODQG�VXSSO\���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�SURFHHGHG�RQ�WKDW�EDVLV��

����$Q�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�D�IXOO�DZDUG�RI�FRVWV�ZDV�PDGH�E\�4XLQQ�(VWDWHV�/LPLWHG�DQG�0XOEHUU\�
(VWDWHV��6LWWLQJERXUQH��/LPLWHG�DJDLQVW�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO��,5��������7KLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�
LV�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�D�VHSDUDWH�GHFLVLRQ�OHWWHU������

Policy and statutory considerations 

����,Q�UHDFKLQJ�KLV�GHFLVLRQ��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�KDG�UHJDUG�WR�VHFWLRQ�������RI�WKH�
3ODQQLQJ�DQG�&RPSXOVRU\�3XUFKDVH�$FW������ZKLFK�UHTXLUHV�WKDW�SURSRVDOV�EH�
GHWHUPLQHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ�XQOHVV�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�
LQGLFDWH�RWKHUZLVH��
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����,Q�WKLV�FDVH�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ�FRQVLVWV�RI�7KH�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��DGRSWHG�LQ�
-XO\������DQG�WKH�.HQW�DQG�0HGZD\�0LQHUDOV�:DVWH�/RFDO�3ODQ�DGRSWHG�������7KH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�UHOHYDQW�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ�SROLFLHV�LQFOXGH�WKRVH�VHW�RXW�
DW�,5�����������

����2WKHU�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�ZKLFK�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�WDNHQ�LQWR�DFFRXQW�LQFOXGH�
WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN��µWKH�)UDPHZRUN¶��DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�SODQQLQJ�
JXLGDQFH��µWKH�*XLGDQFH¶���LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�QHZ�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO�JXLGDQFH�IRU�
FRPSO\LQJ�ZLWK�WKH�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�SODQQLQJ�FRQGLWLRQ�WR�UHGXFH�RSHUDWLRQDO�FDUERQ�RI�
QHZ�GZHOOLQJV�LQ�6ZDOH�E\������-XQH��������DV�ZHOO�DV�WKRVH�GRFXPHQWV�VHW�RXW�DW�
,5�������

����,Q�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�VHFWLRQ�������RI�WKH�3ODQQLQJ��/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�DQG�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�
$UHDV��$FW�������WKH�/%&$�$FW���WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�SDLG�VSHFLDO�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�
GHVLUDELOLW\�RI�SUHVHUYLQJ�WKRVH�OLVWHG�EXLOGLQJV�SRWHQWLDOO\�DIIHFWHG�E\�WKH�SURSRVDOV��RU�
WKHLU�VHWWLQJV�RU�DQ\�IHDWXUHV�RI�VSHFLDO�DUFKLWHFWXUDO�RU�KLVWRULF�LQWHUHVW�ZKLFK�WKH\�PD\�
SRVVHVV��

Emerging plan�

����7KH�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ�5HYLHZ�����±�����ZLOO�VHW�WKH�YLVLRQ�DQG�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�
GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�QHHGV�IRU�WKH�ZKROH�RI�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�DUHD�IURP��������������

����3DUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�VWDWHV�WKDW�GHFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�PD\�JLYH�ZHLJKW�WR�UHOHYDQW�
SROLFLHV�LQ�HPHUJLQJ�SODQV�DFFRUGLQJ�WR������WKH�VWDJH�RI�SUHSDUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�HPHUJLQJ�
SODQ������WKH�H[WHQW�WR�ZKLFK�WKHUH�DUH�XQUHVROYHG�REMHFWLRQV�WR�UHOHYDQW�SROLFLHV�LQ�WKH�
HPHUJLQJ�SODQ��DQG�����WKH�GHJUHH�RI�FRQVLVWHQF\�RI�UHOHYDQW�SROLFLHV�WR�WKH�SROLFLHV�LQ�
WKH�)UDPHZRUN���$V�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQ�5HYLHZ�LV�LW�LV�DW�DQ�HDUO\�VWDJH��KDV�QRW�EHHQ�WKURXJK�
H[DPLQDWLRQ�DQG�XQUHVROYHG�REMHFWLRQV�WR�LW�UHPDLQ��KH�DIIRUGV�LW�OLPLWHG�ZHLJKW��

Main issues 

Highways 

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�
DW�,5������WKDW�VXEMHFW�WR�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV��WKH�DSSHDO�VFKHPH�
ZRXOG�QRW�KDYH�DQ�XQDFFHSWDEOH�LPSDFW�RQ�KLJKZD\�VDIHW\�RU�WKH�IUHH�IORZ�RI�WUDIILF�RQ�
WKH�ORFDO�RU�VWUDWHJLF�URDG�QHWZRUN�FRQWUDU\�WR�3ROLF\�'0���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�QRWHV�
�,5�������WKDW�WKH�/3$�DFFHSWHG�WKDW�LW�SURYLGHV�QR�HYLGHQFH�WKDW��HLWKHU�WKH�VFKHPH¶V�
UHVLGXDO�FXPXODWLYH�LPSDFWV�ZRXOG�EH�VHYHUH��RU�LWV�KLJKZD\�VDIHW\�LPSDFWV�ZRXOG�EH�
XQDFFHSWDEOH��$V�VXFK�KH�FRQFOXGHV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�LV�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�SDUDJUDSK�����RI�
WKH�)UDPHZRUN���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�QRWHV�DW�,5�������WKDW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�D�OLQN�
EHWZHHQ�%RUGHQ�/DQH�DQG�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�ZLWK�DFFHVV�RQWR�WKH�VRXWKERXQG�$����KDV�
EHHQ�LGHQWLILHG�WR�SURYLGH�EHQHILWV��7KHVH�LQFOXGH�PLWLJDWLQJ�FRQJHVWLRQ�RQ�WKH�$��DQG�
WKH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�URXWH�ZKLFK���WKH�.H\�6WUHHW�$����DQG�WKH�.H\�6WUHHW�
URXQGDERXW�DQG�WKH�/LQN�ZRXOG�FRQWULEXWH�WR�LPSURYLQJ�DLU�TXDOLW\�DORQJ�WKLV�NH\�URXWH�
LQWR�DQG�RXW�RI�6LWWLQJERXUQH���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�
WKHVH�EHQHILWV�DWWUDFW�VXEVWDQWLDO�ZHLJKW��,5���������

Effect on the character and appearance of the area��

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�DQDO\VLV�DW�,5������������DQG�
DJUHHV�IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�WKDW�WKH�DSSHDO�VFKHPH�ZRXOG�KDYH�D�VLJQLILFDQW�ODQGVFDSH�
DQG�YLVXDO�HIIHFW�RYHUDOO��DOEHLW�WKDW�D�VLJQLILFDQW�DUHD�LV�DOUHDG\�DOORFDWHG�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW���
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+H�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU��,5�������WKDW�ZKLOVW�WKRVH�HIIHFWV�ZRXOG�UHGXFH�RYHU�WLPH��
SDUWLFXODUO\�WKURXJK�WKH�SURSRVHG�H[WHQVLYH�ODQGVFDSLQJ�SURSRVDOV��WKH\�ZRXOG�QRW�
GLVDSSHDU��DQG�WKH�GHJUHH�RI�KDUP�ZRXOG�EH�DW�WKH�PRGHUDWH�DGYHUVH�OHYHO�DQG�ZRXOG�EH�
VLJQLILFDQW����

����+H�IXUWKHU�DJUHHV�WKDW�ZKLOVW�WKH�SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�QRW�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�PHUJLQJ�RI�VHWWOHPHQWV��
WKH�H[WHQW�RI�VHSDUDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�6LWWLQJERXUQH�DQG�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�ZRXOG�EH�VLJQLILFDQWO\�
HURGHG�WKURXJK�D�SHUPDQHQW�ORVV�RI�RSHQ�ODQG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�JDS��,5��������7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�
6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU��,5�������WKDW�WKHUH�LV�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLFLHV�'0��������DQG�
'0����DQG�WKDW�VLJQLILFDQW�ZHLJKW�VKRXOG�EH�JLYHQ�WR�WKLV�KDUP��,5����������+RZHYHU��IRU�
WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5�������KH�DOVR�DJUHHV��,5�������WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�QR�DGYHUVH�
LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RU�DSSHDUDQFH�RI�WKH�/RFDO�*UHHQ�6SDFH��DQG�DV�VXFK�WKH�
SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�EH�FRPSOLDQW�ZLWK�3ROLF\�'0������

Implications for the supply of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land 

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�
WKDW�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�ORVV�RI�EHVW�DQG�PRVW�YHUVDWLOH�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQG�
RXWVLGH�RI�WKH�DOORFDWHG�VLWH��,5��������+RZHYHU��IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�
6WDWH���,5��������DJUHHV�WKDW�DV�WKH�SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�QRW�DGYHUVHO\�DIIHFW�WKH�YLDELOLW\�RI�WKH�
UHPDLQLQJ�KROGLQJ�RU�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�DFFXPXODWHG�ORVV�RI�%HVW�DQG�0RVW�9HUVDWLOH�DJULFXOWXUDO�
ODQG��WKH�SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�QRW�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLF\�'0������7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�
ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�WKLV�LV�QHXWUDO�LQ�WKH�SODQQLQJ�EDODQFH��,5���������� �

5-year Housing Land Supply 

����2Q����)HEUXDU\������WKH�&RXQFLO�ZURWH�WR�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH��VD\LQJ�WKDW�LW�ZDV�QRW�
\HW�LQ�D�SRVLWLRQ�WR�EH�DEOH�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�D�ILYH�\HDU�KRXVLQJ�ODQG�VXSSO\��7KH�6HFUHWDU\�
RI�6WDWH�KDV�SURFHHGHG�RQ�WKDW�EDVLV���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�QRWHV��,5��������WKH�SDUWLHV�
DJUHH�WKDW�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�D���\HDU�+/6�HQJDJHV�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�SDUDJUDSK����G��³WLOWHG�
EDODQFH´�VDYH�SRWHQWLDOO\�IRU�LVVXHV�LQFOXGLQJ�UHODWLQJ�WR�KHULWDJH��IRRWQRWH���RI�WKH�
)UDPHZRUN���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV���+LV�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�KHULWDJH�LVVXHV�LV�VHW�
RXW�EHORZ����

Meeting housing need including affordable housing 

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5������������DQG�,5���������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�
DJUHHV�WKDW�D�VFKHPH�ZLWK�D�JUHDWHU�QXPEHU�RI�VPDOOHU�XQLWV�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�YLDEOH��+H�
QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�GZHOOLQJ�PL[�LV�GULYHQ�E\�D�YLDELOLW\�DSSUDLVDO�ZKLFK�KDV�EHHQ�LQGHSHQGHQWO\�
DVVHVVHG�DQG�QRW�EHHQ�FKDOOHQJHG��,5��������7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�QRWHV��,5�������WKDW�
WKH�DSSHOODQW�DFFHSWV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVHG�GZHOOLQJ�PL[�GHSDUWV�IURP�3ROLFLHV�&3���DQG�08�
��DQG�ZRXOG�DWWUDFW�QHJDWLYH�ZHLJKW��

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�WKDW�ZKLOVW�WKH�
SURSRVDOV�ZRXOG�QRW�SURYLGH�D�OHYHO�RI�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�D�VWULFW�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�3ROLF\�'0���LW�ZRXOG�SURYLGH����PRUH�WKDQ�ZRXOG�EH�DFKLHYHG�RQ�WKH�
DOORFDWHG�VLWH��+H�QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�6����$JUHHPHQW�SURYLGHV�IRU�DQ�$IIRUGDEOH�+RXVLQJ�
9LDELOLW\�5HYLHZ��,5��������ZLWK�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�DGGLWLRQDO�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ�XS�WR�D�
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3ROLF\�'0���SROLF\�FRPSOLDQW�OHYHO��1RQHWKHOHVV�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURYLVLRQ�RI�DIIRUGDEOH�
KRXVLQJ�ZRXOG�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLF\�'0����,5���������

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5��������������WKDW�RYHUDOO�WKH�
FRQWULEXWLRQ�RI�WKH�VFKHPH�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�WKH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�KRXVLQJ�DWWUDFWV�VLJQLILFDQW�ZHLJKW�
�,5����������

Impacts on heritage assets 

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�DSSURDFK�DV�VHW�RXW�DW�,5��������������
)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�KH�DJUHHV��,5�������WKDW�ZLWKRXW�D�TXDQWLWDWLYH�PHDVXUH�RI�WKH�
PDJQLWXGH�RI�WUDIILF��WKH�GHJUHH�RI�KDUP�DVVHUWHG�E\�WKH�&RXQFLO�LV�XQUHOLDEOH�DQG�VKRXOG�
EH�WUHDWHG�ZLWK�FDXWLRQ�����

7KH�6WUHHW�&$�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�

 
����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5�������������6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�

WUDIILF�RQ�WKH�6WUHHW�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD��&$��DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�OLVWHG�EXLOGLQJV�LV�VXFK�WKDW�
WKH�HIIHFW�ZRXOG�EH�QHXWUDO��,5��������+H�IXUWKHU�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU��,5�������WKDW�
JLYHQ�WKH�GHJUHH�RI�VHSDUDWLRQ�IURP�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�WKH�VFDOH�RI�SURSRVHG�ERXQGDU\�
VFUHHQLQJ�FRQWH[W��WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRXOG�QRW�DIIHFW�WKH�VHWWLQJ�DQG�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�HLWKHU�
WKH�&$�RU�%RUGHQ�+DOO��,5���������

+DUPDQ¶V�&$�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�
 

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHDVRQLQJ�DW�,5����������������+H�
DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�WKDW�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRXOG�QRW�DIIHFW�WKH�
VHWWLQJ�DQG�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�HLWKHU�WKH�&$�RU�DQ\�RI�LWV�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV��,5����������

+HDUWV�'HOLJKW�&$�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHDVRQLQJ�DW�,5��������������+H�
DJUHHV�WKDW�JLYHQ�WKH�VXEVWDQWLDO�VHSDUDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�DSSHDO�VLWH�DQG�WKH�+HDUWV�
'HOLJKW�&$��WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRXOG�QRW�DIIHFW�WKH�VHWWLQJ�DQG�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�HLWKHU�WKH�&$�
RU�WKH�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV��,5��������

&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�&$�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV��IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5������������WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�
YHU\�PLQRU�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�VHWWLQJ�RI�WKH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�
%XLOGLQJV���DQG�WKDW�IRU�WKH�OLQN�URDG�DQG�URXQGDERXW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�VOLJKW�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�
NH\�VLJQLILFDQW�IHDWXUHV�RI�WKH�+$V�DQG�VOLJKW�FKDQJH�WR�WKH�VLJQLILFDQW�FRPSRQHQWV�RI�WKHLU�
VHWWLQJV��+H�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU��,5�������IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�WKDW�WKLV�ZRXOG�
DPRXQW�WR�OHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO�KDUP��WKRXJK�DW�WKH�ORZHVW�HQG�RI�WKDW�VFDOH����

2WKHU�/LVWHG�%XLOGLQJV�

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5�������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�
QR�LPSDFW�RQ�&U\DOOV�)DUPKRXVH���+RZHYHU��KH�DOVR�DJUHHV��IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�VHW�RXW�DW�
,5�������WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�D�PDWHULDO�FKDQJH�WR�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�WKH�VHWWLQJ�RI�5LGGOHV�
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)DUPKRXVH��DPRXQWLQJ�WR�OHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO�KDUP��EXW�DW�WKH�ORZHVW�HQG�RI�WKDW�
FDWHJRU\��,5�����������

+HULWDJH�FRQFOXVLRQV�

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRQFOXVLRQV�DW�,5��������������WKDW�
WKH�SURSRVDOV�ZRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLFLHV�'0����DQG�����,Q�OLQH�ZLWK�WKH�
)UDPHZRUN�SDUD�������WKH�µOHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO�KDUP¶�WR�5LGGOHV�)DUPKRXVH�DQG�WKH�
&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�&$�QHHGV�WR�EH�ZHLJKHG�DJDLQVW�WKH�SXEOLF�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�SURSRVDOV��7KH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�DW�,5�������WKDW�WKH�ILQGLQJ�RI�OHVV�WKDQ�
VXEVWDQWLDO�KDUP�WR�WKH�GHVLJQDWHG�+$V�LQ�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLFLHV�'0����DQG����DWWUDFWV�
VXEVWDQWLDO�QHJDWLYH�ZHLJKW���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH¶V�FRQFOXVLRQV�RQ�WKLV�WHVW�DUH�VHW�RXW�
EHORZ����

Implications for biodiversity and climate change 

&OLPDWH�FKDQJH�

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRQFOXVLRQV�RQ�&OLPDWH�&KDQJH�
DQG�WKH�LPSRVLWLRQ�RI�SODQQLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�DW�,5���������������

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5����������KH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�
PHHWV�WKH�HQHUJ\�HIILFLHQF\�VWDQGDUGV�UHTXLUHG�E\�FXUUHQW�%5V�DQG�ZRXOG�EH�FRPSOLDQW�
ZLWK�3ROLF\�'0����,5��������+H�QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�HVWLPDWHG�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�FDUERQ�GLR[LGH�
HPLVVLRQV�ZRXOG�EH����IRU�3KDVH��D�DQG����IRU�WKH�0DVWHUSODQ�VLWH��DQG�WKDW�WKH�SULPDU\�
VFKRRO�ZRXOG�DFKLHYH�D�%5($0�3HUIRUPDQFH�5DWLQJ�RI�9HU\�*RRG��,5�������� 

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FDUHIXOO\�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�FDVH�SXW�IRUZDUG�E\�WKH�&RXQFLO��+H�
QRWHV�WKHLU�YLHZ�WKDW�WKH�DSSHOODQWV�KDYH�GRQH�WKH�EDUH�PLQLPXP�DQG�KDYH�QRW�SXVKHG�WKH�
GHVLJQ�SURFHVV�EH\RQG�WKH�VWDQGDUG�HVWDWH�OD\RXW��,5��������+H�KDV�WDNHQ�LQWR�DFFRXQW�
WKH�&RXQFLO
V�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�PHHWLQJ�WKH�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�FKDOOHQJH��LQFOXGLQJ�WKHLU�
&OLPDWH�&KDQJH�'HFODUDWLRQ��DGRSWHG�LQ�-XQH�������ZKLFK�VHWV�RXW�WKH�LQWHQWLRQ�RI�PDNLQJ�
WKH�%RURXJK�FDUERQ�QHXWUDO�E\�������,5��������7KLV�LV�VHW�DJDLQVW�D�EDFNJURXQG�LQ�ZKLFK�
WKHUH�LV�D�QDWLRQDO�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�FDUERQ�QHXWUDOLW\�E\�������,5��������7KH�&RXQFLO�
FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�DOO�ORFDO�DQG�QDWLRQDO�SROLF\�DQG�JXLGDQFH�QHHGV�XSGDWLQJ�DQG�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�
PDNHU�VKRXOG�QRW�DSSO\�WKH�FXUUHQW�VHW�RI�VWDQGDUGV��,5��������7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�
IXUWKHU�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�RI����1RYHPEHU�DQG���'HFHPEHU��������
,Q�SDUWLFXODU�KH�QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�SXEOLFDWLRQ�RI�µ*XLGDQFH�IRU�FRPSO\LQJ�ZLWK�WKH�
FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�SODQQLQJ�FRQGLWLRQ�WR�UHGXFH�RSHUDWLRQDO�FDUERQ�LQ�QHZ�GZHOOLQJV�LQ�6ZDOH�
E\����¶�RI�-XQH�������7KH�&RXQFLO�LV�WKHUHIRUH�VHHNLQJ�PXFK�KLJKHU�UHGXFWLRQV�YLD�
SURSRVHG�FRQGLWLRQV�6&���DQG�63&&����,5����������

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�DOVR�FDUHIXOO\�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�DQDO\VLV�DQG�KDV�
WDNHQ�LW�LQWR�DFFRXQW��+H�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKH�VFDOH�DQG�XUJHQF\�RI�WKH�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�
HPHUJHQF\�LV�VXFK�WKDW�WDFNOLQJ�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�LV�D�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WR�ZKLFK�
VLJQLILFDQW�ZHLJKW�VKRXOG�EH�DWWDFKHG��,5������DQG�,5��������+H�IXUWKHU�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�
&RXQFLO¶V�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI����1RYHPEHU������WKDW�WKH�QHHG�IRU�KRXVHEXLOGLQJ�WR�EHFRPH�
JUHHQHU��ZDUPHU�DQG�PRUH�HQHUJ\�HIILFLHQW�KDV�EHFRPH�PRUH�XUJHQW����

����+RZHYHU��RYHUDOO�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�DSSHOODQW¶V�FDVH�WKDW�XQGHU�WKH�
SODQ�OHG�V\VWHP�LW�LV�QRW�SRVVLEOH�RU�GHVLUDEOH�WR�SUHGLFW�ZKDW�SROLFLHV�PLJKW�DSSO\�LQ�WKH�
IXWXUH�DQG�DSSO\�WKHP�QRZ��,5��������:KLOH�QRWLQJ�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�JXLGDQFH�RI�-XQH������
�SDUDJUDSK����DERYH��KH�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�LW�DPRXQWV�WR�JXLGDQFH�RQO\��ZKLFK�KDV�QRW�JRQH�
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WKURXJK�D�SXEOLF�H[DPLQDWLRQ�SURFHVV��UDWKHU�WKDQ�SODQQLQJ�SROLF\��VXIILFLHQW�WR�MXVWLI\�WKH�
LPSRVLWLRQ�RI�FRQGLWLRQV���$V�VXFK�KH�IXUWKHU�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�DSSHOODQW�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�QR�
H[LVWLQJ�RU�HPHUJLQJ�/3�SROLF\�EDVH�IRU�SURSRVHG�FRQGLWLRQV�6&�����63&&����,5�������
1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�WKH�KLJK�OHYHO�QDWLRQDO�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�FDUERQ�QHXWUDOLW\��DQG�WKH�
VLJQLILFDQW�ZHLJKW�DWWDFKLQJ�WR�WDFNOLQJ�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH��WKHVH�FRQGLWLRQV�DOVR�JR�EH\RQG�
FXUUHQW�DQG�HPHUJLQJ�QDWLRQDO�SROLF\��+H�WKHUHIRUH�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVHG�FRQGLWLRQV�
FDQQRW�EH�VDLG�WR�EH�HLWKHU�UHDVRQDEOH�RU�QHFHVVDU\��7KH\�WKHUHIRUH�IDLO�WR�PHHW�WKH�WHVWV�
VHW�RXW�DW�SDUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�DQG�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�FRQVLGHUV�WKH\�
VKRXOG�QRW�EH�LPSRVHG��+RZHYHU��JLYHQ�WKDW�3ROLF\�'0���SURYLGHV�D�SROLF\�XQGHUSLQQLQJ�
IRU�WKH�µ9HU\�*RRG¶�%5(($0�SHUIRUPDQFH�UDWLQJ��,5���������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�
FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�LW�LV�UHDVRQDEOH�DQG�QHFHVVDU\�WR�LPSRVH�UHYLVHG�FRQGLWLRQ�������

%LRGLYHUVLW\�
�
����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5���������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�

LV�OLNHO\�WR�UHVXOW�LQ�D�PDWHULDO�LQFUHDVH�LQ�ELRGLYHUVLW\����

6SHFLDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$UHDV�

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�LV�WKH�&RPSHWHQW�$XWKRULW\�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�WKH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�RI�
+DELWDWV�DQG�6SHFLHV�5HJXODWLRQV������DQG�IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�VHW�RXW�DW�,5��������������KH�
DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�KH�LV�UHTXLUHG�WR�PDNH�DQ�$SSURSULDWH�$VVHVVPHQW�RI�WKH�
LPSOLFDWLRQV�RI�WKDW�SODQ�RU�SURMHFW�RQ�WKH�LQWHJULW\�RI�DQ\�DIIHFWHG�(XURSHDQ�VLWH�LQ�YLHZ�RI�
HDFK�VLWH¶V�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�REMHFWLYHV���7KRVH�VLWHV�DUH�WKH�0HGZD\�(VWXDU\�DQG�0DUVKHV�
6SHFLDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�5DPVDU�6LWH��7KH�6ZDOH�6SHFLDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�5DPVDU�
6LWH�DQG�WKH�7KDPHV�(VWXDU\�DQG�0DUVKHV�6SHFLDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�5DPVDU�6LWH���
7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�ILQGLQJV�LQ�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�$QQH[�
'���+H�WKHUHIRUH�DGRSWV�$QQH[�'�DV�WKH�QHFHVVDU\�$SSURSULDWH�$VVHVVPHQW�LQ�KLV�UROH�DV�
WKH�&RPSHWHQW�$XWKRULW\�RQ�WKLV�PDWWHU�DQG�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�QR�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW�
RQ�WKH�LQWHJULW\�RI�WKH�GHVLJQDWHG�VLWHV��

&RQFOXVLRQ�RQ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�VHW�RXW�DW�,5��������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�DW�,5�������WKH�
VFKHPH�ZRXOG�QRW�KDYH�DQ�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW�RQ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�RQ�WKH�EDODQFH�RI�
SUREDELOLWLHV�ZRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�D�ELRGLYHUVLW\�QHW�JDLQ���$V�VXFK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRXOG�QRW�
FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�WKH�REMHFWLYHV�RI�3ROLF\�'0����DQG�3ROLF\�08���DQG�QDWLRQDO�SROLF\�����

Other matters 

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5��������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�
WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDOV�PDNH�DFFHSWDEOH�SURYLVLRQ�IRU�FRPPXQLW\�LQIUDVWUXFWXUH�DQG�WKDW�WKHUH�
ZRXOG�EH�QR�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�SROLF\�&3���,5���������

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5��������������DQG�,5��������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�
ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�QRW�UHVXOW�LQ�D�ZRUVHQLQJ�RI�DLU�TXDOLW\��DQG�ZLWK�
WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�/LQN�5RDG��RII�VLWH�KLJKZD\�LPSURYHPHQWV�DQG�WKH�GDPDJH�
PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�ZRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�DQ�RYHUDOO�LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�DLU�TXDOLW\��$V�VXFK�WKH�
SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�QRW�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLF\�'0����G��DQG�WKH�PDWWHU�LV�QHXWUDO�LQ�WKH�SODQQLQJ�
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EDODQFH��,5���������,Q�UHDFKLQJ�WKLV�FRQFOXVLRQ��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�WDNHQ�LQWR�
DFFRXQW�WKDW�KH�LV�QRW�LPSRVLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�6&���DQG�63&&��� 

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5��������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�WKDW�WKH�OD\RXW�
SODQ�IRU�3KDVH��D�VKRZV�DGHTXDWH�VHSDUDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�GZHOOLQJV�RQ�3KDVH�
�D�DQG�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�GZHOOLQJV�VXFK�WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�QR�ORVV�RI�SULYDF\�RU�OLJKW���+H�
IXUWKHU�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�ODQG�WR�WKH�HDVW�DQG�VRXWK�RI�'HQWDO�&ORVH�
IRUPV�SDUW�RI�WKH�RXWOLQH�DSSOLFDWLRQ���+H�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�WKDW�DV�SDUW�RI�D�
UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�DSSOLFDWLRQ��WKH�/3$�FRXOG�HQVXUH�DGHTXDWH�VHSDUDWLRQ�WR�DYRLG�DGYHUVH�
HIIHFWV�RQ�H[LVWLQJ�UHVLGHQWV���+H�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRQFOXVLRQ�DW�,5�������WKDW�
WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�QR�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW�RQ�WKH�OLYLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�DGMRLQLQJ�UHVLGHQWV����

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DW�,5��������������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�
WKDW�ZKLOVW�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�SHULRG�ZRXOG�JHQHUDWH�VKRUW�WR�PHGLXP�WHUP�HFRQRPLF�
EHQHILWV��ZKLOVW�DOORZLQJ�IRU�WKH�FDYHDWV�UDLVHG�E\�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\��WKH�WRWDO�
HFRQRPLF�EHQHILWV�ZRXOG�KDYH�D�SRVLWLYH�HIIHFW�RQ�WKH�ORFDO�HFRQRP\�DQG�DWWUDFWV�
VXEVWDQWLDO�ZHLJKW����

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�DW�,5�������WKDW�WKH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�IDFLOLWLHV�
IRU�6LWWLQJERXUQH�5XJE\�)RRWEDOO�&OXE�SURYLGHV�IRU�SRVLWLYH�VRFLDO�EHQHILWV���)XUWKHU�KH�
DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRQFOXVLRQ�DW�,5�������WKDW�ZKHQ�WDNHQ�DOO�WRJHWKHU�WKH�
HFRQRPLF�DQG�VRFLDO�EHQHILWV�VKRXOG�EH�DFFRUGHG�VXEVWDQWLDO�ZHLJKW����

Planning conditions 

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�JLYHQ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WR�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�DQDO\VLV�DW�,5�����
�������,5�����������DQG�,5������²��������WKH�UHFRPPHQGHG�FRQGLWLRQV�VHW�RXW�DW�WKH�
HQG�RI�WKH�,5�DQG�WKH�UHDVRQV�IRU�WKHP��DQG�WR�QDWLRQDO�SROLF\�LQ�SDUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�
)UDPHZRUN�DQG�WKH�UHOHYDQW�*XLGDQFH��+LV�FRQFOXVLRQV�RQ�FRQGLWLRQV�6&���DQG�63&&���
DUH�VHW�RXW�LQ�SDUDJUDSKV�������DERYH��7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV��,5��������WKDW�WKH�
UHYLVHG�ZRUGLQJ�RI�&RQGLWLRQ����DFKLHYHV�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�DQG�DSSHOODQW¶V�REMHFWLYHV�IRU�WKLV�
FRQGLWLRQ��DQG�QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�DSSHOODQW�KDV�DJUHHG�WR�WKH�FRQGLWLRQ��:KLOH�KH�QRWHV�WKDW�
WKH�&RXQFLO�GRHV�QRW�DJUHH�WR�WKH�UHYLVHG�ZRUGLQJ�RI�WKH�FRQGLWLRQ��UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI����
1RYHPEHU��������WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�GRHV�QRW�FRQVLGHU�WKDW�7KH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�
3ODQQLQJ��3UH�FRPPHQFHPHQW�&RQGLWLRQV��5HJXODWLRQV������VXSSRUWV�WKLV�DV�D�UHDVRQ�IRU�
QRW�LPSRVLQJ�WKH�UHYLVHG�FRQGLWLRQ����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�LV�VDWLVILHG�WKDW�WKH�RWKHU�
FRQGLWLRQV�UHFRPPHQGHG�E\�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�FRPSO\�ZLWK�WKH�SROLF\�WHVW�VHW�RXW�DW�SDUDJUDSK�
���RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�DQG�WKDW�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�VHW�RXW�DW�$QQH[�%�VKRXOG�IRUP�SDUW�RI�KLV�
GHFLVLRQ����

Planning obligations  

����+DYLQJ�KDG�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�DQDO\VLV�DW�,5�������������WKH�SODQQLQJ�REOLJDWLRQ��
SDUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN��WKH�*XLGDQFH�DQG�WKH�&RPPXQLW\�,QIUDVWUXFWXUH�/HY\�
5HJXODWLRQV�������DV�DPHQGHG��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH��DJUHHV��ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�
FRQFOXVLRQ�IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�LQ�,5�������WKDW�WKH�REOLJDWLRQ�FRPSOLHV�ZLWK�5HJXODWLRQ�
����RI�WKH�&,/�5HJXODWLRQV�DQG�WKH�WHVWV�DW�SDUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN����

Planning balance and overall conclusion  

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DERYH��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�WKH�DSSHDO�VFKHPH�LV�
QRW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�3ROLFLHV�&3����'0�������������������DQG����RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�
SODQV��DQG�LV�QRW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ�RYHUDOO��+H�KDV�JRQH�RQ�WR�
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FRQVLGHU�ZKHWKHU�WKHUH�DUH�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�ZKLFK�LQGLFDWH�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�
VKRXOG�EH�GHWHUPLQHG�RWKHU�WKDQ�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ����

����$V�WKH�&RXQFLO�FDQQRW�GHPRQVWUDWH�D���\HDU�VXSSO\�RI�KRXVLQJ��SDUDJUDSK����G��RI�WKH�
)UDPHZRUN�LQGLFDWHV�WKDW�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�JUDQWHG�XQOHVV���L��WKH�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�SROLFLHV�LQ�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�WKDW�SURWHFW�DUHDV�RU�DVVHWV�RI�SDUWLFXODU�
LPSRUWDQFH�SURYLGHV�D�FOHDU�UHDVRQ�IRU�UHIXVLQJ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SURSRVHG��RU��LL��DQ\�
DGYHUVH�LPSDFWV�RI�GRLQJ�VR�VLJQLILFDQWO\�DQG�GHPRQVWUDEO\�RXWZHLJK�WKH�EHQHILWV��ZKHQ�
DVVHVVHG�DJDLQVW�SROLFLHV�LQ�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�WDNHQ�DV�D�ZKROH����

����7KH�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�ZKLFK�ZHLJK�DJDLQVW�WKH�SURSRVDO�DUH�WKH�KDUP�WR�ODQGVFDSH�
DQG�YLVXDO�LPSDFWV��DQG�KDUP�WR�WKH�VHWWLQJ�DQG�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�KHULWDJH�DVVHWV���7KH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DIIRUGV�WKH�ODQGVFDSH�DQG�YLVXDO�KDUP�VLJQLILFDQW�QHJDWLYH�ZHLJKW��DQG�
WKH�ILQGLQJ�RI�OHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO�KDUP�WR�WKH�GHVLJQDWHG�+$V�LV�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�3ROLFLHV�'0�
���DQG����DWWUDFWV�VXEVWDQWLDO�QHJDWLYH�ZHLJKW��

����7KH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�RSHQ�PDUNHW�KRXVLQJ�DQG�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ�FDUULHV�VLJQLILFDQW�ZHLJKW�LQ�
IDYRXU�RI�WKH�VFKHPH���7KH�HFRQRPLF�EHQHILWV��WKH�KLJKZD\�LPSURYHPHQWV��DQG�WKH�
UHORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�5XJE\�&OXE�HDFK�FDUU\�VXEVWDQWLDO�ZHLJKW�LQ�IDYRXU�RI�WKH�VFKHPH��

����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�KDV�FRQVLGHUHG�ZKHWKHU�WKH�LGHQWLILHG�µOHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO¶�KDUP�
WR�WKH�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�WKH�KHULWDJH�DVVHWV�LGHQWLILHG�LV�RXWZHLJKHG�E\�WKH�SXEOLF�EHQHILWV�RI�
WKH�SURSRVDO��2YHUDOO�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�DW�,5��������������
WKDW�WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�DSSHDO�VFKHPH�DUH�FROOHFWLYHO\�VXIILFLHQW�WR�RXWEDODQFH�WKH�
LGHQWLILHG�µOHVV�WKDQ�VXEVWDQWLDO¶�KDUP�WR�WKH�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�KHULWDJH�DVVHWV��+H�FRQVLGHUV�
WKDW�WKH�EDODQFLQJ�H[HUFLVH�XQGHU�SDUDJUDSK�����RI�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�LV�WKHUHIRUH�IDYRXUDEOH�
WR�WKH�SURSRVDO��

�����7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WKXV�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�WKHUH�DUH�QR�SURWHFWLYH�SROLFLHV�ZKLFK�SURYLGH�
D�FOHDU�UHDVRQ�IRU�UHIXVLQJ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SURSRVHG���)XUWKHU�KH�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�DQ\�
DGYHUVH�LPSDFWV�ZRXOG�QRW�VLJQLILFDQWO\�DQG�GHPRQVWUDEO\�RXWZHLJK�WKH�EHQHILWV��ZKHQ�
DVVHVVHG�DJDLQVW�SROLFLHV�LQ�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�WDNHQ�DV�D�ZKROH���$V�VXFK�KH�FRQFOXGHV�WKDW�
WKH�SUHVXPSWLRQ�LQ�IDYRXU�RI�VXVWDLQDEOH�GHYHORSPHQW�DSSOLHV����

����)RU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DERYH�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�QRZ�FRQVLGHUV�WKDW�WKHUH�DUH�PDWHULDO�
FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�ZKLFK�LQGLFDWH�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�VKRXOG�EH�GHWHUPLQHG�RWKHU�WKDQ�LQ�
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ���7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WKHUHIRUH�FRQFOXGHV�WKDW�
WKH�DSSHDO�EH�DOORZHG�VXEMHFW�WR�FRQGLWLRQV��

Formal decision 

����$FFRUGLQJO\��IRU�WKH�UHDVRQV�JLYHQ�DERYH��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�
,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ��+H�KHUHE\�DOORZV�\RXU�FOLHQW¶V�DSSHDO�DQG�JUDQWV�SODQQLQJ�
SHUPLVVLRQ�VXEMHFW�WR�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�VHW�RXW�LQ�$QQH[�$�RI�WKLV�GHFLVLRQ�OHWWHU�IRU�XS�WR�����
GZHOOLQJV�WR�LQFOXGH�RXWOLQH�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�XS�WR�����GZHOOLQJV�LQFOXGLQJ�
DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ��D���IRUP�HQWU\�SULPDU\�VFKRRO�ZLWK�DVVRFLDWHG�RXWGRRU�VSDFH�DQG�
YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��ORFDO�IDFLOLWLHV�FRPSULVLQJ�D�&ODVV�$��UHWDLO�VWRUH�RI�XS�WR�����VT��P�*,$�
DQG�XS�WR�����VT��P�*,$�RI�³IOH[LEOH�XVH´�IORRUVSDFH�WKDW�FDQ�EH�XVHG�IRU�RQH�RU�PRUH�RI�
WKH�IROORZLQJ�XVHV�±�$���UHWDLO���$���ILQDQFLDO�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�VHUYLFHV���$���UHVWDXUDQWV�
DQG�FDIHV���'���QRQ�UHVLGHQWLDO�LQVWLWXWLRQV���D�UXJE\�FOXEKRXVH�FRPPXQLW\�EXLOGLQJ�XS�WR�
����VT��P�*,$����VWDQGDUG�5)8�VSRUWV�SLWFKHV�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��D�OLQN�URDG�
EHWZHHQ�%RUGHQ�/DQH�DQG�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�$�����DOORWPHQWV��DQG�IRUPDO�DQG�LQIRUPDO�
RSHQ�VSDFH�LQFRUSRUDWLQJ�68'6��QHZ�SODQWLQJ�ODQGVFDSLQJ�DQG�HFRORJLFDO�HQKDQFHPHQW�
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ZRUNV��DQG�IXOO�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�WKH�HUHFWLRQ�RI����GZHOOLQJV�LQFOXGLQJ�DIIRUGDEOH�
KRXVLQJ��RSHQ�VSDFH��DVVRFLDWHG�DFFHVV�URDGV�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ��DVVRFLDWHG�VHUYLFHV��
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH��ODQGVFDSLQJ�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�68'6��LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�DSSOLFDWLRQ�UHI��
����������+<%5,'��GDWHG����2FWREHU�������

����7KLV�OHWWHU�GRHV�QRW�FRQYH\�DQ\�DSSURYDO�RU�FRQVHQW�ZKLFK�PD\�EH�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�DQ\��
HQDFWPHQW��E\H�ODZ��RUGHU�RU�UHJXODWLRQ�RWKHU�WKDQ�VHFWLRQ����RI�WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�
3ODQQLQJ�$FW�������

Right to challenge the decision 

����$�VHSDUDWH�QRWH�LV�DWWDFKHG�VHWWLQJ�RXW�WKH�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�YDOLGLW\�RI�WKH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH¶V�GHFLVLRQ�PD\�EH�FKDOOHQJHG��7KLV�PXVW�EH�GRQH�E\�PDNLQJ�DQ�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�WKH�+LJK�&RXUW�ZLWKLQ���ZHHNV�IURP�WKH�GD\�DIWHU�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKLV�OHWWHU�IRU�
OHDYH�WR�EULQJ�D�VWDWXWRU\�UHYLHZ�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����RI�WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ�$FW�
��������

����$Q�DSSOLFDQW�IRU�DQ\�FRQVHQW��DJUHHPHQW�RU�DSSURYDO�UHTXLUHG�E\�D�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�WKLV�
SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�DJUHHPHQW�RI�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�KDV�D�VWDWXWRU\�ULJKW�RI�DSSHDO�WR�WKH�
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�LI�FRQVHQW��DJUHHPHQW�RU�DSSURYDO�LV�UHIXVHG�RU�JUDQWHG�FRQGLWLRQDOO\�RU�
LI�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\�IDLO�WR�JLYH�QRWLFH�RI�WKHLU�GHFLVLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�SUHVFULEHG�
SHULRG����

����$�FRS\�RI�WKLV�OHWWHU�KDV�EHHQ�VHQW�WR�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO�DQG�%RUGHQ�5HVLGHQWV�
$JDLQVW�2YHU�'HYHORSPHQW��DQG�QRWLILFDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�VHQW�WR�RWKHUV�ZKR�DVNHG�WR�EH�
LQIRUPHG�RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ���

�

<RXUV�IDLWKIXOO\��

�

�

Phil Barber 

$XWKRULVHG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WR�VLJQ�LQ�WKDW�EHKDOI�

�

$QQH[�$�6FKHGXOH�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�

$QQH[�%�/LVW�RI�FRQGLWLRQV�
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Annex A - SCHEDULE OF REPRESENTATIONS� 
� 

General representations� 
Party� Date� 
$OO\VRQ�6SLFHU� �����������
$OO\VRQ�6SLFHU� �����������
$OO\VRQ�6SLFHU� �����������
%RUGHQ�5HVLGHQWV�$JDLQVW�2YHU�'HYHORSPHQW� �����������
�0RQWDJX�(YDQV�//3�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDQW ���������� 
%RUGHQ�5HVLGHQWV�$JDLQVW�2YHU�'HYHORSPHQW�UHVHQGLQJ�OHWWHU�
GDWHG���WK�)HEUXDU\������

�����������

� �
%RUGHQ�5HVLGHQWV�$JDLQVW�2YHU�'HYHORSPHQW� ��������
�
5HIHUHQFH�EDFN�WR�3DUWLHV�

Party� Date� 
0RQWDJX�(YDQV� ��������������������
%RUGHQ�5HVLGHQWV�$JDLQVW�2YHU�'HYHORSPHQW� �����������
%RUGHQ�3DULVK�&RXQFLO� �����������
6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO� ��������������������
$OO\VRQ�6SLFHU� �����������
� �
$OO\VRQ�6SLFHU� �����������
�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

 �
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�
$QQH[�%�±�&21',7,216�

�

��� 7KH�GHWDLOHG�HOHPHQW��UHIHUUHG�WR�VXEVHTXHQWO\�DV�3KDVH��$�DQG�DV�VKRZQ�RQ�GUDZLQJ�
��������$���RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�WR�ZKLFK�WKLV�SHUPLVVLRQ�UHODWHV�PXVW�EH�EHJXQ�QRW�ODWHU�WKDQ�
WKH�H[SLUDWLRQ�RI���\HDUV�EHJLQQLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�GDWH�RQ�ZKLFK�WKH�SHUPLVVLRQ�LV�JUDQWHG��

�

��� %HIRUH� WKH� ILUVW� VXEPLVVLRQ� RI� UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�� D� SKDVLQJ� SODQ� IRU� GHOLYHU\� RI� WKH�
GHYHORSPHQW�� LQFOXGLQJ� WKH� DVVRFLDWHG� KLJKZD\V� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH�� RSHQ� VSDFH�� ODQGVFDSHG�
EXIIHUV�DQG�VSRUWV�FRPPXQLW\�IDFLOLWLHV��VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�
ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO� WKHQ�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�VWULFWO\� LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�
ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�SKDVLQJ�VFKHPH��XQOHVV�RWKHUZLVH�DJUHHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\��

�

��� 'HWDLOV� UHODWLQJ� WR� WKH� OD\RXW�� VFDOH� DQG� DSSHDUDQFH� RI� WKH� SURSRVHG� EXLOGLQJ�V��
�³UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV´��ZLWKLQ�D�UHOHYDQW�SKDVH��RWKHU�WKDQ�3KDVH��$���DQG�WKH�ODQGVFDSLQJ�RI�
WKH�VLWH�ZLWKLQ�WKDW�SKDVH��VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\�EHIRUH�DQ\�GHYHORSPHQW�ZLWKLQ�WKDW�SKDVH�LV�FRPPHQFHG��

�

��� 7KH�ILUVW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�DSSURYDO�RI�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�UHIHUUHG�WR�LQ�&RQGLWLRQ���DERYH�
PXVW� EH� PDGH� QRW� ODWHU� WKDQ� WKH� H[SLUDWLRQ� RI� �� \HDUV� EHJLQQLQJ� ZLWK� WKH� GDWH� RI� WKLV�
SHUPLVVLRQ��DQG�WKH�ODVW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�DSSURYDO�RI�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�UHIHUUHG�WR�LQ�&RQGLWLRQ���
DERYH�PXVW�EH�PDGH�QRW�ODWHU�WKDQ�WKH�H[SLUDWLRQ�RI����\HDUV�EHJLQQLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKLV�
SHUPLVVLRQ���

�

��� 7KH�ILUVW�SKDVH�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�IRU�ZKLFK�RXWOLQH�SHUPLVVLRQ�LV�KHUHE\�JUDQWHG�PXVW�
EH�EHJXQ�QRW�ODWHU�WKDQ�WKH�H[SLUDWLRQ�RI���\HDUV�IURP�WKH�GDWH�RI�DSSURYDO�RI�WKH�ILUVW�RI�WKH�
UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�WR�EH�DSSURYHG��

�

��� (DFK� VXEVHTXHQW� DSSOLFDWLRQ� IRU� UHVHUYHG� PDWWHUV� DSSURYDO� IRU� DQ\� SKDVH� RI� WKH�
GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FRPPHQFHG�ZLWKLQ���\HDUV�RI�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�DSSURYDO�IRU�HDFK�UHVHUYHG�
PDWWHU�IRU�WKDW�DSSURYHG�SKDVH��

�

��� 7KH�GHWDLOHG�HOHPHQW��SKDVH��$��RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�
ZLWK� WKH� IROORZLQJ� DSSURYHG� SODQV�� ��������� 5HY� *�� ����� 3�������%�� �����3������� $���
�����3�������$�������3�������������3�������&�������.�����������.�����$�������+�������
5HY�&�������+������$�������+�������5HY�%�������+�������������+�����(�������+�������
5HY� %�� �����+������� 5HY� %�� � �����+������� 5HY� %�� �����+������'�� �����+��������
�����+�������������*����5HY�$�������*����5HY�$�������%6����������%����������%����5HY�
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$�� ������%���� 5HY� %�� �������� $��� �������� 5HY� '�� �������$�� �������� 5HY� $��� �����&�
/DQGVFDSH�3URSRVDOV�VKHHWV���RI������RI������RI���DQG���RI����

�

��� 7KH�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�GHWDLOV�VXEPLWWHG�SXUVXDQW�WR�FRQGLWLRQ���VKDOO�DFFRUG�ZLWK�WKH�
0DVWHUSODQ�3DUDPHWHU�3ODQV��%XLOGLQJ�+HLJKWV�3DUDPHWHU�3ODQ����������5HY�3��/DQG�8VH�
3DUDPHWHU� 3ODQ� ��������� 5HY� 1�� 'HQVLW\� 3DUDPHWHU� 3ODQ� ��������� 5HY� 3�� 5RXWH�
,QIUDVWUXFWXUH� 3DUDPHWHU� 3ODQ� ��������� 5HY� 6�� 'DYLG� :LOOLDPV� /DQGVFDSH� &RQVXOWDQF\�
,QGLFDWLYH�/DQGVFDSH�6WUDWHJ\�3ODQ��$GGHQGXP�/9,$�)LJXUH�������'UDZLQJ�1R�/��5HYLVLRQ�(�
�)RU�WKH�DYRLGDQFH�RI�GRXEW�WKLV�UHSODFHG�WKH�/DQGVFDSH�DQG�(FRORJ\�0DVWHUSODQ�SUHYLRXVO\�
VXEPLWWHG���

�

��� 1R� PRUH� WKDQ� ���� GZHOOLQJV� VKDOO� EH� RFFXSLHG� XQWLO� WKH� FRPPXQLW\� IDFLOLW\�UXJE\�
FOXEKRXVH�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�SLWFKHV�KDYH�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG�DQG�PDGH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�XVH��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�E\�&RQGLWLRQ�����LQ�DQ\�SKDVH�VKDOO�FRPPHQFH�
XQWLO�GHWDLOV�RI�DQ�LQGLFDWLYH�WLPHWDEOH�IRU�WKH�FRQQHFWLRQ�RI�WKDW�SKDVH�RU�SDUW�RI�WKDW�SKDVH�WR�
WKH�SXEOLF�VHZHUDJH�V\VWHP�KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��1R�GZHOOLQJ�LQ�DQ\�
SKDVH�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQOHVV�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�WLPHWDEOH��

�

���� 127�,0326('���7KH�GZHOOLQJV�KHUHE\�DSSURYHG�LQ�3KDVH��$�VKDOO�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�WR�
DFKLHYH�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VXVWDLQDELOLW\�PHDVXUHV��DW�OHDVW�D�����UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�'ZHOOLQJ�(PLVVLRQ�
5DWH�FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�WDUJHW�IDEULF�HQHUJ\�HIILFLHQF\�UDWHV�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�3DUW�/�$�RI�WKH�
%XLOGLQJ�5HJXODWLRQV������ �DV�$PHQGHG���D�UHGXFWLRQ� LQ�FDUERQ�HPLVVLRQV�RI�DW� OHDVW�����
FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�WDUJHW�HPLVVLRQ�UDWH�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�3DUW�/�RI�WKH�%XLOGLQJ�5HJXODWLRQ��3ULRU�
WR�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$��GHWDLOV�RI�WKH�PHDVXUHV�WR�EH�XQGHUWDNHQ�
WR�VHFXUH�FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKLV�FRQGLWLRQ�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�
ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�
GHWDLOV��

�

���� 127�,0326('���3ULRU�WR�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�LQ�D�VXEVHTXHQW�SKDVH��RWKHU�
WKDQ�3KDVH��$���D�VFKHPH�RI�VXVWDLQDEOH�GHVLJQ�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�IRU�WKH�GZHOOLQJV�
ZLWKLQ�WKDW�SKDVH�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��
7KLV�VKDOO�GHPRQVWUDWH���D��D�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�FDUERQ�HPLVVLRQV�RI�DW�OHDVW�����FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�
WDUJHW�HPLVVLRQ�UDWH�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�3DUW�/�RI�WKH�%XLOGLQJ�5HJXODWLRQV�������DV�DPHQGHG��
IRU�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�D�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�SKDVH�DSSURYHG�EHWZHHQ�WKH�\HDUV������DQG������
�LQFOXVLYH���E��D�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�FDUERQ�HPLVVLRQV�RI�DW�OHDVW�����FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�WDUJHW�HPLVVLRQ�
UDWH�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�3DUW�/�RI�WKH�%XLOGLQJ�5HJXODWLRQV�������DV�DPHQGHG��IRU�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�
ZLWKLQ�D�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�SKDVH�DSSURYHG�EHWZHHQ�WKH�\HDUV������DQG�������LQFOXVLYH��DQG�
�F��D�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�FDUERQ�HPLVVLRQV�RI�������=HUR�&DUERQ��FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�WDUJHW�HPLVVLRQ�
UDWH�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�3DUW�/�RI�WKH�%XLOGLQJ�5HJXODWLRQV�������DV�DPHQGHG��IRU�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�
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ZLWKLQ�D�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�SKDVH�DSSURYHG�LQ�RU�DIWHU�WKH�\HDU��������7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�LQ�HDFK�
SKDVH�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV��

��

���� 7KH� UHVLGHQWLDO�GHYHORSPHQW�KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�VKDOO�EH�GHVLJQHG� WR�DFKLHYH�D�ZDWHU�
FRQVXPSWLRQ�UDWH�RI�QR�PRUH�WKDQ�����OLWUHV�SHU�SHUVRQ�SHU�GD\��DQG�QR�UHVLGHQWLDO�XQLW�V��VKDOO�
EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�GHWDLOV�RI�WKH�PHDVXUHV�XVHG�WR�DFKLHYH�WKH�UDWH�IRU�WKDW�XQLW�V��KDYH�EHHQ�
VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

�

�����5(9,6('� 7KH� QRQ�UHVLGHQWLDO� EXLOGLQJV� VKDOO� EH� FRQVWUXFWHG� WR� D� PLQLPXP� RI�
%5(($0�QHZ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�³([FHOOHQW�9HU\�*RRG´�6WDQGDUG�RU�DQ�HTXLYDOHQW�VWDQGDUG��DQG�
SULRU� WR� WKH� ILUVW�XVH�RI� WKH�EXLOGLQJ� WKH� UHOHYDQW�FHUWLILFDWLRQ�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG� WR� WKH� ORFDO�
SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\� IRU� HDFK� LQGLYLGXDO� QRQ�UHVLGHQWLDO� EXLOGLQJ� FRQILUPLQJ� WKDW� WKH� UHTXLUHG�
VWDQGDUG�KDV�EHHQ�DFKLHYHG���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW� �RWKHU� WKDQ�DV� UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����VKDOO� WDNH�SODFH� LQ�DQ\�
SKDVH� �LQFOXGLQJ� 3KDVH� �$�� XQWLO� GHWDLOV� RI� WKH� H[LVWLQJ� VLWH� OHYHOV�� SURSRVHG� VLWH� OHYHOV�
�LQFOXGLQJ�DQ\�OHYHOV�FKDQJHV�WR�DUHDV�WR�EH�XVHG�DV�RSHQ�VSDFH��ODQGVFDSHG�EXIIHU�DUHDV��
DQG� � KLJKZD\V��� DQG� SURSRVHG� ILQLVKHG� IORRU� OHYHOV� IRU� EXLOGLQJV� LQ� WKDW� SKDVH� KDYH� EHHQ�
VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�DQG�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�
EH�FRPSOHWHG�VWULFWO\�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�OHYHOV��

�

���� 1R� GHYHORSPHQW� EH\RQG� WKH� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� RI� IRXQGDWLRQV� VKDOO� WDNH� SODFH� ZLWKLQ� D�
UHOHYDQW�SKDVH� �LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��XQWLO� GHWDLOV�KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG� WR�DQG�DSSURYHG� LQ�
ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\� IRU� WKH� LQVWDOODWLRQ� RI� IL[HG� WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQ�
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH�DQG�+LJK�6SHHG�)LEUH�2SWLF��PLQLPDO�LQWHUQDO�VSHHG�RI����PE��FRQQHFWLRQV�WR�
PXOWL� SRLQW� GHVWLQDWLRQV� DQG� DOO� EXLOGLQJV� LQFOXGLQJ� UHVLGHQWLDO�� FRPPHUFLDO� DQG� FRPPXQLW\�
ZLWKLQ�WKDW�SKDVH��7KH�GXFWLQJ�GHWDLOV�VKDOO�SURYLGH�VXIILFLHQW�FDSDFLW\��LQFOXGLQJ�GXFW�VL]LQJ�WR�
FDWHU� IRU� DOO� IXWXUH� SKDVHV� RI� WKH� GHYHORSPHQW�� 7KH� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH� VKDOO� EH� ODLG� RXW� LQ�
DFFRUGDQFH� ZLWK� WKH� DSSURYHG� GHWDLOV� DQG� DW� WKH� VDPH� WLPH� DV� RWKHU� VHUYLFHV� GXULQJ� WKH�
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�SURFHVV��

�

���� 1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ� WKH� 3KDVH� �$� GHWDLOHG� GUDZLQJV� QR� GHYHORSPHQW� EH\RQG� WKH�
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�IRXQGDWLRQV�ZLWKLQ�SKDVH��$�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�XQWLO�WKH�IROORZLQJ�PHDVXUHV�WR�
PLQLPLVH�WKH�ULVN�RI�FULPH�KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\�UHYLVHG�SODQV�SURYLGLQJ�JURXQG�IORRU�ZLQGRZV�RQ�WKH�VLGH�HOHYDWLRQV�RI�GZHOOLQJV�ZLWK�
RQ�SORW�SDUNLQJ�VSDFHV���7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�
GHWDLOV��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW�EH\RQG�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�IRXQGDWLRQV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH�
�$�XQWLO�ZULWWHQ�GHWDLOV� DQG� VDPSOHV�RI� WKH�PDWHULDOV� WR� EH�XVHG� LQ� WKH� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� RI� WKH�
H[WHUQDO�VXUIDFHV�RI�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�V��KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�
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ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KLV�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�D�VDPSOH�SDQHO�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKH�
DSSHDUDQFH�RI�WKH�IHDWXUH�EULFNZRUN�SURSRVHG�RQ�WKH�EXLOGLQJV��

�

���� 'HWDLOV� RI� DQ\� PHDQV� RI� HQFORVXUH� WR� EH� HUHFWHG� EHWZHHQ� DQ\� GZHOOLQJ� DQG� URDG�
IURQWDJHV�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\�DQG�HUHFWHG�SULRU�WR�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�WKDW�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$���1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�
WKH�SURYLVLRQV�RI�&ODVV�$��3DUW����6FKHGXOH��� WR� WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ� �*HQHUDO�
3HUPLWWHG�'HYHORSPHQW���(QJODQG��2UGHU�������DV�DPHQGHG��QR�JDWHV��IHQFHV��ZDOOV�RU�RWKHU�
PHDQV�RI�HQFORVXUH�VKDOO� EH�HUHFWHG�RU�SURYLGHG� LQ�DGYDQFH�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ� IURQWLQJ�RQ�D�
KLJKZD\��RWKHU�WKDQ�WKRVH�VSHFLILFDOO\�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH�DSSURYHG�SODQV��

�

���� 1R� GHYHORSPHQW� LQ� DQ\� SKDVH� �LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH� �$�� VKDOO� WDNH�SODFH�� LQFOXGLQJ�DQ\�
ZRUNV�RI�GHPROLWLRQ��XQWLO�D�&RQVWUXFWLRQ�0DQDJHPHQW�3ODQ��&03��KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�
DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�DSSURYHG�&03�VKDOO�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�
DQG�DGKHUHG�WR�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�HQWLUH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�SHULRG��7KH�&03�VKDOO�SURYLGH�GHWDLOV�RI��

�

�� PHDVXUHV� WR�PDQDJH�+*9�PRYHPHQWV� WR� GHWHU�XVH�RI� WKH�6WUDWHJLF�5RDG�1HWZRUN�
GXULQJ�SHDN�KRXUV������������DQG�����������KRXUV���

�� PHDVXUHV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�ORRVH�ORDGV�DUULYLQJ���GHSDUWLQJ�IURP�WKH�VLWH�DUH�VKHHWHG��

�� WKH�PHDQV�RI�DFFHVV�IRU�YHKLFOHV�GXULQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�DQG�WKH�URXWHLQJ�RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�
DQG� GHOLYHU\� YHKLFOHV� WR� DQG� IURP� WKH� VLWH�� LQFOXGLQJ� WHPSRUDU\� WUDIILF� PDQDJHPHQW� DQG�
VLJQDJH��

�� SDUNLQJ�DQG�WXUQLQJ�DUHDV�IRU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�DQG�GHOLYHU\�YHKLFOHV�DQG�VLWH�SHUVRQQHO��

�� ORDGLQJ�DQG�XQORDGLQJ�RI�SODQW��PDWHULDOV�DQG�ZDVWH��

�� VWRUDJH�RI�SODQW�DQG�PDWHULDOV�XVHG�LQ�FRQVWUXFWLQJ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW��

���WKH�HUHFWLRQ�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH�RI�VHFXULW\�KRDUGLQJ�LQFOXGLQJ�GHFRUDWLYH�GLVSOD\V�DQG�IDFLOLWLHV�
IRU�SXEOLF�YLHZLQJ��ZKHUH�DSSURSULDWH��

���ZKHHO�ZDVKLQJ�IDFLOLWLHV�DQG�PHDVXUHV�WR�GHDO�ZLWK�PXG�RU�VSLOOV�RQ�WKH�KLJKZD\��

���PHDVXUHV�WR�FRQWURO�WKH�HPLVVLRQ�RI�GXVW�DQG�GLUW�GXULQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ��

�� D�VFKHPH�IRU�UHF\FOLQJ�GLVSRVLQJ�RI�ZDVWH�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�GHPROLWLRQ�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�
ZRUNV���

�

���� 1R�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUN�DXGLEOH�DW�WKH�VLWH�ERXQGDU\��IRU�WKH�DYRLGDQFH�RI�GRXEW�WR�LQFOXGH�
SLOLQJ�� LQ� FRQQHFWLRQ� ZLWK� WKH� GHYHORSPHQW� �LQFOXGLQJ� 3KDVH� �$�� VKDOO� WDNH� SODFH� RQ� DQ\�
6XQGD\�RU�%DQN�+ROLGD\��QRU�RQ�DQ\�RWKHU�GD\�H[FHSW�EHWZHHQ�WKH�IROORZLQJ�WLPHV��0RQGD\�WR�
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)ULGD\� ����±����� KRXUV�� 6DWXUGD\V� ����±����� KRXUV� XQOHVV� LQ� DVVRFLDWLRQ� ZLWK� DQ�
HPHUJHQF\�RU�ZLWK�WKH�SULRU�ZULWWHQ�DSSURYDO�RI�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

�

���� 1R�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�WKH�KLJKZD\�ZRUNV�QRUWK�RI�1R����
:LVHV� /DQH�� DV� VKRZQ� RQ� WKH� :LVHV� /DQH� ±� 6LWH� $FFHVV� GUDZLQJ� ����������&� �RU� DV�
RWKHUZLVH�DJUHHG��KDYH�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG��

��

���� 1R�GZHOOLQJ�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�D�ELQGLQJ�DJUHHPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�HQWHUHG�LQWR�ZLWK�WKH�
+LJKZD\�$XWKRULWLHV�UHODWLQJ�WR�WKH�SDUW�RI�WKH�KLJKZD\�FRQQHFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�
&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�WKDW�FURVVHV�+LJKZD\V�(QJODQG�ODQG��7KH�DJUHHPHQW�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�DQG�LGHQWLI\�
DUHDV� RI� ODQG� IRU� DVVRFLDWHG� VFUHHQLQJ� ODQGVFDSLQJ� FRQVLVWHQW� ZLWK� WKH� 'DYLG� :LOOLDPV�
/DQGVFDSH�&RQVXOWDQF\� ,QGLFDWLYH�/DQGVFDSH�6WUDWHJ\�3ODQ� �$GGHQGXP�/9,$�)LJXUH�������
'UDZLQJ� 1R� /�� 5HYLVLRQ� (��� 7KH� DJUHHPHQW� VKDOO� VHFXUH� WKH� DUHDV� IRU� ODQGVFDSLQJ� LQ�
SHUSHWXLW\��VXFK�ODQGVFDSLQJ�WR�EH�VXEMHFW�WR�FRQGLWLRQ������

�

���� 1R�PRUH�WKDQ�����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�WKH�OHQJWK�RI�WKH�LQWHUQDO�VSLQH�URDG�
EHWZHHQ�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�KDV�EHHQ�FRQVWUXFWHG�WR�DQ�DGRSWDEOH�VWDQGDUG�DQG�
PDGH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�SXEOLF�XVH��

�

���� )XOO� GHWDLOV� RI� WKH� GHVLJQ� RI� WKH� URXQGDERXW� WR� EH� LQVWDOOHG� RQ�&KHVWQXW� 6WUHHW�� �DV�
FXUUHQWO\�VKRZQ�RQ�GUDZLQJ�����������'���DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�VFUHHQLQJ�ODQGVFDSLQJ��ZKLFK�VKDOO�
LQFOXGH� GHWDLOV� RI� VSHFLHV�� VL]H�� GHQVLW\� RI� SODQWLQJ�� DQG� DQ� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ� DQG� ORQJ�WHUP�
PDLQWHQDQFH�VFKHGXOH��VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG� WR�DQG�DSSURYHG� LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\� WKH� ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\��1R�PRUH�WKDQ�����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�WKH�URXQGDERXW�DV�DSSURYHG�LV�
FRQVWUXFWHG�WR�DQ�DGRSWDEOH�VWDQGDUG�DQG�RSHQ�IRU�SXEOLF�XVH���

�

���� 1R�PRUH�WKDQ�����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�XQWLO�WKH�VSLQH�
URDG�EHWZHHQ�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�%RUGHQ�/DQH�DQG�WKH�URXQGDERXW�FRQQHFWLRQ�WR�%RUGHQ�/DQH�
KDV�EHHQ�FRQVWUXFWHG�WR�DQ�DGRSWDEOH�VWDQGDUG�DQG�PDGH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�SXEOLF�XVH���

�

���� 1R�PRUH�WKDQ�����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�D�6HFWLRQ�����$JUHHPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�
HQWHUHG�LQWR�ZLWK�WKH�+LJKZD\�$XWKRULW\�IRU�GHOLYHU\�RI�D�GHWDLOHG�VFKHPH�IRU�VLJQDOLVDWLRQ�DW�
WKH�MXQFWLRQ�RI�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�WKH�$��/RQGRQ�5RDG��$OO�DVVRFLDWHG�ZRUNV�VKDOO�EH�FRPSOHWHG�
ZLWKLQ� ���PRQWKV�RI�EHLQJ� VHUYHG�QRWLFH� WR� FRPPHQFH�E\� WKH�+LJKZD\�$XWKRULW\� SURYLGHG�
DOZD\V�WKDW�VXFK�QRWLFH�LV�QRW�VHUYHG�SULRU�WR�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�WKH����WK�GZHOOLQJ�DQG�QRW�ODWHU�
WKDQ�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�WKH����WK�GZHOOLQJ��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����VKDOO�EH�FRPPHQFHG�XQWLO�D�
VFKHPH�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKH�UHWHQWLRQ�DQG�SKDVLQJ�RI�URDG�FRQQHFWLRQV�GXULQJ�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�
SURFHVV�KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�
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VFKHPH�VKDOO�EH�GHVLJQHG�WR�HQVXUH�WKH�UHWHQWLRQ�RI�D�OLQN�EHWZHHQ�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�%RUGHQ�
/DQH��YLD�&U\DOOV�/DQH��DQG�FRQQHFWLQJ�URDGV�EH\RQG�WKH�VLWH��WKURXJKRXW�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
GHYHORSPHQW��XQWLO�WKH�SURSRVHG�VSLQH�URDG�EHWZHHQ�:LVHV�/DQH�DQG�%RUGHQ�/DQH�KDV�EHHQ�
FRQVWUXFWHG�WR�DQ�DGRSWDEOH�VWDQGDUG�DQG�PDGH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�SXEOLF�XVH��

�

���� 7KH�OD\RXW�RI�WKH�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�IRU�WKRVH�SKDVHV�WR�WKH�VRXWK�RI�WKH�ERXQGDU\�ZLWK�
:HVWODQGV�6FKRRO�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�WKH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�EXV�OD\E\�IDFLOLWLHV��RI�FRPPHQVXUDWH�FDSDFLW\�
WR�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�OD\E\�RQ�WKH�$���RQ�WKH�VSLQH�URDG�WR�SURYLGH�SLFN�XS�DQG�GURS�RII�IDFLOLWLHV��VXFK�
OD\E\� IDFLOLWLHV� WR� EH� VLWHG� D� PD[LPXP� GLVWDQFH� RI� ���� PHWUHV� IURP� WKH� ERXQGDU\� ZLWK�
:HVWODQGV�6FKRRO���

�

���� 1R�PRUH�WKDQ����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�XQWLO�WKH�IROORZLQJ�
RII�VLWH�KLJKZD\V�ZRUNV�KDYH�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG��ZRUNV�WR�%RUGHQ�/DQH��DV�VKRZQ�RQ�GUDZLQJ�
�����������5HY�$��ZRUNV�WR�:LVHV�/DQH��VRXWK��DV�VKRZQ�RQ�GUDZLQJ�������²����5(9�(�
DQG� LPSURYHPHQWV� IRU� SHGHVWULDQ� FURVVLQJ�DW� WKH�$��$GHODLGH�'ULYH� MXQFWLRQ� DV� VKRZQ� RQ�
GUDZLQJ�������������

�

���� 1R� PRUH� WKDQ� ���� XQLWV� VKDOO� EH� RFFXSLHG� XQWLO� WKH� RII�VLWH� KLJKZD\V� ZRUNV� WR�
+RPHZRRG�$YHQXH�%RUGHQ�/DQH�$GHODLGH�'ULYH�� DV� VKRZQ�RQ� GUDZLQJ� ����������5(9�$�
KDYH�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG��

�

���� 1R�PRUH�WKDQ�����GZHOOLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�RII�VLWH�KLJKZD\�LPSURYHPHQWV�WR�
WKH� $���� -XQFWLRQ� ZLWK� WKH� $�� .H\FRO� +LOO�.H\� 6WUHHW� �NQRZQ� ORFDOO\� DV� WKH� .H\� 6WUHHW�
5RXQGDERXW�� KDYH� EHHQ� FRPSOHWHG� DQG� RSHQHG� WR� SXEOLF� WUDIILF� LQ� DFFRUGDQFH� ZLWK� &	$�
'UDZLQJ�1R�������������5HY�$��3URSRVHG�.H\�6WUHHW�5RXQGDERXW�,QWHULP�6FKHPH��RU�VXFK�
RWKHU�VFKHPH�RI�ZRUNV�VXEVWDQWLDOO\�WR�WKH�VDPH�HIIHFW��DV�PD\�EH�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�
ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW�ZLWKLQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�RU�ILUVW�XVHG�
XQWLO�GHWDLOHG� WUDYHO�SODQV� IRU� WKDW�SKDVH�� WR�EH�EDVHG�XSRQ� WKH�SULQFLSOHV�DV�VHW�RXW� LQ� WKH�
)UDPHZRUN�7UDYHO�3ODQ��KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\��7KH�7UDYHO�3ODQV�VKDOO�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV��

�

���� $Q\� UHVHUYHG� PDWWHUV� DSSOLFDWLRQ�V�� UHODWLQJ� WR� OD\RXW� LQFOXGLQJ� UHVLGHQWLDO� RU�
FRPPHUFLDO�EXLOGLQJV��VKDOO�LQFOXGH�GHWDLOV�RI�DOO�W\SHV�RI�YHKLFOH�SDUNLQJ�SURSRVHG��3ULRU�WR�WKH�
RFFXSDWLRQ� RI� DQ\� GZHOOLQJ�EXLOGLQJ�ZLWKLQ� WKDW� UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV� SDUFHO�� WKH� SDUNLQJ� DUHDV�



�

���
�

UHODWLQJ�WR�WKDW�GZHOOLQJ�EXLOGLQJ�VKDOO�EH�FRPSOHWHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV�
DQG�UHWDLQHG�IRU�WKHLU�LQWHQGHG�SXUSRVH�WKHUHDIWHU���

�

���� )RU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�WKH�GHWDLOHG��3KDVH��$��VFKHPH��WKH�DUHD�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH�DSSURYHG�
SODQV�DV�FDU�SDUNLQJ�VSDFH�VKDOO�EH�NHSW�DYDLODEOH�IRU�VXFK�XVH�DW�DOO�WLPHV�DQG�QR�SHUPDQHQW�
GHYHORSPHQW�� ZKHWKHU� SHUPLWWHG� E\� WKH� 7RZQ� DQG� &RXQWU\� 3ODQQLQJ� �*HQHUDO� 3HUPLWWHG�
'HYHORSPHQW���(QJODQG��2UGHU�������DV�DPHQGHG���RU�DQ\�RUGHU�UHYRNLQJ�RU�UH�HQDFWLQJ�WKDW�
2UGHU��RU�QRW��VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�RQ�WKH�ODQG�VR�VKRZQ��RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�HUHFWLRQ�RI�D�SULYDWH�
JDUDJH�RU�JDUDJHV��RU�LQ�VXFK�D�SRVLWLRQ�DV�WR�SUHFOXGH�YHKLFXODU�DFFHVV�WKHUHWR��VXFK�ODQG�
DQG� DFFHVV� WKHUHWR� VKDOO� EH� SURYLGHG� SULRU� WR� WKH� RFFXSDWLRQ� RI� WKH� GZHOOLQJ�V�� KHUHE\�
SHUPLWWHG��

� �

���� $Q\�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�V�� UHODWLQJ�WR� OD\RXW� WKDW� LQFOXGH�UHVLGHQWLDO�RU�QRQ�
UHVLGHQWLDO� EXLOGLQJV�� VKDOO� EH� DFFRPSDQLHG� E\� GHWDLOV� RI� IDFLOLWLHV� IRU� WKH� FRYHUHG� VHFXUH�
SDUNLQJ�RI�ELF\FOHV�IRU�XVH�LQ�FRQQHFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKRVH�EXLOGLQJV��3ULRU�WR�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�DQ\�
GZHOOLQJ�EXLOGLQJ�WKH�F\FOH�SDUNLQJ�IDFLOLWLHV�IRU�WKDW�GZHOOLQJ�EXLOGLQJ�VKDOO�KDYH�EHHQ�SURYLGHG�
LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV�DQG�WKH\�VKDOO�EH�UHWDLQHG�WKHUHDIWHU�IRU�WKHLU�LQWHQGHG�
SXUSRVH���

�

���� 7KH�SURSRVHG�HVWDWH�URDG��IRRWZD\V��IRRWSDWKV��YHUJHV��VWUHHW�WUHH�SODQWLQJ��MXQFWLRQV��
VWUHHW�OLJKWLQJ��WR�LQFOXGH�PHDVXUHV�WR�OLPLW�OLJKW�VSLOO�DQG�XVH�RI�OLJKWLQJ�WR�PLQLPLVH�LPSDFWV�
XSRQ�ZLOGOLIH��� VHZHUV��GUDLQV�� UHWDLQLQJ�ZDOOV�� VHUYLFH� URXWHV�� VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�RXWIDOO�� YHKLFOH�
RYHUKDQJ�PDUJLQV��HPEDQNPHQWV��YLVLELOLW\�VSOD\V��DFFHVVHV��FDUULDJHZD\�JUDGLHQWV��GULYHZD\�
JUDGLHQWV��FDU�SDUNLQJ�DQG�VWUHHW�IXUQLWXUH��DV�DSSURSULDWH��VKDOO�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�DQG�ODLG�RXW�LQ�
HDFK�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�GHWDLOV�WR�EH�VXEPLWWHG�DQG�DSSURYHG�E\�
WKH� ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\� LQ�ZULWLQJ�EHIRUH� WKHLU� FRQVWUXFWLRQ�EHJLQV� LQ� WKDW�SKDVH�DQG� LQ�
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�D�VFKHGXOH�RI�KRXVH�FRPSOHWLRQ�DQG�DQ�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�SURJUDPPH�IRU�WKH�
DJUHHG�ZRUNV��DOVR�WR�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�IRU�DSSURYDO�LQ�ZULWLQJ��

�

���� 3ULRU�WR�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�RU�RWKHU�EXLOGLQJ��WKH�IROORZLQJ�ZRUNV�EHWZHHQ�
WKH� GZHOOLQJ� RU� EXLOGLQJ� DQG� WKH� DGRSWHG� KLJKZD\� VKDOO� EH� SURYLGHG�� L�� )RRWZD\V� DQG�RU�
IRRWSDWKV��ZLWK�WKH�H[FHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�ZHDULQJ�FRXUVH��LL��FDUULDJHZD\V��ZLWK�WKH�H[FHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�
ZHDULQJ� FRXUVH� EXW� LQFOXGLQJ� D� WXUQLQJ� IDFLOLW\�� KLJKZD\� GUDLQDJH�� YLVLELOLW\� VSOD\V�� VWUHHW�
OLJKWLQJ��VWUHHW�QDPHSODWHV�DQG�KLJKZD\�VWUXFWXUHV��LI�DQ\���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW�EH\RQG�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�IRXQGDWLRQV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�LQ�3KDVH��$�
XQWLO� IXOO� GHVLJQ� GHWDLOV� IRU� WKH� LQWHUQDO� VSLQH� URDG� ZLWKLQ� WKDW� SKDVH�� WR� LQFOXGH� GHWDLOV� RI��
URDGVLGH�WUHH�SODQWLQJ�DQG�YHUJH�GHWDLOV��VXUIDFH�PDWHULDOV��DQG�GHWDLOV�RI�FKLFDQHV��FURVVLQJ�
SRLQWV�DQG�EXLOG�RXW�PDUJLQV�DQG�ZKLFK�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�D�IRUPDO�FURVVLQJ�IDFLOLW\�WR�
EH�HLWKHU�D�=HEUD�RU�7RXFDQ�FURVVLQJ��KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�



�

���
�

ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�FURVVLQJ�IDFLOLW\�VKDOO�EH�LQVWDOOHG�SULRU�WR�ILUVW�RSHQLQJ�RI�WKH�VSLQH�
URDG�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW�EH\RQG�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�IRXQGDWLRQV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�LQ�DQ\�SKDVH�
XQWLO�GHWDLOHG�GUDZLQJV�RI�WKH�LQWHUQDO�VSLQH�URDG�ZLWKLQ�WKDW�SKDVH��WR�LQFOXGH�GHWDLOV�RI�WUHH�
SODQWLQJ� DQG� YHUJH� GHWDLOV�� VXUIDFH� PDWHULDOV�� DQG� GHWDLOV� RI� FKLFDQHV�� FURVVLQJ� SRLQWV�
�LQFOXGLQJ� FRQWUROOHG� FURVVLQJ� SRLQWV�� DQG� EXLOG� RXW� PDUJLQV� KDYH� EHHQ� VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG�
DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW� �RWKHU� WKDQ�DV� UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����VKDOO� WDNH�SODFH�XQWLO�D�
GHWDLOHG�VFKHPH�RI�DQG�D�WLPHWDEOH�IRU�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�DGYDQFH�VRIW�ODQGVFDSLQJ�KDV�
EHHQ� VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG� DSSURYHG� LQ� ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� � 7KLV� VKDOO�
LQFRUSRUDWH��

�

�� WKH� DUHDV� SURSRVHG� IRU� DGYDQFH� SODQWLQJ�� DV� VKRZQ� RQ� WKH� ,QGLFDWLYH� /DQGVFDSH�
6WUDWHJ\� 3ODQ� E\� 'DYLG�:LOOLDPV� /DQGVFDSH� &RQVXOWDQF\� DQG� UHIHUUHG� WR� DV� )LJXUH� ������
GUDZLQJ�/��5HYLVLRQ�(��DQG�D�OHJDO�PHFKDQLVP�KDV�EHHQ�VHFXUHG�IRU�WKH�ORQJ�WHUP�XVH�DQG�
UHWHQWLRQ�RI�WKLV�ODQG�IRU�ODQGVFDSLQJ��

�

�� WKH�VRIW�ODQGVFDSLQJ�VFKHPH��VKDOO�LQFOXGH�SURSRVHG�WUHHV��VKUXEV�DQG�RWKHU�IHDWXUHV��
SODQWLQJ� VFKHGXOHV� RI� SODQWV� �ZKLFK� VKDOO� LQFOXGH� QDWLYH� VSHFLHV� DQG� RI� D� W\SH� WKDW� ZLOO�
HQFRXUDJH� ZLOGOLIH� DQG� ELRGLYHUVLW\��� QRWLQJ� VSHFLHV�� SODQW� VL]HV� DQG� QXPEHUV� ZKHUH�
DSSURSULDWH�� PHDVXUHV� WR� SUHYHQW� WUHH� YDQGDOLVP�� DQG� PHDVXUHV� WR� SURWHFW� WKH� DGYDQFH�
SODQWLQJ�IURP�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RQ�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�VLWH�IRU�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�VXFK�ZRUNV��

�

�� GHWDLOV�RI�WKH�DGYDQFH�SODQWLQJ�IRU�WKH�DFFHVV�URDG�DQG�SURSRVHG�MXQFWLRQ�ZLWK�&KHVWQXW�
6WUHHW��VKRZQ�DV�$$�%%�RQ�WKH�,QGLFDWLYH�/DQGVFDSH�6WUDWHJ\�3ODQ��VKDOO�WDNH�LQWR�DFFRXQW�
DQG�LQGLFDWH�UHOHYDQW�ZRUNLQJ�DQG�RSHUDWLRQDO�FRQVWUDLQWV��FKDQJHV�LQ�ODQGIRUP��PHDVXUHV�WR�
PLWLJDWH�LPSDFWV�XSRQ�WKH�%RUGHQ�&KHVWQXW�6WUHHW�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�/LVWHG�
%XLOGLQJV��DQG�HQJLQHHULQJ�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�SURSRVHG�URDG�DQG�URXQGDERXW���
'HYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV��

�

����� 8SRQ� FRPSOHWLRQ� RI� WKH� DGYDQFH� ODQGVFDSLQJ� ZRUNV�� DQ\� WUHHV� RU� VKUXEV� WKDW� DUH�
UHPRYHG��G\LQJ��EHLQJ�VHYHUHO\�GDPDJHG�RU�EHFRPLQJ�VHULRXVO\�GLVHDVHG�ZLWKLQ�WHQ�\HDUV�RI�



�

���
�

SODQWLQJ�VKDOO�EH�UHSODFHG�ZLWK�WUHHV�RU�VKUXEV�RI�VXFK�VL]H�DQG�VSHFLHV�DV�PD\�EH�DJUHHG�LQ�
ZULWLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��DQG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�QH[W�SODQWLQJ�VHDVRQ��

���� 7KH� VSRUWV� SLWFKHV� KHUHE\� SHUPLWWHG� VKDOO� EH� JUDVV� SLWFKHV� RQO\� DQG� VKDOO� QRW� EH�
LOOXPLQDWHG���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ����� LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�
3KDVH��$��VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�XQWLO�IXOO�GHWDLOV�RI�DOO�H[LVWLQJ�WUHHV�DQG�RU�KHGJHV�LQ�WKDW�SKDVH��
GHWDLOV�RI�DQ\�WUHHV�RU�KHGJHV�SURSRVHG�IRU�UHPRYDO��DQG��PHDVXUHV�WR�SURWHFW�DQ\�WUHHV�RU�
KHGJHV�VKRZQ�WR�EH�UHWDLQHG��KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH� ORFDO�
SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��6XFK�GHWDLOV�VKDOO�LQFOXGH��

��

��� D�SODQ�VKRZLQJ�WKH�ORFDWLRQ�RI�DQG�DOORFDWLQJ�D�UHIHUHQFH�QXPEHU�WR�HDFK�H[LVWLQJ�WUHH�
DQG�KHGJH�RQ�WKH�VLWH�WR�EH�UHWDLQHG�DQG�LQGLFDWLQJ�WKH�FURZQ�VSUHDG�RI�HDFK�WUHH��DQG�H[WHQW�
RI�DQ\�KHGJH��DQG�LGHQWLI\LQJ�WKRVH�WUHHV�DQG�KHGJHV�WR�EH�UHPRYHG��

��� GHWDLOV�RI� WKH�VL]H��VSHFLHV��GLDPHWHU��DSSUR[LPDWH�KHLJKW�DQG�DQ�DVVHVVPHQW�RI� WKH�
JHQHUDO�VWDWH�RI�KHDOWK�DQG�VWDELOLW\�RI�HDFK�UHWDLQHG�WUHH�DQG�KHGJH��

��� GHWDLOV�RI�DQ\�SURSRVHG�DUERULFXOWXUDO�ZRUNV�UHTXLUHG�WR�DQ\�UHWDLQHG�WUHH�RU�KHGJH��

��� GHWDLOV�RI�DQ\�DOWHUDWLRQV�LQ�JURXQG�OHYHOV�DQG�RI�WKH�SRVLWLRQ�RI�DQ\�H[FDYDWLRQ�RU�RWKHU�
HQJLQHHULQJ�ZRUNV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�FURZQ�VSUHDG�RI�DQ\�UHWDLQHG�WUHH��

��� GHWDLOV�RI� WKH�VSHFLILFDWLRQ�DQG�SRVLWLRQ�RI� IHQFLQJ�DQG�RI�DQ\�RWKHU�PHDVXUHV� WR�EH�
WDNHQ�IRU�WKH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�DQ\�UHWDLQHG�WUHH�RU�KHGJH�IURP�GDPDJH�EHIRUH�RU�GXULQJ�WKH�FRXUVH�
RI�GHYHORSPHQW��

�

� 7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV�DQG�WKH�
DSSURYHG�SURWHFWLRQ�PHDVXUHV� VKDOO� EH� LQVWDOOHG� LQ� IXOO� SULRU� WR� WKH� FRPPHQFHPHQW� RI� DQ\�
GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�UHWDLQHG�IRU�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUNV��1R�ZRUNV��DFFHVV��RU�VWRUDJH�
ZLWKLQ�WKH�SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH��XQOHVV�VSHFLILFDOO\�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�
SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\���,Q�WKLV�FRQGLWLRQ�³UHWDLQHG�WUHH�RU�KHGJH´�PHDQV�DQ\�H[LVWLQJ�WUHH�RU�KHGJH�
ZKLFK�LV�WR�EH�UHWDLQHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GUDZLQJ�UHIHUUHG�WR�LQ��D��DERYH��

�

���� 1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ� WKH� VXEPLWWHG� SODQV�� QR� GHYHORSPHQW� EH\RQG� WKH� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� RI�
IRXQGDWLRQV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$�XQWLO�IXOO�GHWDLOV�RI�ERWK�KDUG�DQG�VRIW�ODQGVFDSH�
ZRUNV� SURSRVHG� ZLWKLQ� WKH� FXUWLODJH� RI� DQ\� GZHOOLQJ� RU� IODW� KDYH� EHHQ� VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG�
DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KHVH�GHWDLOV�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�H[LVWLQJ�WUHHV��
VKUXEV�DQG�RWKHU�IHDWXUHV��SODQWLQJ�VFKHGXOHV�RI�SODQWV��QRWLQJ�VSHFLHV��ZKLFK�VKDOO�EH�QDWLYH�
VSHFLHV�DQG�RI�D�W\SH�WKDW�ZLOO�HQFRXUDJH�ZLOGOLIH�DQG�ELRGLYHUVLW\���SODQW�VL]HV�DQG�QXPEHUV�



�

���
�

ZKHUH� DSSURSULDWH�� PHDQV� RI� HQFORVXUH�� KDUG� VXUIDFLQJ� PDWHULDOV�� DQG� DQ� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�
SURJUDPPH���

�

���� 7KH�KDUG�DQG�VRIW�ODQGVFDSH�ZRUNV�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�
ZLWK� WKH� DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV� XQGHU� FRQGLWLRQ� ���� � 7KH�ZRUNV� VKDOO� EH� FDUULHG� RXW�SULRU� WR� WKH�
RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$�RU�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�SURJUDPPH�DJUHHG�LQ�
ZULWLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

���� 8SRQ�FRPSOHWLRQ�RI�WKH�DSSURYHG�ODQGVFDSLQJ�VFKHPH�ZLWKLQ�3KDVH��$��DQ\�WUHHV�RU�
VKUXEV� WKDW� DUH� UHPRYHG�� G\LQJ�� EHLQJ� VHYHUHO\� GDPDJHG�RU� EHFRPLQJ� VHULRXVO\� GLVHDVHG�
ZLWKLQ���\HDUV�RI�SODQWLQJ�VKDOO�EH�UHSODFHG�ZLWK�WUHHV�RU�VKUXEV�RI�VXFK�VL]H�DQG�VSHFLHV�DV�
PD\�EH�DJUHHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��DQG�ZLWKLQ�ZKDWHYHU�SODQWLQJ�VHDVRQ�
LV�DJUHHG��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ����� LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�
3KDVH��$��VKDOO�FRPPHQFH�XQWLO�GHWDLOV�RI�PHDVXUHV�WR�SURWHFW�GLYHUW�SXEOLF�VHZHUV�ZLWKLQ�WKDW�
SKDVH�KDYH�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����VKDOO�FRPPHQFH�LQ�DQ\�
SKDVH�XQWLO�D�GHWDLOHG�VXVWDLQDEOH�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�GUDLQDJH�VFKHPH�IRU�HDFK�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�
3KDVH� �$��� FRPSOLDQW� ZLWK� WKH� FRPSOHWH� GUDLQDJH� VWUDWHJ\� DV� DSSURYHG� �)ORRG� 5LVN�
$VVHVVPHQW�DQG�$GGHQGXP�WR�)ORRG�5LVN�$VVHVVPHQW�GDWHG�0D\��������KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�
WR� �DQG�DSSURYHG� LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�� WKH� ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�GHWDLOHG�GUDLQDJH�VFKHPH�
VKDOO� GHPRQVWUDWH� WKDW� WKH� VXUIDFH� ZDWHU� JHQHUDWHG� E\� WKLV� GHYHORSPHQW� �IRU� DOO� UDLQIDOO�
GXUDWLRQV�DQG� LQWHQVLWLHV�XS� WR�DQG� LQFOXGLQJ� WKH�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH�DGMXVWHG�FULWLFDO� ����\HDU�
VWRUP��FDQ�EH�DFFRPPRGDWHG�DQG�GLVSRVHG�RI�ZLWKLQ�WKH�FXUWLODJH�RI�WKH�VLWH�ZLWKRXW�LQFUHDVH�
WR�IORRG�ULVN�RQ�RU�RII�VLWH��7KH�GUDLQDJH�VFKHPH�VKDOO�DOVR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�VLOW�DQG�SROOXWDQWV�
UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�VLWH�XVH�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�FDQ�EH�DGHTXDWHO\�PDQDJHG�WR�HQVXUH�WKHUH�LV�QR�
SROOXWLRQ�ULVN�WR�UHFHLYLQJ�ZDWHUV��7KH�GUDLQDJH�VFKHPH�VKDOO�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�
ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV�SULRU�WR�ILUVW�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�HDFK�SKDVH�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW��RU�ZLWKLQ�
DQ�DJUHHG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�VFKHGXOH���

�

���� 1R�EXLOGLQJ�KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�
DQ� RSHUDWLRQ� DQG� PDLQWHQDQFH� PDQXDO� IRU� WKH� SURSRVHG� VXVWDLQDEOH� GUDLQDJH� VFKHPH� LV�



�

���
�

VXEPLWWHG� WR� �DQG� DSSURYHG� LQ� ZULWLQJ�� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� 7KH� PDQXDO� DW� D�
PLQLPXP�VKDOO�LQFOXGH�WKH�IROORZLQJ�GHWDLOV��

��� $�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�WKH�GUDLQDJH�V\VWHP�DQG�LWV�NH\�FRPSRQHQWV��

��� $�JHQHUDO�DUUDQJHPHQW�SODQ�ZLWK�WKH�ORFDWLRQ�RI�GUDLQDJH�PHDVXUHV�DQG�FULWLFDO�IHDWXUHV�
FOHDUO\�PDUNHG��

��� $Q�DSSUR[LPDWH�WLPHWDEOH�IRU�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�GUDLQDJH�V\VWHP��

��� 'HWDLOV�RI�WKH�IXWXUH�PDLQWHQDQFH�UHTXLUHPHQWV�RI�HDFK�GUDLQDJH�RU�6X'6�FRPSRQHQW��
DQG�WKH�IUHTXHQF\�RI�VXFK�LQVSHFWLRQV�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH�DFWLYLWLHV��

��� 'HWDLOV� RI� ZKR� ZLOO� XQGHUWDNH� LQVSHFWLRQV� DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH� DFWLYLWLHV�� LQFOXGLQJ� WKH�
DUUDQJHPHQWV� IRU� DGRSWLRQ� E\� DQ\� SXEOLF� ERG\� RU� VWDWXWRU\� XQGHUWDNHU�� RU� DQ\� RWKHU�
DUUDQJHPHQWV� WR� VHFXUH� WKH� RSHUDWLRQ� RI� WKH� VXVWDLQDEOH� GUDLQDJH� V\VWHP� WKURXJKRXW� LWV�
OLIHWLPH��

� �

� 7KH�GUDLQDJH�VFKHPH�DV�DSSURYHG�VKDOO�VXEVHTXHQWO\�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�DQG�PDLQWDLQHG�
LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKHVH�GHWDLOV��

�

���� 1R�EXLOGLQJ� LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�
VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQWLO�D�9HULILFDWLRQ�5HSRUW�SHUWDLQLQJ�WR�WKH�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�GUDLQDJH�V\VWHP�
IRU� WKDW�SKDVH�RU�SDUW�RI� WKDW�SKDVH��FDUULHG�RXW�E\�D�VXLWDEO\�TXDOLILHG�SURIHVVLRQDO��ZKLFK�
GHPRQVWUDWHV�WKH�VXLWDEOH�PRGHOOHG�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�GUDLQDJH�V\VWHP�VXFK�WKDW�IORRG�ULVN�LV�
DSSURSULDWHO\�PDQDJHG��KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�
DXWKRULW\�� 7KH� 5HSRUW� VKDOO� FRQWDLQ� LQIRUPDWLRQ� DQG� HYLGHQFH� �LQFOXGLQJ� SKRWRJUDSKV�� RI�
HDUWKZRUNV��GHWDLOV�DQG�ORFDWLRQV�RI� LQOHWV��RXWOHWV�DQG�FRQWURO�VWUXFWXUHV��H[WHQW�RI�SODQWLQJ��
GHWDLOV�RI�PDWHULDOV�XWLOLVHG�LQ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�LQFOXGLQJ�VXEVRLO��WRSVRLO��DJJUHJDWH�DQG�PHPEUDQH�
OLQHUV��IXOO�DV�EXLOW�GUDZLQJV��DQG�WRSRJUDSKLFDO�VXUYH\�RI�µDV�FRQVWUXFWHG¶�IHDWXUHV��

�

���� 1R�LQILOWUDWLRQ�RI�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�GUDLQDJH�LQWR�WKH�JURXQG�LV�SHUPLWWHG�RWKHU�WKDQ�ZLWK�WKH�
ZULWWHQ� FRQVHQW� RI� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� 7KH� GHYHORSPHQW� VKDOO� EH� FDUULHG� RXW� LQ�
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����ZLWKLQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�
3KDVH��$��DSSURYHG�E\� WKLV�SHUPLVVLRQ�VKDOO�EH�FRPPHQFHG�SULRU� WR�D�FRQWDPLQDWHG� ODQG�
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DVVHVVPHQW��DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�UHPHGLDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�LI�UHOHYDQW��IRU�WKDW�SKDVH��EHLQJ�VXEPLWWHG�
WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��FRPSULVLQJ��

�

L�� D� GHVN� VWXG\� DQG� FRQFHSWXDO� PRGHO�� EDVHG� RQ� WKH� KLVWRULFDO� XVHV� RI� WKH� VLWH� DQG�
SURSRVHG�HQG�XVHV��DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�RSLQLRQ�DV� WR�ZKHWKHU� IXUWKHU� LQYHVWLJDWLYH�ZRUNV�DUH�
UHTXLUHG��

LL�� D�VLWH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\��EDVHG�RQ�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�WKH�GHVN�VWXG\��VKDOO�EH�DSSURYHG�
E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�SULRU�WR�DQ\�LQWUXVLYH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQV�FRPPHQFLQJ�RQ�VLWH��

LLL�� $Q�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��LQFOXGLQJ�UHOHYDQW�VRLO��VRLO�JDV��VXUIDFH�DQG�JURXQGZDWHU�VDPSOLQJ��
FDUULHG�RXW�E\�D�VXLWDEO\�TXDOLILHG�DQG�DFFUHGLWHG�FRQVXOWDQW�FRQWUDFWRU�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�D�
4XDOLW\�$VVXUHG�VDPSOLQJ�DQG�DQDO\VLV�PHWKRGRORJ\��

LY�� D�VLWH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�UHSRUW�GHWDLOLQJ�DOO�LQYHVWLJDWLYH�ZRUNV�DQG�VDPSOLQJ�RQ�VLWH��WRJHWKHU�
ZLWK�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�DQDO\VHV��ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�WR�DQ\�UHFHSWRUV�DQG�D�SURSRVHG�UHPHGLDWLRQ�
VWUDWHJ\�ZKLFK�VKDOO�EH�RI�VXFK�D�QDWXUH�DV�WR�UHQGHU�KDUPOHVV�WKH�LGHQWLILHG�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�
JLYHQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�HQG�XVH�RI�WKH�VLWH�DQG�VXUURXQGLQJ�HQYLURQPHQW��LQFOXGLQJ�DQ\�FRQWUROOHG�
ZDWHUV��

Y�� D� YHULILFDWLRQ� SODQ� SURYLGLQJ� GHWDLOV� RI� WKH� GDWD� WKDW� ZLOO� EH� FROOHFWHG� LQ� RUGHU� WR�
GHPRQVWUDWH� WKDW� WKH� ZRUNV� VHW� RXW� LQ� WKH� UHPHGLDWLRQ� VWUDWHJ\� LQ� �LLL�� DUH� FRPSOHWH� DQG�
LGHQWLI\LQJ�DQ\�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�ORQJHU�WHUP�PRQLWRULQJ�RI�SROOXWDQW�OLQNDJHV��PDLQWHQDQFH�DQG�
DUUDQJHPHQWV�IRU�FRQWLQJHQF\�DFWLRQ��

�

$Q\�FKDQJHV�WR�WKHVH�FRPSRQHQWV�UHTXLUH�WKH�ZULWWHQ�FRQVHQW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��
7KH�VFKHPH�VKDOO�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�DV�DSSURYHG��

�

���� %HIRUH�DQ\�SDUW�RU�DJUHHG�SKDVH�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�LV�RFFXSLHG��DOO�UHPHGLDWLRQ�ZRUNV�
LGHQWLILHG�LQ�WKH�FRQWDPLQDWHG�ODQG�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�DSSURYHG�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�
VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�IXOO��RU�LQ�SKDVHV�DV�DJUHHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��RQ�
VLWH� XQGHU� D� TXDOLW\� DVVXUHG� VFKHPH� WR� GHPRQVWUDWH� FRPSOLDQFH� ZLWK� WKH� SURSRVHG�
PHWKRGRORJ\�DQG�EHVW�SUDFWLFH�JXLGDQFH��,I��GXULQJ�WKH�ZRUNV��FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�LV�HQFRXQWHUHG�
ZKLFK� KDV� QRW� SUHYLRXVO\� EHHQ� LGHQWLILHG�� WKHQ� QR� IXUWKHU� GHYHORSPHQW� �XQOHVV� RWKHUZLVH�
DJUHHG� LQ�ZULWLQJ�ZLWK� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�� VKDOO� EH� FDUULHG� RXW� XQWLO� D� UHPHGLDWLRQ�
VWUDWHJ\� GHWDLOLQJ� KRZ� WKLV� FRQWDPLQDWLRQ� ZLOO� EH� GHDOW� ZLWK� KDV� EHHQ� VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG�
DSSURYHG� LQ� ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� 7KH� UHPHGLDWLRQ� VWUDWHJ\� VKDOO� EH�
LPSOHPHQWHG�DV�DSSURYHG���

�

���� 3ULRU�WR�DQ\�SDUW�RI�WKH�SHUPLWWHG�GHYHORSPHQW�EHLQJ�RFFXSLHG�D�YHULILFDWLRQ�UHSRUW�IRU�
WKDW�SKDVH�GHPRQVWUDWLQJ�WKH�FRPSOHWLRQ�RI�ZRUNV�VHW�RXW�LQ�WKH�DSSURYHG�UHPHGLDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�
DQG�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�WKH�UHPHGLDWLRQ�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR��DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ��E\�WKH�
ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��7KH�UHSRUW�VKDOO� LQFOXGH�UHVXOWV�RI�VDPSOLQJ�DQG�PRQLWRULQJ�FDUULHG�
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RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�YHULILFDWLRQ�SODQ�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�WKH�VLWH�UHPHGLDWLRQ�
FULWHULD�KDYH�EHHQ�PHW����

�

���� 3LOLQJ�RU�DQ\�RWKHU�IRXQGDWLRQ�GHVLJQV�XVLQJ�SHQHWUDWLYH�PHWKRGV�VKDOO�QRW�EH�SHUPLWWHG�
RWKHU�WKDQ�ZLWK�WKH�H[SUHVV�ZULWWHQ�FRQVHQW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��ZKLFK�PD\�EH�JLYHQ�
IRU� WKRVH� SDUWV� RI� WKH� VLWH� ZKHUH� LW� KDV� EHHQ� GHPRQVWUDWHG� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� QR� UHVXOWDQW�
XQDFFHSWDEOH�ULVN�WR�JURXQGZDWHU��7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�
WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV���

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ����� LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�
3KDVH��$��VKDOO�EH�FRPPHQFHG�XQWLO�D�VFKHPH�RI�JDV�SURWHFWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�WKDW�
SKDVH��WR�SURWHFW�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�IURP�JDV�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�DULVLQJ�IURP�WKH�DGMDFHQW�IRUPHU�
ODQGILOO�VLWH��QRZ�%RUGHQ�1DWXUH�5HVHUYH���KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�
WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� 6XFK� PHDVXUHV� VKDOO� EH� EDVHG� XSRQ� IXUWKHU� PRQLWRULQJ� DQG�
DVVHVVPHQW�RI�JDV�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV��WKH�GHWDLOV�RI�ZKLFK�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG�ZLWK�WKH�VFKHPH��
7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV��

�

���� 1R� GHYHORSPHQW� VKDOO� WDNH� SODFH� �LQFOXGLQJ� DQ\� JURXQG� ZRUNV�� VLWH� RU� YHJHWDWLRQ�
FOHDUDQFH��XQWLO�DQ�HFRORJLFDO� UHSRUW�FRQWDLQLQJ� WKH� IROORZLQJ�XSGDWHG�EDVHOLQH�VXUYH\V�KDV�
EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\���

�

��� %UHHGLQJ�ELUG�VXUYH\��$�EUHHGLQJ�ELUG�VXUYH\� IROORZLQJ�*RYHUQPHQW�VWDQGLQJ�DGYLFH�
DQG� WKH�PHWKRG� VHW� RXW� LQ� WKH� %DVHOLQH� (FRORJLFDO� $SSUDLVDO�� IRU� DOO� WKH� DUHDV� RI� VLWH� QRW�
RULJLQDOO\�VXUYH\HG���

��� %UHHGLQJ�ELUG�VXUYH\��$�EUHHGLQJ�ELUG�VXUYH\� IROORZLQJ�*RYHUQPHQW�VWDQGLQJ�DGYLFH�
DQG�WKH�PHWKRG�VHW�RXW�LQ�WKH�%DVHOLQH�(FRORJLFDO�$SSUDLVDO�IRU�DOO�SURSRVHG�VN\ODUN�PLWLJDWLRQ�
DUHD�V���

��� %DW�DFWLYLW\�VXUYH\��$�EDW�DFWLYLW\�VXUYH\�VKRXOG�EH�XQGHUWDNHQ�IROORZLQJ�*RYHUQPHQW�
VWDQGLQJ� DGYLFH� DQG� WKH� PHWKRG� IRU� µORZ� VXLWDELOLW\� VLWHV¶� VHW� RXW� LQ� WKH� %DW� 6XUYH\V� IRU�
3URIHVVLRQDO�(FRORJLVWV��&ROOLQV���������

��� 5HSWLOH�VXUYH\��$�UHSWLOH�µSUHVHQFH¶�VXUYH\�VKRXOG�EH�XQGHUWDNHQ�IROORZLQJ�*RYHUQPHQW�
VWDQGLQJ�DGYLFH�DQG�WKH�PHWKRG�VHW�RXW�LQ�)URJOLIH�$GYLFH�6KHHW�����5HSWLOH�6XUYH\��)URJOLIH��
�������

��� 'RUPRXVH� VXUYH\��$�GRUPRXVH� VXUYH\� VKRXOG� EH�XQGHUWDNHQ� IROORZLQJ�*RYHUQPHQW�
VWDQGLQJ�DGYLFH�DQG�WKH�PHWKRG�VHW�RXW�LQ�7KH�'RUPRXVH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�KDQGERRN��(QJOLVK�
1DWXUH���������

�

���� 1R� GHYHORSPHQW� VKDOO� WDNH�SODFH� LQ� DQ\� SKDVH� �LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$�� �LQFOXGLQJ� DQ\�
JURXQG�ZRUNV��VLWH�RU�YHJHWDWLRQ�FOHDUDQFH��XQWLO�DQ�XSGDWHG�%DGJHU�VXUYH\�IRU�WKDW�SKDVH�KDV�
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EHHQ�XQGHUWDNHQ��ZLWKLQ���PRQWKV�SULRU�WR�FRPPHQFHPHQW�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKDW�SKDVH��DQG�
D�UHSRUW�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��

�

���� 1R�GHYHORSPHQW��RWKHU�WKDQ�DV�UHTXLUHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ�����VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH��LQFOXGLQJ�
DQ\�JURXQG�ZRUNV��VLWH�RU�YHJHWDWLRQ�FOHDUDQFH��XQWLO�D�UHYLVHG�VN\ODUN�PLWLJDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�KDV�
EHHQ� VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG� DSSURYHG� LQ� ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\� DQG� D� OHJDO�
DJUHHPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�VHFXUHG�WR�GHOLYHU�DQ\�RII�VLWH�PLWLJDWLRQ�UHTXLUHG��7KLV�PLWLJDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�
VKRXOG�EH�LQIRUPHG�E\�DSSURSULDWH�XSGDWH�EDVHOLQH�VXUYH\V�DQG�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�WKH�JXLGDQFH�VHW�
RXW� E\� WKH�563%�DQG� XQGHU�&RXQWU\VLGH�6WHZDUGVKLS¶V� RSWLRQ�$%�� IRU� 6N\ODUN� SORWV�� 7KH�
PLWLJDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�PXVW�LQFOXGH�EXW�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�EH�OLPLWHG�WR��

�

��� WKH�ORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�VLWH�V���

��� WKH�PHWKRG�RI�FUHDWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�VLWH�V���

��� WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�PHWKRGV��IRU����\HDUV��IRU�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�VLWH�V���

��� D�PHFKDQLVP�WR�VHFXUH�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�IRU�WKH����\HDU�SHULRG����

�

� 7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV��

�

���� 1R� GHYHORSPHQW� VKDOO� WDNH� SODFH� �LQFOXGLQJ� DQ\� JURXQG� ZRUNV�� VLWH� RU� YHJHWDWLRQ�
FOHDUDQFH�� XQWLO� D� VLWH�ZLGH� &RQVWUXFWLRQ� (FRORJLFDO� 0DQDJHPHQW� 3ODQ� �&(03�� KDV� EHHQ�
VXEPLWWHG� WR� DQG� DSSURYHG� LQ� ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� ORFDO� SODQQLQJ� DXWKRULW\�� 7KH� &(03� VKRXOG�
GHVFULEH�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�VKRXOG�EH�DGRSWHG�WR�VDIHJXDUG�UHWDLQHG�RQ�VLWH�DQG�RII�VLWH�HFRORJLFDO�
IHDWXUHV�DQG�WR�PLWLJDWH�DQ\�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�RQ�KDELWDWV�DQG�VSHFLHV�GXULQJ�VLWH�SUHSDUDWLRQ��
GHPROLWLRQ�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUNV��7KH�&(03�VKDOO�EH�GHVLJQHG�DQG�XVHG�WR�LQIRUP�DQG�JXLGH�
WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH�VFKHPH�RQ�WKH�JURXQG��DQG�UDLVH�DZDUHQHVV�RI�HFRORJLFDO�FRQVWUDLQWV�
GXULQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUNV��LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURWHFW�DQG�HQKDQFH�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�HFRORJ\�RI�WKH�6LWH��,W�
VKRXOG� LQFOXGH�GHWDLOHG�PHDVXUHV�DFURVV�DOO�SKDVHV�LQFOXGLQJ�WLPLQJ�DQG�PHWKRGV�RI�ZRUNV�
DQG�UHOHYDQW�PDSSLQJ�DQG�VHW�RXW�DQ\�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�XSGDWH�VXUYH\V�GXULQJ�WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�
SHULRG�� ,W�VKRXOG�VHW�RXW� WKH�GHWDLOV�RI� WKH�SHUVRQ�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU� WKH� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI� WKH�
&(03��VLJQ�RII�SURFHGXUHV��DQG�LQFOXGH�WKH�DSSRLQWPHQW�RI�DQ�(FRORJLFDO�&OHUN�RI�:RUNV��7KH�
PHDVXUHV�VKDOO�EH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�DOO�HFRORJLFDO�PLWLJDWLRQ�UHTXLUHG�GXULQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�VHW�RXW�
ZLWKLQ�WKH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�,PSDFW�$VVHVVPHQW���

��

���� :LWKLQ���PRQWKV�RI�WKH�FRPPHQFHPHQW�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH�
�$���D�GHWDLOHG�/DQGVFDSH�DQG�(FRORJLFDO�0DQDJHPHQW�3ODQ��/(03��VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG� WR�
DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\�IRU�WKDW�SKDVH��7KH�GHWDLOHG�/(03�VKDOO�
EH�XSGDWHG�DW�HDFK�SKDVH�WR�LQFRUSRUDWH�DQG�UHYLHZ�DSSURYHG�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQV�IRU�HDUOLHU�
SKDVHV��DQG�XSRQ�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH�ODVW�SKDVH�VKDOO�SURYLGH�D�VLQJOH�GHWDLOHG�/(03�IRU�WKH�
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HQWLUH�GHYHORSPHQW���7KLV�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�H[SHULHQFHG�HFRORJLVWV��DQG�VKDOO�FRQWDLQ��
EXW�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�EH�OLPLWHG�WR��WKH�IROORZLQJ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IRU�WKDW�SKDVH��

��

��� $�UHYLHZ�RI�H[LVWLQJ�VSHFLILF�VSHFLHV�VXUYH\V�XQGHUWDNHQ��

��� 'HVFULSWLRQ�DQG�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�IHDWXUHV�WR�EH�PDQDJHG��

��� (FRORJLFDO�WUHQGV�DQG�FRQVWUDLQWV�RQ�VLWH�WKDW�PLJKW�LQIOXHQFH�PDQDJHPHQW��

��� /RFDWLRQ�DQG�GHWDLOV�RI�KDELWDWV�WR�EH�FUHDWHG�DQG�PDQDJHG�WR�PLWLJDWH�DQG�HQKDQFH�
ELRGLYHUVLW\��

��� $LPV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�RI�PDQDJHPHQW��

��� $SSURSULDWH�PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV�IRU�DFKLHYLQJ�DLPV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV��

��� 3UHVFULSWLRQV� IRU� PDQDJHPHQW� DFWLRQV�� WRJHWKHU� ZLWK� D� SODQ� RI� PDQDJHPHQW�
FRPSDUWPHQWV��

��� 0DS�VKRZLQJ�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�FRPSDUWPHQWV�IRU�DQ\�PLWLJDWLRQ�RU�HQKDQFHPHQW�DUHDV��

��� 3UHSDUDWLRQ�RI�D�ZRUN�VFKHGXOH�WR�LPSOHPHQW�WKH�/(03�LQ�HDFK�SKDVH���LQFOXGLQJ�DQ�
DQQXDO�ZRUN�SODQ�FDSDEOH�RI�EHLQJ�UROOHG�IRUZDUG�RYHU�D�WKLUW\�\HDU�SHULRG���

���� 'HWDLOV�RI�WKH�ERG\�RU�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SODQ��

���� 2QJRLQJ�PRQLWRULQJ�DQG�UHPHGLDO�PHDVXUHV��

�

� 7KH� GHWDLOHG� /(03� VKDOO� VHW� RXW� �ZKHUH� WKH� UHVXOWV� IURP� PRQLWRULQJ� VKRZ� WKDW�
FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DLPV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�/(03V�DUH�QRW�EHLQJ�PHW��KRZ�FRQWLQJHQFLHV�DQG�RU�
UHPHGLDO� DFWLRQ� ZLOO� EH� LGHQWLILHG�� DJUHHG� DQG� LPSOHPHQWHG� IRU� WKDW� SKDVH� VR� WKDW� WKH�
GHYHORSPHQW�VWLOO�GHOLYHUV�WKH�IXOO\�IXQFWLRQLQJ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�RULJLQDOO\�DSSURYHG�
VFKHPH��7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�LQ�HDFK�SKDVH�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�
GHWDLOV��

�

���� 3XEOLF� )RRWSDWK� =5���� VKDOO� EH� XSJUDGHG� WR� D�ZLGWK� RI� QR� OHVV� WKDQ� ��PHWUHV� DQG�
VXUIDFHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�D�VFKHPH�WR�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�
SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��1R�RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�DQ\�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWKLQ�D�SKDVH�FRQWDLQLQJ�WKH�SXEOLF�IRRWSDWK�
VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH�XQWLO�WKH�OHQJWK�RI�3XEOLF�)RRWSDWK�=5����ZLWKLQ�WKH�VLWH�KDV�EHHQ�GHGLFDWHG�
DV�D�3XEOLF�%ULGOHZD\���WKURXJK�WKH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�WKH�+LJKZD\V�$FW�������V���RU�V������DQG�WKH�
XSJUDGLQJ�KDV�WDNHQ�SODFH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURYHG�GHWDLOV����

�

���� 1R�GZHOOLQJV�RU�EXLOGLQJV�VKDOO�EH�RFFXSLHG�LQ�DQ\�SKDVH��LQFOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��XQWLO�D�
VFKHPH�IRU� WKH�VXUIDFLQJ�RI�DOO�3XEOLF�5LJKWV�RI�:D\��352:V��ZLWKLQ� WKDW�SKDVH�KDV�EHHQ�
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VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ�ZULWLQJ�E\�WKH�ORFDO�SODQQLQJ�DXWKRULW\��DQG�VXFK�DSSURYHG�ZRUNV�
KDYH�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG��$OO�35R:V�PXVW�EH�RI�D�ZLGWK�RI�QR�OHVV�WKDQ�����PHWUHV���

�

���� 7KH�OD\RXW�DQG�ODQGVFDSLQJ�RI�WKH�UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV�IRU�WKH�SKDVH�RI�GHYHORSPHQW��DV�
DSSURYHG�XQGHU�FRQGLWLRQ����DGMDFHQW�WR�&U\DOOV�)DUPKRXVH��VKDOO�LQFRUSRUDWH�DQ�DUHD�RI�RSHQ�
VSDFH�DQG�ODQGVFDSLQJ�WR�WKH�VRXWK�DQG�ZHVW�RI�&U\DOOV�)DUPKRXVH��VXFK�DUHD�WR�EH�QR�OHVV�
LQ�VL]H�WKDQ�DV�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH�LOOXVWUDWLYH�PDVWHUSODQ�GUDZLQJ����������5HY�-���

�

���� %HIRUH� WKH�VXEPLVVLRQ�RI� UHVHUYHG�PDWWHUV� IRU�DQ\�SKDVH��H[FOXGLQJ�3KDVH��$��� WKH�
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File Ref:  APP/V2255/W/19/3233606  
Land at south-west Sittingbourne/Wises Lane, Sittingbourne 
 
x� The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on a hybrid application 
for Thanks (all matters reserved except for access) and full planning permission. 

x� The appeal is made by Quinn Estates Limited and Mulberry Estates (Sittingbourne) 
Limited. 

x� The application Ref 17/505711/HYBRID is dated 30 October 2017. 
x� The development proposed is a hybrid application for up to 675 dwellings to include: 

 
outline planning permission for up to 595 dwellings including affordable housing; a 2-form 
entry primary school with associated outdoor space and vehicle parking; local facilities 
comprising a Class A1 retail store of up to 480 sq. m GIA and up to 560 sq. m GIA of 
“flexible use” floorspace that can be used for one or more of the following uses – A1 
(retail), A2 (financial and professional services), A3 (restaurants and cafes), D1 (non-
residential institutions); a rugby clubhouse/community building up to 375 sq. m GIA, 3 
standard RFU sports pitches and associated vehicle parking; a link road between Borden 
Lane and Chestnut Street/A249; allotments: and formal and informal open space 
incorporating SUDS, new planting/landscaping and ecological enhancement works; and  
 
full planning permission for the erection of 80 dwellings including affordable housing, open 
space, associated access roads vehicle parking, associated services, infrastructure, 
landscaping and associated SUDS. 
 

Summary of Recommendation:  The appeal is allowed, and planning 
permission granted. 
 

1. Preliminary Matters 

1.1.� The inquiry was adjourned on the 12 December 2019, to allow the local 
planning authority (lpa) to respond in writing to the appellants’ application for 
costs, to allow the parties to complete a S106 Agreement, to provide 
outstanding plans, and provide suggested conditions.  The inquiry was closed 
in writing on 23 December 2019. 

1.2.� On the 13 August 2019, in exercise of his powers under S79 and paragraph 3 
of Schedule 6 of the above Act, the Secretary of State (SoS) directed that he 
would determine this appeal.  The reason for the direction is that the appeal 
involves proposals for residential development of over 150 units or on sites of 
over 5ha, which would significantly impact on the Government’s objective to 
secure a better balance between housing demand and supply and create high 
quality, sustainable, mixed and inclusive communities. 

1.3.� On the 29 August 2019, lpa resolved that had it been able to determine the 
application it would have been refused for 3 reasons.  The putative reasons for 
refusal (RfR) are set out at Annex A.  

1.4.� A Case Conference was held on 24 September 2019.  The purpose of the 
conference was to provide a structure for the ongoing management of the case 
and the presentation of evidence.  There was no discussion of the merits of the 
respective cases.�  
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1.5.� The matters to be addressed were; 
 
a.� the effect on the safety and free flow of traffic on the surrounding 

highway; 
 

b.� the effect on the character and appearance of the development and the 
surrounding area; 

 
c.� the implications for the supply of the Best and Most Versatile (B&MV) 

agricultural land; 
 
d.� whether the development would meet the housing needs of the area 

including the provision of affordable housing; 
 

e.� the effect on heritage assets; 
 
f.� the implications for biodiversity and Climate Change; 
 
g.� the implications for community facilities and infrastructure; 

 
h.� the effect on air quality; 
 
i.� the implications for neighbours’ living conditions; 
 
j.� the supply of land for housing and the implications for the application of 

planning policy; 
 
k.� benefits associated with the development; and, 
 
l.� the planning balance. 

1.6.� Other than Topic j, the supply of land for housing and the implications for the 
application of planning policy, which was dealt with by way of Position 
Statements provided, the remaining the remaining topics were heard at the 
inquiry (Docs 46 & 47). 

1.7.� The inquiry sat for 9 days from 26 November 2019.  Unaccompanied site visits 
were made before and after the inquiry.  An evening session was held in 
Borden Parish Hall on Thursday on 28 November 2019.  An accompanied site 
visit was made on Wednesday 4 December. 

1.8.� In the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG), the list of application drawings 
for the outline part of the application does not include drawings relating to the 
means of access.  The lpa and the appellants confirmed that the relevant 
drawings showing the means of access should be added to the list of 
application drawings (Doc 38).  These are, Drawing Nos. 13-042-074 July 2017 
(CD A28); 13-042-38C April 2017 (CD 29); 13-042-044E June 2017 (CD 30) 
and 13-042-045 Rev D (CD A90).  

1.9.� A completed S106 Agreement was submitted on 20 December 2019 (Doc 14). 
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1.10.� An application for costs was made by Quinn Estates Limited and Mulberry 
Estates (Sittingbourne) Limited against Swale Borough Council. This 
application is the subject of a separate Report. 

1.11.� I have had regard to the Environmental Statement (ES) dated September 
2017 (CDs A76, A11, A12 & A12 a-j) and Supplementary Environmental 
Information submitted in May and June 2018 (CDs A15, A16, A17, A18, A19 & 
A20) submitted under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (EIA).  On 10 October 2019, The Planning 
Inspectorate issued a Regulation 25 notice requiring the submission of further 
information (Doc 35).  The appellants responded on the 1 November 2019. 

LPA Submissions 

1.12.� There is an issue about the quality of the evidence in respect of the ES.  The 
Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment 1993 IEA Guidance1 remains 
valid, which the ES says it has applied (CD A.11, paragraph 7.23 of the 
Transport Chapter; CD D3 section 10).  However, despite quoting the IEA 
guidance that lists high-sensitive receptors (children, elderly, disabled, 
schools, hospitals, historical buildings etc), the ES does not identify highly 
sensitive receptors. The ES, Table 7.2, identifies the categories of receptors it 
intends to consider, and then fails to apply it.  Rather it puts all receptors in 
the Low category of sensitivity. The work should have been redone based on 
accepted categories of sensitive receptor and not limited to people walking on 
footways, people driving cars and people waiting at bus stops in the Low 
category (CD A11 Tables 7.3, 7.4 and text at paragraphs 7.144 & 145). There 
is a similar lack of evidence to show how the magnitude of transport impacts 
have been identified.  The SoS made a request for further information under 
Reg.25 (Doc 35).  However, rather than do that work, the appellants declined 
to provide the further information (Doc 36).      

1.13.� In response, the appellants ask the SoS to consider work done by Highways 
England (HE) for the proposed M2 Junction 5 improvements and (b) the 2003 
Blewett case (Doc 31 & Doc 48).  The appellants suggest that HE adopted the 
same approach as the appellants, combining groups of differing sensitivity i.e. 
Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) and give it one indication of sensitivity (Doc 32 
Table 13.3) and uses the same Significance of Effects Matrix as the appellants 
(CD A 11, page 30 Table 7.4).  However, the environmental assessment of a 
major road scheme differs from that for a mixed use residential/commercial 
scheme.  Whilst NMUs are given a single measure of sensitivity, it is “High” 
and not as the appellants’ ES generalises all pedestrian sensitivity as “Low” 
(Doc 32 Appendix Table 13.2 & CD A11, page 30 Table 7.3).  This is both 
contrary to the guidance and fails to identify and mitigate potential significant 
adverse transport environmental effects. Significance is the product of both 
sensitivity and magnitude and if either or both are lacking/unreliable then 
significance is also unreliable, and mitigation cannot be properly determined. 

 
 
1 Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment. 
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The appellants provide no justification to show how the significance of 
transport environmental impacts has been identified. 

1.14.� Turning to Blewett, this is a case under the old EIA Regulations, and the broad 
thrust of paragraph 41 is that an ES can still be described as such even though 
it may well be deficient, and provision can be made through the publicity and 
consultation processes for any deficiencies to be identified.  That does not 
address what happens when a request for further information is made to 
resolve a deficiency.  That is an exercise in judgment by the decision maker, 
which here is the SoS, that further information is required. 

1.15.� There are 2 ways to approach this: 

(a)� the ES submitted and as supplemented is legally complete, and the 
“environmental information”2 provided during the appeal process can 
address any deficiencies so that the SoS has the necessary information 
about the likely significant environmental effects of the proposed 
scheme.  This can be from several later sources than the ES.  In fact, 
the appellants have not provided any further information and nor have 
any other parties.  The lpa’s evidence is of the examples of where it is 
missing about more sensitive receptors e.g. near the school, or the 
narrow footways in Borden Lane. 

(b)� the ES is still incomplete, despite the SoS’s formal request for further 
information, and it is not possible to answer the necessary test that 
“The relevant … the Secretary of State or an inspector must not grant 
planning permission or subsequent consent for EIA development unless 
an EIA has been carried out in respect of that development” (reg.3, 
2017 Regulations). 

Appellants’ Response 

1.16.� The appellants responded to the Reg 25 request (Doc 36).  The appellants 
accept that the reference to the “Low” sensitivity of people walking at Table 
7.3 of the ES is unfortunate, but that categorisation is not material to the 
conclusion reached.  The IEA Guidance is not prescriptive, paragraph 1.11 of 
the guidelines indicates that they are intended to, “…complement professional 
judgement and the experience of trained assessors.”     

1.17.� In the identification and evaluation of key effects the ES considers 
“pedestrians” in terms of delay, amenity, fear and intimidation and safety. For 
these purposes both medium and high (children, the elderly and disabled) 
sensitivity pedestrians were considered together.  Pedestrians should not have 
been seen to relate only to medium sensitivity “people walking”.  The lpa’s 
implied implications of the unfortunate reference are not carried forward into 
the actual assessment (CD A11 paragraph 7.145).  The potential impact on 
what the lpa describe as highly sensitive receptors is implicit in the ES 
assessment and would be an ongoing process with the Highway Authority.  

 
 
2 Defined in the 2017 Regulations. 
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This is common practice in highway assessment and design, where the 
requirements of more vulnerable users, which can be consistent with high 
sensitivity users, is intrinsic to the assessment process. The outcome of this is 
evidenced in the mitigation proposals, which include specific consideration to 
high sensitivity groups i.e. pedestrian crossings include dropped kerb and 
tactile paving for the elderly, disabled and partially sighted to specifically 
mitigate the impact of these groups. An example of this is the proposed 
mitigation to the junctions of Borden Lane with Adelaide Drive and Homewood 
Avenue, where a pedestrian crossing has been proposed to the south-west of 
the Adelaide Drive/Borden Lane junction (CD A93).   

1.18.� The above, is shown in the approach HE takes in the assessment of the M2 
Junction 5 improvements.  There, when considering severance, HE combined 
groups of differing sensitivity (Doc 31 paragraph 8).  These are referred to as 
NMUs, which can be considered commensurate with “pedestrians” in the 
appellants’ ES.   In Table 13.3 of HE’s ES, all NMUs are given one indication of 
sensitivity (Doc 32).  Whilst some sub-divisions of sensitivity grouping occur, 
this is not with respect to severance or for matters relevant to the appellants’ 
ES transport chapter.  HE’s ES sets the expectation of determining significance 
with respect to the same matrix provided by the appellants’ ES (CD A11, page 
30 Table 7.4). The matter of severance is discussed in paragraphs 13.10.52 to 
13.10.55 of the HE’s ES, with a summary provided in Table 13.23.  In neither 
case is the individual sensitivity of sub-groups within the wider grouping of 
NMUs considered in determining significance of impact (Doc 31). 

1.19.� The legal test for the validity of an ES is explained at paragraph 41 of Blewitt: 
“In an imperfect world it is an unrealistic counsel of perfection to expect that 
an applicant’s environmental statement will always contain the “full 
information” about the environmental impact of a project. The Regulations are 
not based upon such an unrealistic expectation. They recognise that an ES 
may well be deficient and make provision through the publicity and 
consultation processes for any deficiencies to be identified so that the resulting 
“environmental information” provides the local planning authority with as full a 
picture as possible. There will be cases where the document purporting to be 
an environmental statement is so deficient that it could not reasonably be 
described as an environmental statement as defined by the Regulations … but 
they are likely to be few and far between.” (Doc 48) 

1.20.� The lpa’s challenge to the ES does come close to meeting that high legal bar, 
especially considering the explanations in the appellants’ response to the 
Regulation 25 request, the appellants’ evidence and the comparison with to 
HE.  The lpa has only been able to argue that there is a deficiency with the ES 
based on its own flawed and unsubstantiated RfRs and on the inadequate 
evidence of its last-minute witnesses.  Whilst the lpa suggest that the Blewett 
case is out of date or irrelevant, both points are wrong. The Blewett principle 
remains an accurate statement of the law.  It does address Further 
Environmental Information, because the purpose of FEI is to ensure that there 
is a legally adequate Environmental Statement, and the standard for judging 
that adequacy is found in Blewett. 
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Inspector’s Conclusions on the ES 

1.21.� As the lpa succinctly put, significance is the product of both sensitivity and 
magnitude and if either or both are lacking/unreliable then significance is also 
unreliable, and mitigation cannot be properly determined. The mismatch 
between ES Table 7.2 – Receptor Classification of Sensitivity and Table 7.3 
Sensitivities and Classifications for each link in the Study Area is, what the 
appellants with hindsight acknowledge, something that could have been 
expressed better.  Similarly, on a first read, the conclusions at ES paragraph 
7.145 appear opaque and capable of misinterpretation (CD A11 page 72).  
However, as Blewett indicates, in an imperfect world perfection is unrealistic. 

1.22.� The appellants’ response to the Regulation 25 request and the testing of the 
evidence, clarify ES paragraph 7.145.  Moreover, having regard to the 
mitigation measures already proposed, e.g. the proposed pedestrian crossing 
on Borden Lane, I consider this mitigates the unfortunate contradiction in 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3.  My conclusion on this is reinforced by paragraph 4.31 of 
the Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic which says, 
“assessment of severance should pay full regard to specific local conditions, 
e.g. whether crossing facilities are provided…” (Doc 34).  Thus, having had 
regard to all the above, I consider the information contained within the ES 
meets the requirements of the regulations. 

1.23.� The list of documents includes opening and closing submissions and proofs of 
evidence from the 4 main parties.  The proofs of evidence are as originally 
submitted and do not take account of how that evidence may have been 
affected by cross-examination or subsequent discussions and agreement 
between the various parties.  In reporting the cases for the main parties, I 
have used as the basis for their cases the opening and closing submissions. 
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2. The Site and Surroundings  

2.1� The site and its surroundings are described in detail in the ES (CD A11), the 
Head of Planning’s (HOP) report to the Planning Committee (CD B1), the 
Design and Access Statement (CD A10) and the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) (Doc 67). 

2.2� The site is an irregular area (some 47.5 ha) of land to the south and west of 
the built-up edge of Sittingbourne and housing areas served off Wises Lane, 
Dental Close and Maylam Gardens to the north, Cryalls Lane, Auckland Drive, 
Russell Close, Hamilton Crescent and Borden Lane to the east and Cryalls Lane 
to the south (CD 1; LPA 10 Appendix A Figures 1 & 2).  The site includes 
several large arable or parts of arable fields (Grades 1 to 3a) separated by 
hedgerows.  Most of the site is relatively flat lying between 30 to 40m Above 
Ordnance Datum. The land gently rises to the south forming part of the dip 
slope of the Kent Downs, to the north, the land falls gently northwards toward 
Milton Creek.  Adjoining Cryalls Lane to the east and Borden Lane to the south-
east are areas of young scrub/coppice woodland. To the south, the open 
farmland/countryside extends up to the village of Borden. To the west the 
open farmland/countryside extends towards Chestnut Street and the A249 
dual carriageway (Maidstone Road). Wises Lane crosses the central parts of 
the site.  A network of public rights of way (PRoW) cross through the site – 
footpaths ZR117, ZR118, ZR119, ZR120, ZR121, ZR122 and ZU43. 

2.3� The northern boundary of the site is defined partially by a steel fence and 
landscaped boundary with Westlands School, and by a mature landscaped 
buffer area to the south of Maylam Gardens.  The northern boundary of the 
site then follows the line of Wises Lane up to No 11, crosses the road, and 
turns southwards following the southern edge of Dental Close. The application 
site then narrows in depth and continues west, dropping downhill to Chestnut 
Street and the A249.  The site boundary then turns back in an easterly 
direction, passing to the north of Hooks Hole Farm.  It turns south and borders 
the dwelling at Hooks Hole Cottage, before continuing east through the centre 
of an open field to Wises Lane.  The application site then wraps around (but 
excludes) Wises Oast and Orchard Cottages, before continuing east past the 
Borden Nature Reserve, located to the south of Cryalls Lane, and back to the 
boundary with Borden Lane. 

2.4� The western end of the would be 80m from Chestnut Street, part of which is a 
Conservation Area (CA).  The built-up area of Borden village to the south, 
parts of which are in 2 CAs, would be some 150m from the site. 
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3. The Proposals 

3.1� The application seeks outline planning permission for the erection of up to 595 
dwellings, a 2-form entry primary school, a retail unit, a flexible use 
commercial unit, sports pitches and clubhouse/community facility, open space 
and new highways infrastructure in the form of a Link Road (LR) leading from 
Borden Lane to Chestnut Street, with an access onto the southbound A249.   

3.2� In addition, full planning permission is sought for 80 dwellings, with associated 
landscaping and open space on land to the south of Wises Lane and Dental 
Close.   In total, the total number of dwellings on the site would be up to 675 
units of which 12% (81 units) would be provided as affordable housing (AH).    

3.3� The outline application is submitted with all matters reserved except for the 
points of access onto Borden Lane (CD A28) and Chestnut Street (CD A90).  
Whilst these drawings show the likely design of the access points in the form of 
roundabouts, they would be subject to further detailed design approval.  

3.4� The application includes Masterplan Brief with a series of parameter plans to 
provide a basis for development of the site and subsequent reserved matters 
applications.  The illustrative Masterplan shows how the site could be 
developed (CD A4). 

3.5� The parameter plans (CDs A5, A6, A7, A8 & A9), set out the principles for 
development of the site, which include: 

i. the provision of a LR running east to west through the development, 
connecting Borden Lane to Chestnut Street, with a direct arm from the 
proposed Chestnut Street roundabout to the A249 south; 

ii. housing to the north and south of the LR, split into sections separated by 
green fingers of open space running north to south. The plans provide 
details of density, height and character area parameters for housing 
development, with areas of lower density and height towards the 
southern, western and eastern fringes of the site; 

iii. a Local Centre providing a retail unit of up to 480 sq. m, and a flexible 
use commercial building of up to 560 sq. m to be used for one or more of 
the following uses – Class A1 (retail), Class A2 (financial and professional 
services), Class A3 (restaurants and cafes) and Class D1 (non-residential 
institutions); 

iv. a one-form entry primary school with land capacity to provide 2-form 
entry, to be sited to the south of the LR and adjacent to the Local Centre; 

v. the provision of sports pitches and open space to the southern boundary 
of the site.  This would include a facility proposed for the relocation of 
Sittingbourne Rugby Football Club, comprising a clubhouse and 2 rugby 
pitches, and further pitches to the west.  The pitches to the west would 
form part of the wider public open space within the development. The 
clubhouse would offer opportunities for wider community use falling under 
Class D2 (Assembly and Leisure) of the Use Classes Order; 
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vi. strategic woodland and landscape buffers located primarily on the 
southern and western boundaries of the site; 

vii. retention of, and provision of public access to, the Local Green Space 
(LGS) to the far east of the site, footpath improvements to the space and 
the provision of allotments on land adjacent to Auckland Drive; 

viii.  the retention of Cryalls Lane on its current alignment; 

ix. a network of secondary roads and tertiary streets serving the proposed 
housing from the LR; 

x.  a network of footpaths and cycle paths throughout the site, some new, 
some utilising existing public footpaths, including diversions to existing 
Public Rights of Way (PRoW). 

3.6� The site would be developed in phases. The phasing proposes that:  

a.� Phases 1a, 80 dwellings, & b (89 dwellings) would be delivered on land to 
the south of Dental Close and west of Wises Lane; 

b.� Phase 2a (80 dwellings) & 2b (47 dwellings) would take place on land to 
the south and west of the site and includes the LR connection to Chestnut 
Street which would be delivered prior to occupation of a defined number of 
dwellings on the site; 

c.� Phase 3 (127 dwellings) would be in the centre section of the site to the 
south of Maylam Gardens; 

d.� Phase 4 (126 dwellings) to the south of Westlands School.  These phases 
would deliver most of the open space and sports facilities on the southern 
boundary of the site; and 

e.� Phase 5 (126 dwellings) is shown to the east of the site and adjacent to 
Cryalls Lane and includes the open space adjacent to Borden Lane and 
Auckland Drive. The LR connection onto Borden Lane would be delivered 
prior to occupation of the 422nd dwelling on the site. 

3.7� The indicative accommodation schedule shows the provision of 43, 1/2-bed 
apartments; 47, 2-bed dwellings; 226, 3-bed dwellings; 350, 4-bed dwellings 
and 9, 5-bed dwellings. 

3.8� The full application (Phase 1A) proposes 80 dwellings on land adjacent to 
Wises Lane, Maylam Gardens and Dental Close (CD A39, A47-A74). This 
scheme would comprise a mix of detached, semi-detached, terraced and 
flatted residential units, mainly of 2-storeys in height, some 3-storey dwellings 
and a 3-storey flat block, and some units with rooms in the roof space.  The 2-
storey units would generally measure between 8 and 8.5m in height, the 3-
storey dwellings up to 10.3m and the 3-storey flats up to 11.5m. Eleven units 
would be provided as affordable housing (AH).  

3.9� The housing layout for Phase 1A would be split into 2 blocks, one comprising 
21 dwellings to the south of Dental Close, and the other being an oval-shaped 
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block containing 59 units (CD A71.  The existing route of Wises Lane would be 
modified at a point just south of Dental Close and would be realigned in a 
south-westerly direction. This new road would split the 2 housing blocks.  The 
existing route of Wises Lane through to the roundabout at Maylam Gardens 
would be maintained to provide access to existing properties and to some units 
within Phase 1A.  A section of Wises Lane south of the Maylam Gardens 
Roundabout to the LR would be closed to vehicular traffic and used as a 
cycleway/footway.   

3.10� Part of the proposed LR would be constructed under the Phase 1A 
development.  The LR would run to the south and west of the larger proposed 
housing block, with a junction link to the new section of Wises Lane.  Areas of 
open space including pond/open drainage features would be sited around this 
junction arrangement.  The LR would link the new section of Wises Lane with 
the old section further to the south.  Phase 1A also includes 1.2ha of open 
space including a play area to the south and east of the development.  

3.11� The development would include a series of off-site highways works, as agreed 
with Kent County Council (KCC) and HE.  The main works are: 

1.� the installation of traffic lights at the Wises Lane/A2 London Road junction; 

2.� the localised widening of Wises Lane; 

3.� the installation of a double mini-roundabout at the Borden Lane, 
Homewood Avenue and Adelaide Drive junctions; 

4.� the installation of a dedicated lane from Maidstone Road onto the M2 
London-bound carriageway at the Stockbury Roundabout (if the M2 
Junction 5 works proposed by HE do not materialise); 

5.� the reconfiguration of the Key Street roundabout, including part 
signalisation, closure of the existing slip road onto the A249 south, use of 
the Chestnut Street arm to access the A249 south via the new roundabout 
at the site entrance, and widening and marking-out of lanes; and 

6.� improvements to pedestrian crossing facilities at Borden Lane/A2 London 
Road and Adelaide Drive/Borden Lane.  

3.12� The scheme includes a commitment to make financial contributions towards 
works to Riddles Road and Cryalls Lane, to restrict use by through-traffic 
through a Traffic Regulation Order process. 
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4. Planning Policy and Guidance 

 Development Plan Policy 

4.1� The development plan for the area includes Bearing Fruits, The Swale Borough 
Local Plan, adopted in July 2017 (CDs C2 & 3) and the Kent and Medway 
Minerals Waste Local Plan adopted 2016 (CDs 27 & 28). 

4.2� Paragraphs 5.5 and 5.6 of the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) list the 
policies considered relevant to the determination of the application.  In brief 
these are: Policy ST 1 – delivering sustainable development in Swale;  Policy 
ST 2 – development targets for jobs and homes;  Policy ST 3 – Swale 
settlement strategy;  Policy ST 4 – meeting local plan targets;  Policy ST 5 – 
the Sittingbourne area strategy;  Policy CP 2 – promoting sustainable 
transport;  Policy CP 3 – delivering a wide choice of quality homes;  Policy CP 4 
– good design;  Policy CP 5 – health and wellbeing;  Policy CP 6 – community 
facilities to meet local needs;  Policy CP 7 – providing for green infrastructure;  
Policy CP 8 – conserving / enhancing the historic environment;  Policy MU 3 – 
land at South-west Sittingbourne;  Policy DM 6 – managing transport demand 
and impact;  Policy DM 7 – vehicle parking;  Policy DM 8 – affordable housing;  
Policy DM 14 – general development criteria;  Policy DM 17 – open space, 
sports and recreation provision;  Policy DM 18 – local green spaces;  
Policy DM19 – sustainable design and construction;  Policy DM 21 – water, 
flooding and drainage;  Policy DM 24 – conserving and enhancing valued 
landscapes;  Policy DM 25 – Important Local Countryside Gaps;  Policy DM 26 
– rural lanes;  Policy DM 28 – biodiversity and geological conservation;  
Policy DM 29 – woodlands, trees and hedges;  Policy DM 31 – agricultural land;  
Policy DM 32 – development involving listed buildings;  Policy DM 33 – 
development affecting a conservation area; and Policy DM 34 – scheduled 
monuments and archaeological site. 

4.3� In addition, the lpa considers that Policy DM 20 - renewable and low carbon 
energy is relevant. 

4.4� Of the various policies mentioned above, the putative RfR specifically refer to 
Policies, CP 3, CP 4, MU3, DM 6, DM 8, DM 24, DM 25, DM 26, DM 28 DM 31, 
DM 32 and DM 33 (Annex A).  

4.5� In the Kent and Medway Minerals Waste Local Plan, Policy DM 7 seeks to 
safeguard mineral resources.  KCC, as the Minerals and Waste Planning 
Authority, has no objections to the grant of planning permission on the 
grounds of mineral safeguarding (Doc 67 KCC Initial Response 2 January 
2018). 

National Planning Policy & Planning Practice Guidance 

4.6� Agreed relevant National Planning Policy Framework (Framework) Policy is 
listed at paragraphs 5.7 and 5.8 of the SoCG.  The relevant sections are: 
Section 1 – Introduction paragraph 2; Section 2 - Achieving Sustainable 
Development paragraphs 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12; Section 4 - Decision Taking 
paragraphs 38,39,47, 54 to 57; Section 5- Delivering a Sufficient Supply of 
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Homes paragraphs 59, 61, 62, 64, 73 to 75; 38; Section 8 – Promoting 
Healthy and Safe Communities paragraphs 91, 92, 94, 95, 96, 98 and 99 to 
101; Section 9 - Promoting Sustainable Transport paragraphs 102 to 104 and 
108 to 111; Section 11- Making Effective Use of Land paragraphs 112, 
117,118, 122, 123; Section 12 – Achieving Well Designed Places paragraphs 
124, 127 to 130; Section 14 – Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change 
paragraphs 148 to 150, 153; Section 15 – Conserving and Enhancing the 
Natural Environment paragraphs 170, 174 to 177, 178, 180 and 181; Section 
16 – Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment; Section 17 – 
Facilitating the Sustainable Use of Minerals paragraph 204 and Annex 1. 

4.7� The lpa submits that paragraph 171 of Section 15 – Conserving and Enhancing 
the Natural Environment is also relevant. 

4.8� The putative RfR specifically refers to Framework paragraphs 54, 56, 61, 62, 
108, 109, 110, 127, 150, 170, 175, 181 and 193 to 196 (Annex A).  

4.9� Relevant Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is listed at paragraph 5.9.  These 
are: Air Quality; Appropriate Assessment; Climate Change; Conserving and 
Enhancing the Historic Environment; Design; Environmental Impact 
Assessment; Health and Wellbeing; Healthy and Safe Communities; Housing 
and Economic Land Availability Assessment; Housing for older and disabled 
people; Land affected by contamination; Noise; Natural Environment; Open 
space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and local green 
space; Planning Obligations; Renewable and low carbon energy; Use of 
Planning Conditions; Viability; and Water supply, wastewater and water 
quality. 

Other Relevant Local and National Guidance 

4.10� These are listed at SoCG paragraphs 5.10, 5.11 and 5.12.  These are: The 
Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal 2011; The Chestnut 
Street Borden Conservation Area Appraisal 1999; The Street, Borden 
Conservation Area Appraisal 1999; Harman’s Corner Borden Conservation Area 
Appraisal 1999; Hearts Delight Conservation Area Appraisal 1999; Air Quality 
Planning Technical Guidance December 2016 (this has now been updated in 
2019 guidance); Developer Contributions SPD 2009; Building For Life 12; and 
Swale Urban Extension Landscape Capacity Study June 2010 and The Setting 
of Heritage Assets. 
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5. The Case for the Appellants 

The material points are: - 

5.1� The planning merits of this scheme have not changed since January 2019 
when the Planning Committee resolved to approve it, following the HoP’s 
recommendation (CDs B1 & B2).  Borden Parish Council (BPC) acknowledged 
that the HoP’s report was comprehensive and impeccably reasoned.  Given 
that the lpa can no longer show a 5-year housing land supply (HLS), it 
acknowledged3 that the case in favour of the scheme has grown stronger.  
Notwithstanding the submissions from some Councillors, there is no sound 
planning justification for the reversal in the lpa’s position. 

5.2� The lpa desperately needs new homes (Docs 46 & 47).  Land to the south-west 
of Sittingbourne has been endorsed both by the lpa and the LP Inspector (LPI) 
as a sustainable and environmentally acceptable location for those homes 
(CD D6). The putative RfRs are vague, unevidenced and, in most cases, 
contradicted by the expert advice received from independent consultees, none 
of whom support the lpa’s case at this appeal.  The lpa says that the RfRs were 
“carefully drawn” (Doc 5 paragraph 123).  Whilst the SoS will form a view, the 
appellants have found them impenetrable and unclear. That conclusion was 
proven by the repeated need for “clarifications” of the putative RfRs, which 
then turned out to clarify very little.  

5.3� Because of a housing shortage and persistent under-delivery, the lpa is a 20% 
buffer authority and the Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii) tilted balance is 
engaged1.  It is common ground that the appeal should be allowed, unless the 
scheme’s harms significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits.  Here, 
the balance weighs decisively in favour of allowing the appeal. 

5.4� The scheme provides substantial betterment over the Policy MU 3 allocation, 
and that betterment requires the LR to ease congestion on local roads (Issue 
a).  That easing of congestion would improve local air quality, and improve 
neighbours’ living conditions (Issues h and i).  The LR requires land outside the 
Policy MU 3 area, homes outside the Policy MU 3 area, and a percentage of 
affordable housing which allows the LR to be funded (Issue c & d). The scheme 
would sit acceptably within its local landscape (Issue b).  The scheme would 
have only minor, less than substantial impacts on the significance of HAs 
(Issue e).  The scheme demonstrates a positive outcome in terms of ecology, 
which would give rise to a biodiversity net gain (Issue f).  The scheme provides 
a comprehensive package of on and off-site infrastructure and community 
facilities (Issue g). There is a substantial housing shortage in Swale (Issue j). 
The tilted balance weighs in favour of allowing the appeal (Issues k & l).�  

 
 
3 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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The Policy MU 3 scheme is fundamentally flawed 

5.5� The lpa’s case rests on 2 key unevidenced and incorrect assumptions: that a 
Policy MU 3 compliant scheme would be deliverable; and the appeal scheme 
would be more harmful than a notional policy compliant scheme. 

5.6� On the first assumption, evidence on whether the Policy MU 3 allocation is 
deliverable is clear and not contested.  If the Policy MU 3 allocation is to come 
forward it needs KCC’s support as highway authority.  However, KCC does not 
support it.  In January 2019, KCC confirmed that the Policy MU 3 allocation has 
a “fundamental flaw” for which there is “no mitigation solution” (CD A40 page 
254).  Based on KCC’s advice, the HoP reported that the Wises Lane/A2 
London Road junction and the A2 London Road/A249 junction, “…would be 
subject to unacceptable highways impacts in a MU 3 scenario.” (CD B1 
paragraph 8.163). That view was reached with knowledge of the Wises 
Lane/A2 London Road mitigation scheme (CD A92), and the likelihood that the 
Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid for the A249 improvements would be 
successful.  Other than confirmation of the HIF funding, nothing has changed.  

5.7� The fundamental flaws with the Policy MU 3 allocation and its unacceptable 
highways impacts is neither a new point nor has it come from the appellants.  
It was the lpa’s position earlier this year, informed by expert advice, that the 
Policy MU 3 allocation could not come forward acceptably.  Nothing material 
has changed since then.  The lpa confirmed4 that it had not sought to assess 
the deliverability of the Policy MU 3 allocation or an update from KCC on its 
January 2019 rejection of the Policy MU 3 allocation (CD A40 page 254).  
Moreover, the lpa confirmed5 that there was no evidence that post-dated the 
January 2019 work from the HoP and KCC to rebut the conclusion that the 
Policy MU 3 allocation is undeliverable in highways terms. 

5.8� There is no highways evidence before the SoS to contradict the views of the 
HoP and KCC in January 2019 that a Policy MU 3 allocation is undeliverable. 
The lpa called6 that conclusion, one based on “feeble foundations”.  That is a 
totally unjustified criticism because the lpa has no evidence to contradict the 
view from KCC, the expert consultee.  Further, the lpa acknowledged4 that it 
had not undertaken any comparison between the highways impacts of the 
appeal scheme against the Policy MU 3 allocation.  Thus, based on KCC’s 
advice, an application which followed the Policy MU 3 allocation would have to 
be refused.  

5.9� The lpa acknowledged7 a comparison which assessed the Policy MU 3 allocation 
against the appeal scheme would have been “helpful”; an answer that under-
sells the position.  Given the way the lpa has presented its case, such a 
comparison is essential.  However, the lpa presented no evidence to support 
the assumption that the Policy MU 3 allocation can come forward without the 

 
 
4 X-Examination of Mr Bamber - Highways. 
5 X-Examination of Mr Rushe - Planning. 
6 Doc 5 paragraph 14. 
7 Inspector’s question to Mr Bamber. 
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LR.  This is the fatal flaw in the lpa’s case.  Despite the evidence, the lpa’s 
position is that the LR “is not essential” (Doc 5 paragraph 5).  Thus, the core of 
the lpa’s case is; assertion without assessment; speculation without evidence.   

5.10� The above does not mean that Policy MU 3 loses legal force as an allocation, a 
point the lpa alluded to (Doc 5 paragraph 17).  However, the lpa’s planning 
witness8 disagreed with that submission. The Policy MU 3 site remains 
allocated demonstrating the principle of development on that part of the land.  
However, if delivery of the Policy MU 3 allocation is unlikely and the lpa has no 
evidence to the contrary, then the lpa’s approach to “net benefits” which is 
predicated on the likely delivery of the Policy MU 3 allocation as an alternative 
scheme falls away (LPA18).  

5.11� The lpa criticises the appellants for not raising points on the deliverability of 
the Policy MU 3 allocation in their Statement of Case.  However, it is the lpa 
not the appellants who seek to justify the planning case with reference to the 
Policy MU 3 allocation as an alternative scheme.  The need to consider whether 
the Policy MU 3 allocation can or will come forward as allocated arises in 
response to the lpa’s planning evidence.  The lpa says that it could not have 
expected to have prepared evidence on a point that was not in dispute (Doc 5 
paragraph 12).  However, the lpa’s planning evidence and its approach to 
“additionality” made the deliverability of the Policy MU 3 allocation centre 
stage (LPA18); something the appellants are entitled to respond to.  

5.12� The appellants failure to issue a legal challenge against the LP based on any 
alleged legal deficiency, is totally irrelevant (7.15).  The appellants’ approach 
was not to challenge the plan, but to work with the lpa to achieve a positive 
outcome. The wisdom of that became obvious when the HoP recommended 
approval (CD B1). 

5.13� Homes are still desperately needed in Swale, and the LP Inspector (LPI) 
determined that land to the south-west of Sittingbourne is a sustainable place 
to locate them.  However, if those homes are to come forward as the LP 
intends, a solution is required that can make their impacts on the highways 
network acceptable.  

The scheme provides substantial betterment over the Policy MU 3 allocation, 
and that betterment requires the LR to ease congestion on local roads. 

5.14� The solution to Policy MU 3’s fundamental flaw is the provision of the LR.  The 
suggestion of a LR is not new.  Policy MU 3 refers to a “linked road between 
Wises Lane (A2) and Borden Lane” (CD C2 Policy MU 3 (6a)).  The extension of 
that link to Chestnut Street has enormous benefits, which the lpa has 
recognised since at least 2017.  The lpa’s submission to the LP inquiry was that 
there was “no in-principle objection” to a variation of Policy MU 3 to include a 
LR to Chestnut Street, and that extending the allocation offers “additional 
benefits” (APP21 Appendix PB4 paragraph 31).  These benefits include; (a) 
significant improvements to Key Street/A249 and the Key Street roundabout, 

 
 
8 Re-Examination of Mr Rushe. 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 16 
 
 
 

which are supported by KCC and HE; (b) the enhanced role of the LR 
mitigating current conditions on the A2 east of Key Street and as a means to 
reduce the attractiveness of the rat-running alternative to the A249 via the 
rural area; (c) increased land to provide for landscape and visual mitigation; 
(d) increased housing provision; and (e) improved accessibility to local 
services with the inclusion of neighbourhood facilities, together with the earlier 
provision of the school and additional sporting opportunities. 

5.15� The lpa invited the LPI to “investigate” the MUX1a proposal (effectively the 
appeal scheme), as a way of securing the “significant additional highways 
benefits” (APP21 Appendix PB3, paragraphs 9 & 10).  The LPI did not reject 
the MUX1a proposal on its merits.  The LPI declined the lpa’s request, on the 
basis that she was restricted to considering the plan as submitted for 
examination (APP21 Appendix PB5, paragraph 16).  Since the merits of the 
appeal scheme have been endorsed by the HoP and a full range of consultees 
including KCC and HE.  

VISSIM modelling 

5.16� This scheme was supported by a comprehensive TA (CD A12(b) Appendix 7).  
Subsequently, KCC asked for that TA to be supplemented with a micro-
simulation (VISSIM) model that was to follow a detailed brief (CD A12(b) 
Appendix 7, APP25 Appendix JW10).  VISSIM modelling is an industry standard 
and its key parameters and outputs were detailed in a TA Addendum (TAA) 
(CD A20 Section 6 & Calibration/Validation Report).  To interrogate the 
thousands of parameters, specialist software is required, along with a copy of 
the VISSIM model.  KCC had full access to the model files, and the TAA 
reports.  KCC concluded that the VISSIM model had, “assisted all parties in 
gaining an understanding of the operation of the network and any issues 
therein” and it was “clear and robust” and supported the view that “the 
submitted application offers considerable betterment to that of the 2031 
reference case” (CD A40 page 120). 

5.17� Almost all the lpa’s original concerns on trip assignment, queuing into the 
A249 and reassignment onto Wises Lane, have been superseded by the 
VISSIM modelling, and were before KCC.  Moreover, the appellants’ sensitivity 
testing demonstrates that the lpa’s criticisms, even if accepted, do not alter 
the overall conclusion (APP24 Appendix JW8).  

5.18� The lpa accepts that the appellants’ work shows that the network will operate 
well and can accommodate development traffic without any significant 
worsening of, and indeed with betterment in relation to queue lengths or 
delays.  The lpa’s caveat is that it has been unable to verify whether the 
VISSIM model is robust.  Whilst KCC and HE had full access to the model, the 
lpa never asked for it and acknowledged that it did not have the software to 
analyse it.  It is not the appellants’ fault that the lpa is not technically able to 
assess industry standard transport modelling as requested by KCC.  The 
overall validity of the forecast VISSIM was raised in the lpa’s Technical Note on 
transportation, which was supposed to clarify its nebulous putative RfR 
(CD D2).  However, the only point raised on VISSIM was a minor and factually 
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incorrect point about queue validation in the base model, which the appellants 
dealt with in evidence and was not challenged.  

5.19� The lpa’s comparison of VISSIM to a “Black Box”, says more about the lpa’s 
inexperience with this model than it does about the VISSIM itself.  Whilst the 
lpa was unwilling or unable to interrogate the model, it was reviewed by KCC.  
The model satisfied KCC’s brief.  The position is simple, if the lpa had acquired 
the appropriate technical ability, then the model could have been reviewed.  
Indeed, if the lpa had genuine concerns about the validity of the VISSIM model 
as the basis for their pRfR from the outset, logically it would have appointed 
someone able to interrogate it and who would have been instructed specifically 
to do so from the start.  However, the lpa failed to obtain this expertise.  The 
position is clear, KCC were right to accept that the modelling is clear and 
robust and there is no evidence to suggest otherwise. 

5.20� To support the “Black Box” theory, the lpa introduced HE’s Statement of Case 
in respect of the forthcoming M2 Junction 5 inquiry (Docs 30 & 32).  Whilst a 
VISSIM model was used as the basis for the final scheme design appraisal, HE 
also used the wider Lower Thames Area Model (LTAM), a strategic model 
based on SATURN, to derive the forecast demand for future year scenario 
testing.  Much of the model reporting is on this and not the VISSIM model.  
Accordingly, it cannot reasonably be compared to the model forecasting report 
for the appeal scheme. 

5.21� HE’s reports do not give the reader a complete or comprehensive breakdown 
of the coding of the forecast network parameters of the VISSIM model.  To do 
so would be entirely impractical.  HE’s report selectively provides outputs on 
journey times, queuing and overall network performance in the summary 
tables in the same manner as the appellants’ forecast reporting in the TAA.  
HE’s report does not provide any direct outputs from the VISSIM model, nor 
does it provide the specific input files suggested to be lacking from the 
appellants’ report. This confirms that the appellants’ approach is entirely 
consistent with industry good practice (Doc 31). 

Rat-running 

5.22� Rat-running is a much-used term, which none of the lpa’s evidence sought to 
define. The lpa confirmed9 that it provides no evidence of, how much rat-
running exists, how much would be caused by a Policy MU 3 compliant 
scheme, or how much would be caused by the appeal scheme.  It is ironic that, 
given the lpa’s criticisms of the appellants’ work, there was no objective 
evidence from the lpa to substantiate this part of its case.  That is particularly 
surprising given that the scheme’s ability to improve the rat-running situation 
over a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme was one of the “additional benefits” 
which the lpa drew to the attention of the LPI (APP21 Appendix PB4 paragraph 
31(2)).  Moreover, the lpa accepts that its concern would be largely be 
resolved by the M2 Junction 5 improvements, which are reasonably certain to 
occur.  Further, the lpa accepts that, if required, its concern can be dealt with 

 
 
9 X-Examination of Mr Bamber. 
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by a planning condition.  This begs the question of why it is included as a 
putative RfR.   

Framework Paragraph 109 

5.23� Framework paragraph 109 is the key test.  This says “Development should 
only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on 
the road network would be severe.”  The lpa accepts10 that it provides no 
evidence that either, the scheme’s residual cumulative impacts would be 
severe, or its highway safety impacts would be unacceptable.  The lpa failed to 
provide evidence to substantiate its reason for refusal.  However, the lpa goes 
further, accepting that if the modelling was sound, a question on which it was 
unable to assist, but which KCC answered, then the evidence confirms there 
would be no severe effects.  That position has the support of KCC, HE and the 
HoP who reported that:  

“The scheme would have locally significant impacts upon travel patterns, being 
purposefully designed to take a proportion of traffic from the A2 and Key 
Street roundabout and re-route this through the application site. The modelling 
evidence provided demonstrates that, subject to the delivery of highways 
infrastructure works as set out at the appropriate times, this would result in 
considerable betterment compared to the 2031 reference case. It would also 
result in considerable betterment in highways terms compared to the allocated 
Policy MU 3 Local Plan proposal – which cannot offer a Link Road or connection 
to Chestnut Street, and even delivers betterment compared to a scenario 
where no development takes place on the site. The scheme has the potential 
to help unlock identified problems in local highways infrastructure as identified 
in the Local Plan, in a way that could not be achieved solely through 
development of the allocated site under Policy MU 3. In fact, KCC Highways 
advise that the detailed analysis for the Wises Lane/A2 junction for this 
application suggests that this junction, and that of the A2/A249 would be 
subject to unacceptable Highway impacts in a Policy MU 3 scenario. 

The scheme would result in more traffic using some local roads, however the 
highways impacts arising from this are considered acceptable, subject to the 
mitigation specified. 

The impact on the Strategic Road Network is acceptable to Highways England, 
subject to securing the mitigation measures put forward by the developer at 
Key Street and on Maidstone Road by the Stockbury Roundabout. 

Overall, I would conclude that the proposal would deliver considerable 
highways benefits to the operation of the A2 and Key Street roundabout.” (CD 
B1 paragraphs 8.163-166). 

5.24� The appellants’ evidence is to be preferred, and there is no evidence to support 
dismissing the appeal on highways grounds.  Moreover, contrary to BPC’s 

 
 
10 X-Examination of Mr Bamber. 
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report, the lpa accepts that the scheme is sustainable in terms of, pedestrian 
access to local facilities and access by bicycle and bus (CD D3).  Whilst Borden 
Residents Against (over) Development (BRAD), not the lpa, criticises the 
measures aimed to promote sustainable transport, those criticisms are 
misplaced.  The suggested planning conditions require on-site provision of a 
range of pedestrian facilities, footways, cycleways, improvement of Public 
Rights of Way (PRoW), the provision of electric vehicle charging points, cycle 
parking and a Travel Plan with a substantial budget and a range of off-site 
mitigation works.  The relevant roads within the scheme would be designed to 
accommodate new bus services.  BRAD’s assertion that the appellants accept 
the lpa’s evidence that trip generation rates would be unusually high is wrong 
(Doc 10 paragraph 27).  

Easing of congestion will improve local air quality, and improve neighbours’ 
living conditions 

5.25� Inevitably, any new development can have an impact on air quality.  However, 
that has been accounted for by the lpa through the Policy MU 3 allocation. The 
LPI confirmed that impacts on air quality had been considered when allocating 
sites for development, and that the need to protect air quality had been 
balanced appropriately with the overall benefits of the strategy 
(CD 6 paragraph 35).  What matters is where those impacts arise and how 
they are managed.  This is not merely, as the lpa asserts, a question of 
“moving the traffic around”.  Reducing congestion and improving air quality in 
sensitive areas like AQMAs to ensure that breaches of the objective limits are 
avoided is an enormously important policy objective and legal obligation.  The 
lpa’s key assumption that more homes = more cars = worse impacts is crude 
and wrong.  

5.26� The SoS has the appellants’ comprehensive and robust expert assessments 
(CDs 12 & 15; APP5-7).  This work shows that the scheme would at most local 
receptor locations have a beneficial impact on air quality, with no risk of 
exceeding the relevant objective levels (APP5 paragraphs 5.40 & 6.5).  
Independent experts commissioned by the lpa concluded that the appellants’ 
work is robust, that the proposed mitigation is appropriate, and that its model 
is recognised and detailed (CD A34 paragraphs 4.20-4.21).  Moreover, the 
Council’s Environmental Protection Team Leader undertook a further review 
and concluded that there is no “air quality issue” with this scheme, and that 
local air quality “may well benefit” (CD A40 page 106).  The University of 
Kent’s work for BPC was criticised as “fundamentally flawed.” (CD A40 page 
228).  KCC has concluded that the scheme would reduce congestion through 
Key Street, which would support the Air Quality Action Plan, and has noted 
that as congestion eases, air quality should improve (CD A40 page 172).  The 
HoP concluded that there would be no unacceptable air quality impacts from 
this scheme, and that there may be positive benefits. 

5.27� Weighed against all that expertise is the evidence of the lpa’s “expert” witness 
(LPA5-7).  This witness has no professional qualification in air quality 
management and the submissions made on behalf of BPC at the time of the 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 20 
 
 
 

application were not supported by the lpa and its expert advisers.  The lpa 
subsequently engaged BPC’s advisor. 

5.28� The lpa fails to address relevant local guidance on air quality (CD D10), nor 
does it address any of the relevant criteria to determine whether the scheme’s 
impacts would be acceptable within the terms of Policy DM 6.  The lpa’s 
evidence is predicated on the assumption that the scheme would perform 
worse in air quality terms than the Policy MU 3 allocation (LPA5 paragraph 29).  
However, a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme is not deliverable and the lpa has 
not attempted any comparison between such a scheme and the appeal 
scheme; a fact the lpa’s air quality witness11 was unaware of.  Moreover, the 
lpa’s air quality evidence does not undertake any analysis between a Policy 
MU 3 compliant scheme and the appeal scheme.  The evidence which attempts 
that comparison suggests that the scheme would improve local air quality over 
a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme (CD A40 page 172). 

5.29� The lpa debates the calibration of the appellants’ modelling with reference to 
receptors on Keycol Hill.  However, the scheme would ease congestion on 
Keycol Hill, a point that was not challenged (APP6 Appendix D).  Thus, if 
Keycol Hill is a particularly sensitive area worth debating, this reduction is a 
good reason to allow this appeal.  In any event, the appellants have adopted a 
“worst case” approach based on the lpa’s monitoring data. Similarly, the lpa 
spent time on micro-disputes that led nowhere.  Lengthy debate about 
proportions of heavy goods vehicles amounts, as the lpa accepted11 to be a 
debate about the extent to which the appeal scheme would benefit the existing 
situation.  So even if the lpa is right, it cannot substantiate a refusal.  

5.30� The appellants’ use the correct prevailing wind direction, as confirmed by the 
University of Kent (APP7 paragraph 2.7).  In any event, the sensitivity test 
shows the point makes no difference to the overall assessment (APP8 page 4). 
The approach to terrain accords with the relevant best practice guidance.  The 
total damage cost calculation has been queried by the lpa, but not 
substantively challenged (APP5 paragraph 5.30).  The change was as a result 
of updated DEFRA guidance (CD D20).  The lpa asserts with no evidential 
foundation that the appellants should have used the “high” range of costs 
rather than the “central” costs.  However, even if had been done, the 
mitigation on offer very substantially exceeds the calculated costs. 

5.31� The lpa suggests that many of the items listed in the Mitigation Table12 should 
be removed based on double counting (APP5 Page 24 Table 12).  This is 
wrong, measures either have the effect of mitigating air quality impacts or 
they do not.  If they do, they should be included in the mitigation tables. There 
is no requirement in the guidance or anywhere else for the measures to be 
introduced solely for the purpose of mitigating air quality.  Green infrastructure 
may be introduced for landscape or visual reasons.  But it can also fulfil a 
mitigation function; that is recognised in the Air Quality Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) at paragraph 008 (CD C5).  The same goes for the highway’s 

 
 
11 X-Examination of Professor Peckham. 
12 Mrs Banks’ proof, Table 12, p.24. 
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improvements. They have been proposed to facilitate a deliverable and 
acceptable scheme, but they also ease congestion and take traffic away from 
congestion hot-spots with higher levels of air pollutants.  Thus, they have an 
obvious mitigation role to play. Similarly, EV charging points, as expressly 
acknowledged in the PPG, contributing to a travel plan, cycle and walking route 
funding and low NOx boilers all have a role to play. 

5.32� The lpa suggests that the Air Quality PPG required the effect of every element 
of air quality mitigation to be quantified. That is wrong, the lpa’s approach 
emerges not from the PPG but from the Gladman case (CD E6).  But this is 
wrong too. In that case, an Inspector found the relevant scheme would have 
an adverse effect on air quality and found that no evidence had been supplied 
to show the effectiveness of the measures to mitigate that adverse effect.  
However, the Court did not find that such evidence must be supplied, in every 
case or at all.  It found simply that the Inspector’s approach was within the 
legitimate scope of his planning judgment on the facts before him; no more, 
no less (CD E6 paragraphs 53 & 57).  The Court called the decision as to 
whether mitigation measures would be effective a “classic matter of planning 
judgment.” (CD E6 paragraph 53).  

5.33� Here, the effectiveness of the mitigation on offer is in no real doubt.  However, 
it is viewed, the mitigation very substantially exceeds the damage cost. The 
reductions in congestion and consequential improvements in local air quality in 
what are currently trouble-spots would bring substantial benefits for the living 
conditions of local people.  As the HoP found, there would be no material harm 
to residential amenity in relation to noise, unacceptable impact on outlook, 
light or privacy to existing properties (CD B1 paragraph 8.124).  

Providing that LR requires (i) land outside the Policy MU 3 area, (ii) homes 
outside the Policy MU 3 area, and (iii) a percentage of affordable housing 
which allows the road to be funded 

5.34� The LR is required to allow homes to come forward on this site as the LP 
expects. The land take outside Policy MU 3 allocation is required to deliver that 
LR and the homes on that land are required to pay for it.  All of that was 
subject to detailed viability appraisal by the appellants, which was 
independently reviewed by the lpa and is unchallenged at this inquiry. The HoP 
summarised the position in this way: “The application sets out that the 
additional 80 dwellings are necessary to cover the additional infrastructure 
costs generated by this development, namely the additional on and off-site 
highways infrastructure. This has been demonstrated in a viability appraisal 
which has been reviewed by a consultant on behalf of the lpa. The consultant 
has concluded that the 80 additional units are required to make this 
development viable, in order to provide a marginally competitive return to the 
landowner for the development as a whole.” (CD B1 Paragraph 8.38). 

5.35� Because of the extensive highways infrastructure costs, the scheme delivers 
81 much-needed affordable homes (AH) on-site. That is the most it can viably 
deliver (CD B1 paragraph 8.48).  In consequence, this provision complies with 
Policy DM 8(6) on affordable housing.  In addition, the S106 Agreement allows 
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for an independent review mechanism which could require the delivery of more 
AH, if market conditions change. 

5.36� The above requires a further 13.8ha of Grade 2 B&MV agricultural land outside 
the Policy MU 3 boundary. That loss is justified in circumstances where: the 
higher-grade land (Grade 1) is already located within the Policy MU 3 site; the 
Policy MU 3 allocation shows the overriding need for this development which 
cannot be met within the built-up area, and that development of agricultural 
land is necessary to meet this need.  Overall, if homes are to be brought 
forward here as the LP intends, they need the LR, and the LR requires the land 
and homes, that are proposed outside the Policy MU 3 site.  

5.37� The consequence of the above is that the scheme complies with Policy DM 31 
(APP2 paragraphs 5.12-5.19). Framework paragraph 170 refers to the need to 
recognise the value of B&MV land.  The 13.8ha of B&MV land required for the 
appeal proposal would generate an annual gross margin of some £13,400 per 
annum (APP2 paragraph 5.26). That figure is unchallenged and is to be 
weighed in the tilted balance. 

The scheme would sit acceptably within its local landscape 

5.38� Most of the site has already been allocated for housing, and there is no 
landscape objection in relation to most of the appeal site, which falls within the 
allocation13.  The lpa’s concern relates to the “net difference” brought about by 
developing the unallocated portion of the site.  There is little between the 
appellants, the lpa and Huskisson Brown who provided an independent review 
of the LVIA (CD A41).  Such differences as there were often, as the lpa 
acknowledged13, amounted to ½ a degree of overall magnitude between them, 
or even less.  The lpa asserts that it is inappropriate to characterise the 
difference between the landscape experts as a matter of professional judgment 
(Doc 5 paragraph 36). The difficulty with that view is that in answer to a 
question by the Inspector the lpa’ witness agreed that these were differences 
of professional judgment.  

5.39� On the lpa’s case: the appeal site is a medium quality landscape which is 
generally pleasant but unremarkable; it is not a “valued” landscape under 
Framework paragraph 170; it contains no demonstrable physical attributes 
(APP9 paragraphs 3.4.2. & 4.2.5).  Albeit the unallocated part of the site falls 
within the Policy DM 25 Important Local Countryside Gap (ILCG), the lpa 
accepted13 that the ILCG designation is not a reflection of the landscape’s 
quality.  Indeed, the ILCG extends all the way around the south of 
Sittingbourne and makes no distinction between areas of higher or lower 
landscape quality.  To that extent, the ILCG Policy is inconsistent with 
Framework paragraph 170, which treats landscapes differently depending on 
their quality.  The lpa agreed13, accepting that the weight attributed to the 
ILCG Policy should be reduced. 

 
 
13 X-Examination of Mr Etchells. 
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5.40� The HoP found, the effect on the gap would be limited: “In my opinion, the 
area of unallocated land to the south of the site does not undermine the ILCG 
as it is used to provide open space and landscaping on the periphery of the 
site. However, the development of land to the west would erode the gap 
between Sittingbourne and Chestnut Street, through the additional 80 
dwellings proposed and, to a lesser extent, the highways infrastructure works. 
The effect of this would be reduced by topography and the extent of 
landscaping proposed, particularly to provide a buffer to the additional 
dwellings proposed. A physical gap between the two settlements of 
approximately 400m would be retained, and the topography and landscaping 
would be likely to visually screen the two settlements from each other. 
However, I would conclude on this matter that the development would still 
result in the erosion of an Important Local Countryside Gap, and that some 
harm would therefore occur.” (CD B1 paragraph 8.107). 

5.41� Thus, on the lpa’s case, the only adverse effects from the scheme which would 
be more than slight are limited to the site itself and its “immediate surrounds” 
(LPA10 Appendix E, Table 1). The lpa accepted14 that there are “no wide-
ranging views”.  Even then, by year 15, the lpa predicts slight-to-moderate 
effects on the immediately surrounding landscape (against neutral-to-slight for 
the appellants). Most important, that is to be compared to the lpa’s finding of 
slight effects for the area surrounding the Policy MU 3 site; only half a degree 
of difference between the 2 landscape experts (LPA10 Appendix E, Table 1).  

5.42� For visual effects, even on the lpa’s approach, all the receptors experience only 
negligible, slight or moderate impacts after 15 years, which for a residential 
scheme of this scale is remarkable in itself. What is really telling are the 
limited differences between the appeal scheme and Policy MU 3 allocation (LPA 
10 Appendix E Table 2 final and penultimate columns).  For most receptors, 
there is no material difference at all. Substantial change in this landscape is 
inevitable. The lpa accepts14 this and that the decision maker should have 
regard to the inevitability of that change when reaching a view on whether the 
appeal scheme is acceptable.   

5.43� Through the Policy MU 3 allocation, the lpa has already decided that this 
landscape can acceptably accommodate significant change.  Indeed, the lpa’s 
expert advisers confirmed at the time of the LP inquiry that: “The extension of 
proposed residential development further westwards, together with a primary 
road link connecting to Chestnut Street, and the introduction of a 
neighbourhood centre, is likely to be capable of being satisfactorily 
accommodated in landscape and visual terms…” (CD D24, paragraph 10.1, 2nd 
bullet).  Overall, the agreed message appears to be that there would not be 
major differences in landscape or visual terms between the impacts of the 
appeal scheme and Policy MU 3 allocation.  

5.44� A very substantial landscaping scheme is proposed, with advance planting to 
ensure that green buffers are achieved at the earliest opportunity. The scheme 

 
 
14 X-Examination of Mr Etchells. 
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would improve the number, quality, diversity and distribution of tree cover 
(CD A14 paragraph 3.3.1).  This planting would provide an improved green 
edge to the south of Sittingbourne. The lpa’s Greenspaces Manager has 
confirmed that: “…overall, the masterplan provides a variety of open space 
typologies (allotments, semi-natural green space, play areas etc) that more 
than meet quantitative standards contained in the new Open Spaces Strategy.” 
(CD B1 paragraph 6.23). 

5.45� Policy DM 24 does not require no harm to the local landscape. If harm is 
minimised and mitigated, the Policy can be passed.  Here, any harm would be 
comprehensively mitigated.  That there would remain, at most, only slight-
moderate landscape and visual impacts on the immediate.  This may explain 
why the lpa decided to allocate a substantial number of homes on this site in 
the first place.  It is why the HoP was right to find that: “The development of 
additional land beyond the site allocation and subject to this application would 
result in some adverse landscape impacts. The area shown for additional 
housing would add further built form, but such impacts would be localised and 
would be mitigated by buffer landscaping.” (CD B1 paragraph 8.102). 

5.46� Overall, even on the lpa’s evidence: the effects on most landscape and visual 
receptors would be reduced and in some cases, substantially reduced by the 
time the proposed landscaping has matured; and there are only minor 
differences, and sometimes no difference at all, between the effects of the 
Policy MU 3 allocation, which has already been judged to be acceptable, and 
the appeal scheme (LPA10 Appendix E – Tables).  In the end whilst there is a 
“net difference” between Policy MU 3 allocation and the appeal scheme in 
landscape and visual terms, that difference is only a limited and localised 
difference which would be substantially mitigated through planting.    

The scheme will have only minor less-than-substantial impacts on the 
significance of heritage assets. 

The Policy MU 3 comparison 

5.47� The impacts of the Policy MU 3 allocation on the historic environment were 
rigorously assessed at the LP inquiry. It had been, the lpa recorded, a 
“particular focus of concern,” but the view was that any harm to historic assets 
would be less than substantial and fell to be weighed against “the benefits 
arising from the proposals in terms of new housing provision and community 
benefits.” (APP21 Appendix 4 paragraph 25). There were no in-principle 
concerns from the lpa’s heritage officers, KCC or Historic England (APP21 
Appendix 4 paragraph 25)’. 

5.48� The lpa’s heritage case is all about rat running.  However, at the LP inquiry 
part of the lpa’s case in favour of the “additional benefits” offered by the 
MUX1a site was that the LR would alleviate rat-running (APP21 Appendix 4 
paragraphs 28 and 31(2)).  Indeed, that point was highlighted in an agreed 
commentary on heritage matters by lpa and KCC Conservation and 
Archaeological officers: “The option to link to the southbound carriageway of 
the A249 just before Chestnut Street could therefore make a worthwhile 
contribution to the objective of reducing the levels of rat-running in this area 
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and as such its early implementation should be pressed for.” (APP21 Appendix 
4, paragraph 6(1).  The lpa’s heritage witness15 was unaware of any of this.  
Moreover, the lpa agreed16 that if the SoS accepted the joint position of the lpa 
and KCC, and supported by the appellants’ highway expert, i.e. that the appeal 
scheme would contribute toward reducing rat-running as against the Policy MU 
3 scheme, then the heritage reason for refusal makes no sense.  Neither the 
lpa’s heritage nor highways experts had any evidence to the contrary.  Both 
accepted they had not sought to compare the appeal scheme’s impacts on rat-
running to a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme.  Neither of these experts gave any 
evidence on: what rat-running means; how much of it exists now; how much 
would exist in the future without any development; (d) how much would be 
created by a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme or how much is alleged would be 
created by the appeal scheme.  On that basis alone, the putative RfR fails.  
Indeed, the lpa accepted16 that if this scheme would reduce rat-running 
compared to a Policy MU 3 scheme, that is a heritage benefit which should 
weigh positively in the planning balance.  

Failure to quantify impacts  

5.49� The heritage putative RfR is predicated on “significant vehicle movements” and 
“rat-running” i.e. and not on any effects brought about by the proposed 
operational development itself.  Neither the lpa’s highways witness nor the 
heritage witness gave any evidence on what they think “significant” means, or 
how vehicle movements associated with this scheme would compare to a 
Policy MU 3 scheme, which the lpa deems to be acceptable.  

5.50� The search for evidence in the lpa’s case, rather than assertion, speculation 
and circular repetition, of this word “significant” is futile.  The lpa has assumed 
that there would be a “potential” impact of “increased” vehicle movements 
(LPA16 Appendix B paragraph 4).  But when tested on how great that potential 
is, or how large the expected increase was the lpa’s heritage witness did not 
know.  Reliance was placed on the evidence of the lpa’s highways witness; but 
he could not provide the evidence either.  Thus, the word “significant” in the 
heritage putative RfR has been asserted but never evidenced.  

5.51� Without any of the above, the lpa cannot possibly assess the magnitude of any 
heritage harm derived from vehicle movements.  It makes no sense for the lpa 
to claim, that somehow it can assess the impacts qualitatively with no idea of 
their quantitative extent, or merely on the basis that a significant effect was a 
noticeable one.  There is a very wide spectrum. It might be that a noticeable 
effect at one end of the spectrum is not harmful or that an effect at the other 
end of the spectrum causes harm.  A judgment is required to know where the 
impact falls on that spectrum. Otherwise the effect, positive, negative or 
neutral, simply cannot be ascertained. This is such a simple and transparent 
principle of planning judgment that it should not need to be explained. 

5.52� The lpa’s heritage witness15 accepted that the number of vehicular movements 
mattered in heritage terms i.e. only a few extra movements may be 

 
 
15 X-Examination of Ms Rouse. 
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imperceptible and that thousands of movements may cause a high magnitude 
of harm.  Matters of degree are important. They are important even to the 
lpa’s heritage witness as the evidence is based on a scale which relies on 
quantitative thresholds e.g. “minor”, “moderate”, “major” (LPA16 Appendix B 
paragraph 6). However, the lpa produced no reliable evidence on which 
category applied.  In contrast, the appellants’ evidence is clear.  Before the 
heritage impacts can be assessed, the amount of actual change in traffic, 
particularly at the AM peak must be understood.  Otherwise, the SoS is asked 
to rely on assertions without evidence.  The appellants’ evidence on both those 
points was not challenged and the putative heritage RfR is unsubstantiated.  

Section 72 

5.53� There would be no direct impacts on any LBS. The settings of LBs are 
protected by S66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990, there is a duty to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses.  That duty will be met by applying the 
policies in the Framework heritage chapter i.e. the paragraph 196 balance for 
less-than-substantial harm (CD E2 paragraph 128). The lpa acknowledged16 
that if the Framework 196 balance is passed in favour of allowing the appeal, 
that is the only relevant statutory duty under the Listed Buildings Act.  

5.54� The lpa raises S72(1), which says: “In the exercise, with respect to any 
buildings or other land in a conservation area, of any functions under or by 
virtue of any of the provisions mentioned in subsection (2), special attention 
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area.”  The position is simple:  

(a)� here, the relevant “function” is the decision for the SoS under S79(1) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to allow or dismiss the appeal; 

(b)� that decision does not relate to whether an appeal should be allowed 
“with respect to” either “any building” or “other land” in a CA. 

(c)� the setting of a CA is protected by Policy, to the extent that setting 
contributes to their historic significance, Framework paragraphs 189 and 
194 apply, but it does not engage S72. This is not a “moot” point. It is a 
basic point of statutory construction. If there is no caselaw confirming 
that the lpa is wrong to rely on S72, that is because the lpa’s position is 
so obviously wrong.  The appellants do not accept that S72 could be 
engaged here (Doc 5 paragraph 74). 

The Assets 

5.55� The appellants’ evidence is that there would be no visual harm to the HAs 
arising from the scheme and that is consistent with, the Policy MU 3 allocation, 
and the putative RfR which focuses only on traffic movements. 

 
 
16 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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Impacts derived from traffic movements 

Borden (The Street) CA and associated LBs 

5.56� It is uncontested that the appeal scheme would reduce traffic movements 
through this CA (CDB01 paragraph 8.203).  They include “rat-running” and are 
without the further benefits of the M2 Junction 5 works.  So again, the putative 
RfR makes no sense.  The key elements of the CA’s significance are the: 
“traditional village scene: an historic church, an old ‘manor house’ surrounded 
by large mature trees, picturesque timber-framed buildings and other cottages 
grouped along the village street, a public house and a village greenspace.” 
(CA Appraisal, CD C10 paragraph 21). 

5.57� None of the above would be affected by the scheme. The CA appraisal picks 
out the western approach to the village for mention, which again would be 
entirely unaffected by this scheme. It notes that: “This simplicity has been lost 
from the other entrances into the village, which have been much changed by 
modern development and are now rather more suburban in character.” 
(CD C10 paragraph 17).  Identifying a rural aspect in the northern approach to 
the village, the lpa picked a spot surrounded by the Policy MU 3 allocation. 
With this allocation, the lpa accepts that significant development can be 
appropriately located here, and it has failed to have regard to that baseline in 
any assessment.  The lpa’s submits17 that the significance of the CA and LBs 
would suffer harm at the lower end of the moderate scale.  This is defined as 
“considerable change to the significant components of its setting” (LPA16 
Appendix B paragraph 6).  This is untenable and without even a hint of an 
evidential foundation. The idea that the CA’s historic interest would be 
“considerably changed” for the worse by a small reduction in traffic is bizarre. 

Chestnut Street CA and associated LBs 

5.58� The same points arise for here.  The lpa made no assessment of the actual 
degree of likely change.  The scale of change would be insignificant in heritage 
terms i.e. an increase from 6.5 vehicles a minute in AM peak to 8.5 vehicles 
(CD B1 paragraph 8.203).  That impact is without the M2 Junction 5 
improvements in place.  With those improvements, which the lpa 
acknowledges are reasonably certain to come about, there would be less traffic 
through the CA in 2031 with the appeal scheme in place.  Again, the heritage 
putative RfR makes no sense. There would be no harm; indeed, there is likely 
to be betterment of the existing situation.  

5.59� Visual harm to the CA arising from the Chestnut Street roundabout is a new 
and bad point not referred to in the putative RfR, SoC or the “clarificatory” 
emails.  The area north of the CA is already urbanised by parked cars, traffic 
noise, the A249, the sub-station, substantial agricultural buildings and signage 
directing drivers to the motorway.  Moreover, with the structural landscaping 
in place, the chances of seeing either the LR or the roundabout from the 
Chestnut Street CA would be nil. 

 
 
17 X-Examination of Ms Rouse. 
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Other assets 

5.60� Harman’s Corner CA and LBs: here, given that through traffic would be 
reduced, the putative RfR makes no sense (CD B1 paragraph 8.203). 

5.61� Heart’s Delight CA: is not raised in the putative RfR, the SoC or “clarifications”.  
There is no evidence that traffic would increase through this CA and it is well 
removed from the site.  The figures for Borden and Harman’s Corner suggest it 
is likely to reduce.  

5.62� Cryalls Farmhouse: although the lpa’s heritage expert finding no harm to this 
HA, the appellants endorse the conclusion in the HoP’s Report, that limited, 
less than substantial harm to the setting of the farmhouse would occur (LPA15 
paragraphs 6.4.13 & CD B1, paragraphs 8.188-8.189). However, that harm 
should be viewed in light of Policy MU 3’s acceptance of anything under 
“substantial” harm to Cryalls Farmhouse is acceptable (CD C2 Policy MU 3(5)). 

5.63� Riddles Farmhouse: although the lpa’s heritage expert finds no harm to this 
HA, the appellants endorse the HoP’s finding of “limited” less than substantial 
impact to its setting (LPA15 paragraph 6.4.13 & CD B1 paragraphs 8.190-
191).  

5.64� Thatch Cottage:   the appellants agree with the HoP’s conclusions, that the 
farmhouse is outside the core of the Borden CA set well within its own 
boundaries (CD B1 paragraphs 8.193-8.194).  Its setting has already become 
partially suburbanised.  Any impacts should be measured against the yardstick 
of Policy MU 3.  Given the substantial distance and screening between the 
cottage and the appeal scheme, the appellants and the HoP conclude the asset 
would not suffer any harm.  The lpa’s heritage witness puts the potential harm 
at “minor” (LPA15 paragraph 6.4.11). 

5.65� Overall, there is evidence to support limited less-than-substantial harm to 
Cryalls Farmhouse and Riddles Farmhouse, even though the lpa identifies no 
harm to either.  However, there is no evidence to support a finding of harm to 
any other assets; and to the contrary the evidence suggests small levels of 
heritage benefit to the CAs, by reducing rat-running through them by 2031, 
particularly after the M2 Junction 5 improvements.  

5.66� On the lpa’s case, the heritage impacts are low and substantially outweighed 
by the public benefits of this scheme.  Thus, as confirmed by the lpa18, the 
Framework paragraph 196 balance tilts in favour of granting permission. 

There is a positive ecological outcome giving rise to a biodiversity net gain.  

Overview 

5.67� The ecological assessment of this site has gone on for many years, as has the 
scrutiny of that work by KCC’s Ecological Advice Service, the lpa’s expert 
ecological advisers.  In contrast, the lpa’s ecology witness made his first visit 

 
 
18 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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to site 2 days before and 10 days evidence was to be submitted, without the 
benefit of a site visit, and reached the view that he was able to defend the 
putative RfR.  This is a surprising view for him to reach so quickly, given that 
almost all the attacks made on the appellants’ work are matters which were 
raised months/years earlier by KCC, and dealt with to its satisfaction.  

5.68� It is also surprising because the lpa’s putative RfR was indecipherably vague, 
with no references to any species or habitats said to be under-surveyed. That 
vagueness was not cured by the lpa’s SoC.  It was, the appellants had hoped, 
remedied by one of the lpa’s “clarifications.” (CD D39).  But that hope was in 
vain. The lpa’s witness had apparently seen that clarification when the 
instruction was accepted.  However, he apparently did not consider himself 
bound by it and did not so much as mention it in his proof. That explains the 
need for 2 rebuttals on ecology from the appellants.  

5.69� Although the lpa’s ecology witness19 claimed to have known about KCC’s 
requests for further information and its support for this scheme, that is not 
referred to in the written evidence, even when it was directly relevant to the 
issues being reopened.  Disagreeing with KCC’s support for the scheme is not a 
reason for not mentioning it.  The attempt to undermine the validity of KCC’s 
advisory role to the lpa was completely unsubstantiated.  KCC do not always 
visit a site, although the witnesses’ own instruction has shown, visiting a site is 
not critical to deciding whether a case can be supported or not.  The scope of 
KCC’s function is set: “The following is provided by Kent County Council’s 
Ecological Advice Service (EAS) for Local Planning Authorities. It is 
independent, professional advice and is not a comment/position on the 
application from the County Council. It is intended to advise the relevant 
planning officer(s) on the potential ecological impacts of the planning 
application; and whether sufficient and appropriate ecological information has 
been provided to assist in its determination.” (CD A40 page 193). 

5.70� The lpa is wrong to suggest that KCC were forced to accept survey material “at 
face value” and forced simply to “assume” that the relevant guidance had been 
followed.  There are several examples of KCC asking for further information or 
further work to be done to enable them to be satisfied that the ecological 
information supporting the scheme is enough.  It is telling that even when the 
lpa contacted KCC to try to bolster its evidence for this appeal, KCC has not 
withdrawn its support, or amended its position that the submitted ecological 
information “provides a good understanding of the ecological interest of the 
site.” (CD A40 page 193). 

5.71� The lpa confirms that it now takes no objection in relation to roosting bats, 
badgers, overwintering birds or amphibians (including great crested newts). 

The relevant Policy tests 

5.72� At times in the lpa’s evidence, one could be forgiven for thinking that unless 
the presence of any possible species had been ruled out with certainty, the 

 
 
19 X-Examination of Mr Newbold. 
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SoS would have to refuse permission.  That is wrong, the starting point is the 
“reasonable likelihood” test at paragraph 99 of ODPM Circular 06/2005: which 
reads, “…developers should not be required to undertake surveys for protected 
species unless there is a reasonable likelihood of the species being present and 
affected by the development.” (CD D15).  That is consistent with and 
supported by the “clearly justified” test at PPG paragraph 018 on the Natural 
Environment: “As with other supporting information, local planning authorities 
should require ecological surveys only where clearly justified. Assessments 
should be proportionate to the nature and scale of development proposed and 
the likely impact on biodiversity.” (CD C05 page 69). 

5.73� The above guidance is consistent with paragraph 3.13 of CIEEM Guidelines for 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, which states that: “EcIA can be undertaken 
without detailed survey information for a given ecological feature, where: 1) 
the outcomes of the survey can be reasonably predicted, or would make no 
material difference to the assessment of likely significant effects; and 2) 
appropriate mitigation can be designed and secured on the basis of the 
information available.” (APP10 Appendix 1). 

Bats and breeding birds 

5.74� The lpa’s points are about the area of the appeal site subject to survey and 
level of survey work undertaken.  All of this has been raised before and 
thoroughly ventilated with KCC.  The dates, times and areas of the original 
surveys were clearly set out in the ecological appraisal sent to KCC (CD A.12(f) 
Table 2.1, Table 2.3 and survey area plan ECO5).  KCC raised queries on 
survey times and areas for bats and breeding birds and dealt with by the 
appellants in a Technical Note (CD A40 pages 36/37 & CD A19 from page 8).  
KCC was content and took no further objection on these points.  

5.75� The lpa accepts that the appeal site has a “low suitability” for bats (LPA12 
paragraph 3.1.7).  In consequence the relevant professional guidance requires 
ecologists to “make a professional judgment on how to proceed based on all of 
the evidence available”, noting that “it may or may not be appropriate for bat 
activity surveys to be carried out in low suitability habitats.” (APP11 Appendix 
2, page 58, footnote (a) to table 8.3).  In this case a survey was carried out, 
and it was carried out to KCC’s approval.  

5.76� Similarly, on the survey area for breeding birds, the appellants explained why 
the area surveyed could safely be extrapolated out to the rest of the site. That 
too was accepted, correctly, by KCC.  The lpa identifies nothing new that could 
lead the SoS to conclude that KCC got it wrong.  

Reptiles 

5.77� The lpa accepts that most of the site is of low suitability for reptiles (LPA12 
paragraph 3.1.12).  The appellants’ assessment identified 2 small sub-optimal 
areas with potential for reptiles, due to their lack of basking opportunities or 
their isolated position (CD A12(f) page 34 paragraph 5.6.3-4).  Albeit the 
presence of reptiles was judged unlikely, the appellants acknowledged that 
small numbers could be present.  On this basis, the appellants’ approach, 
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accepted by KCC, was to scope out the need for surveys but adopt a 
precautionary approach to mitigation.  This is consistent with Circular 
guidance, the PPG and CIEEM Guidelines. 

Dormouse 

5.78� This species is not mentioned in the putative RfR, the SoC, or any of the lpa’s 
“clarifications”.  The site is too isolated from existing Dormouse population for 
there to be any likelihood of their presence on this site.  There is no evidence 
that Dormice cross roads of more than 12m.  Here, the A2 is some 20m wide 
at the relevant point and the A249 is wider still.  To the east, the residential 
areas offer no realistic prospect of connectivity for Dormice. To the south, the 
relevant habitats are too fragmented. Dormice live at low densities (around 2.2 
adults per ha) so a relatively large area (around 20ha) of suitable habitat is 
needed to sustain a viable population (CD D31 pages 9 & 10). This is much 
larger than the wooded habitats within the site (around 4ha based on an 
average hedgerow width of 4m).  Dormice may occur in areas of habitat 
smaller than this, although normally only where they are located adjacent to, 
or have good connectivity to the more substantial core habitat areas.  

5.79� Here, areas of possible habitat for Dormice are 700m to the south-west along 
Chestnut Street before reaching more substantial wooded areas (East of “Cold 
Store”), or over 1.5km to the south-east (Highsted Quarries).  However, 
Dormice do not travel far from their nests (usually less than 70m) and require 
a good diversity of tree and shrub species within this area to maintain a 
sequence of foods through the active season (CD D31 paragraph 4.20).  Here, 
the connecting habitats between the Cold Store and the site are not large 
enough to make them likely habitats for Dormice. The same is true for 
potential connections to the south and south-east, given that these comprise 
hedgerows which are narrower in width.  The appellants’ evidence is quite 
clear that habitats within and connected to the site are not large enough, of 
sufficient quality, or sufficiently well connected to support a viable population 
of Dormice, and the site is too distant from more suitable habitat for dispersal 
to be likely.  The lpa’s late addition to its ecology case is misconceived. 

Skylark Mitigation  

5.80� The appellant’s skylark mitigation plan is robust, has been scrutinised and re-
scrutinised by KCC and judged acceptable (CD A43 & APP10 Appendix 3).  A 
strong body of research shows that measures such as skylark plots can 
significantly increase skylark density and nesting success within winter cereal 
fields such as those at the site.  Thus, further surveys are not necessary to 
establish current capacity.  Apart from the western parcel, the relevant area 
enclosed by trees/woodland is well in excess of the relevant 10ha threshold. 

5.81� In any event and acknowledged by KCC, smaller parcels can still have benefits 
as part of the overall mitigation strategy (LPA13 Appendix 1).  Even where not 
suitable for breeding, areas may still be of benefit as foraging habitat and KCC 
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has, correctly, acknowledged that it is not necessary to mitigate at a 1:1 ratio. 
Given the wider benefits of the strategy, most of which do not appear to be 
contested, the proposal provides enough mitigation.  The lpa has not said 
anything new which could lead the SoS to take a different view.  Even if it had, 
this is a matter which the lpa accepts can be dealt with by condition, so it 
should never have formed part of the putative RfR.  

Net gain 

5.82� Framework paragraph 170(d) requires “decisions” to “provide net gain for 
biodiversity”.  Albeit the Government is consulting on new requirements in the 
draft Environment Bill, there is at present no national policy or guidance which 
prescribes a single method for calculating net gain nor a requirement to 
achieve a particular level of net gain.  The lpa obviously accepts this is a 
scheme that could provide the 10% net gain it seeks because it has suggested 
a condition to that effect. Ass such this should never have been a RfR. 

5.83� The lpa is keen to put all its eggs in the basket of the DEFRA’s beta 
Biodiversity Metric. A risky thing to do, given the repeated health warnings in 
the user guide itself: “The biodiversity metric 2.0 …is being initially released as 
a beta version because we are seeking feedback on its real-world application, 
whether that be the calculation tool or documentation, in order that 
improvements can be made, and bugs fixed.” (CD C32 Foreword page 7); 

“All biodiversity unit calculations come with some ‘health warnings. …The 
metric is not a substitute for expert ecological advice.” (CD C32, paragraph 
1.6); 

“The metric and its outputs should therefore be interpreted, alongside 
ecological expertise and common sense…” (CD C32, paragraph 2.22); 

“Principle 6: The metric is designed to inform decisions. Decisions and 
management interventions need to take account of available expert ecological 
advice and not just the biodiversity unit outputs of the metric.” (CD C32, 
paragraph 2.22). 

5.84� In its beta-testing form, the matrix over-incentivises habitats which can be 
established quickly and punishes those which take longer (e.g. scrub versus. 
woodland) e.g. an arable field achieving a negative score if targeted for 
woodland planting.  These are perverse results. They emphasise the 
importance of focussing not only on the spreadsheets but on qualitative 
ecological advice. The appellants have made a qualitative ecological 
assessment of net gain at some 15.9%; the lpa has not (APP9 page 24, Table 
6.1 paragraph 6.5.1). 

5.85� What the lpa did do, or so it says, is to conduct a quantitative assessment 
leading to a 20% net loss (LPA12 paragraph 3.2.10).  However, the lpa does 
not produce this modelling and the assertion could not be tested.  In contrast, 
the appellants’ modelling was set out and, in the end, even applying 
sensitivity-tests for all the lpa’s concerns, the model produces a net gain of 
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some 12.9% when allowance is made for sports pitches to be grassed. The If 
the SoS thinks it necessary, that 10% net gain can be secured by condition. 

The scheme provides a comprehensive package of on and off-site 
infrastructure and community facilities. 

5.86� Sittingbourne Rugby Union Football Club identified the social benefits 
associated with supporting and enhancing a club like this (Doc 17).  The Club 
plays such a positive role in the community and the lives of its younger 
members, and its support of the Government’s objectives for active and 
healthy lifestyles are obvious and profound.  

5.87� Residents’ representations highlight difficulties in arranging an appointment 
with a GP.  Whilst it is not for one piece of development to solve that problem 
on its own, a S106 Agreement contribution of £583,200, following the request 
of the Swale NHS Care Commissioning Group, is substantial and much needed 
(CD A40, page 159).  As is the over £3m contribution toward a new primary 
school, again at the level required by the KCC as education authority, and a 
further £3m secondary education contribution. The highways contributions are 
substantial, over £1.345m toward the Key Street roundabout works, and over 
£885,000 toward the south-bound on-slip to the A249.  In addition, more 
significant works are proposed through condition and S278 agreements, i.e. 
the LR and signalisation works to the Key Street roundabout. The S106 
Agreement includes a wide range of other important contributions, all of which 
respond to requests from the relevant consultees (Doc 14). 

There is a substantial housing shortage in Swale 

5.88� The Framework paragraph 59 objective of significantly boosting the supply of 
homes has been at the heart of national planning policy since 2012.  The 
courts have accepted that the prioritising of meeting objectively assessed 
housing needs in the original Framework was a radical shift in Government 
Policy. The point applies with force here because even on the lpa’s figures, 
they are several hundred homes short of the requisite 5-year housing land 
supply (HLS) (CD C15 Table 1).  The position is starker still, the appellants’ 
table of slippage is conservative, but it shows that the lpa’s position 
overestimates its supply by at least another 672 homes over the next 5 years 
(CD D19, Table HLSPS-2).  The lpa makes the unusual point that all of this is 
the appellants’ fault. It says that, “Had the appellants submitted a planning 
application that was compliant with the adopted Local Plan, this would have 
further increased the supply by approximately 600 dwellings and that would 
enable the lpa to have a 5-year Housing Land Supply (5.2 years).” (CD D10, 
second paragraph 8). 

5.89� Another of the lpa’s basic errors, which it overlooks is the undeliverability of 
the Policy MU 3 allocation and the phasing plan for this scheme.  Some 564 
units are already in the lpa’s housing land supply trajectory, but they fall 
outside the 5-year monitoring period (CD C15 page 83).  In any event, the lpa 
accepts that it has a hole in housing delivery. The appeal scheme can play an 
important difference and on the lpa’s case, it is a critical difference, in its 
attempts to establish a 5-year HLS. This is an unusual case; the effect of the 
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lpa’s position that allowing this scheme could be the difference that pushes it 
over the top into the requisite 5-year HLS.  As a result, the Framework 
paragraph 11(d)(ii) “tilted balance” is engaged and as part of that tilted 
balance, the delivery of a substantial number of market and affordable homes 
attracts substantial weight. 

The tilted balance weighs in favour of allowing the appeal.  

Development Plan 

5.90� This scheme meets and improves on the detailed prescriptions set out in Policy 
MU 3.  The scheme accords with the development plan taken as a whole.  
However, the most important policies for determining the appeal (including 
Policy MU 3) are rendered out of date by Framework Footnote 7. There is 
agreement21 that there is no clear reason for refusing permission under 
Framework paragraph 11(d)(i), which means that the appeal falls to be 
determined under Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii). 

lpa’s approach to the tilted balance in Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii). 

5.91� The lpa’s approach focussing on “net” benefits, or what is called “additionality” 
is fundamentally flawed, which it appears the lpa has acknowledged20. The lpa 
agreed that this approach assumed that a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme could 
come forward without the LR. However, the lpa accepted that this assumption 
had been reached without any evidence from its highways witness.  The lpa 
agreed that the assumption had been made without even realising that KCC 
had found the Policy MU 3 scenario to be fundamentally flawed, or that the 
HoP had described it as unacceptable.  The lpa acknowledged that there was 
no evidence that post-dated KCC’s response or the HoP’s view to contradict 
their findings. The lpa agreed that if KCC’s and the HoP’s findings were 
accepted that a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme would be unlikely to be granted 
planning permission.  This means, applying the approach in paragraphs 15 and 
16 of the Carroll case, that the lpa’s assumption should carry little or no weight 
as an alternative scheme (Doc 26).  Whilst the lpa submits that the Carroll 
case is of “limited assistance”, the lpa’s planning witness23 confirmed, quite 
rightly, it accurately represented his professional understanding of the current 
approach to alternative schemes (Doc 5 paragraph 16). 

5.92� The SoS will need to weigh all the benefits, and not just the “net” benefits.  
The lpa’s planning evidence cannot be relied on for that exercise because it 
only sought to address the “net” benefits.  The lpa’s “significant muting” effect 
does not apply to the weight to be given to planning benefits and would need 
to be significantly bolstered (LPA18 paragraph 3.17 & Doc 5 paragraph 120). 

5.93� The lpa accepted23 that whilst it addresses “net” benefits, it had (other than in 
respect of landscape) balanced those against “gross” harms for the entirety of 
the scheme and acknowledged that this was not a fair comparison.  The 
language of Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii) is simple, any benefits should be 

 
 
21 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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weighed against any harms.  It does not, as the lpa accepted, specify that only 
“net” benefits should be weighed or that only some of the development’s 
benefits should be weighed or only those which we think might not be 
delivered through an alternative scheme.   That all the benefits must be 
weighed against all the harms is the correct approach and it flows from a 
simple reading of simple words in the Policy. 

5.94� If the SoS takes the approach of weighing any benefits of the scheme against 
any harms, the lpa agreed that its planning evidence cannot be relied on to 
inform that exercise, because that is not the exercise that it had undertaken.  
That is another hole in the lpa’s evidence. The lpa’s evidence has not even 
sought to undertake the tilted balance exercise on the proper basis.  If the SoS 
wants evidence on the correct approach to be taken to the tilted balance, the 
appellants’ planning evidence is the only place it can be found (APP20). 

Striking the tilted balance at Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii) 

5.95� This is a large site at the heart of the development plan. New homes are 
required urgently, and the LPI confirmed that this is a sustainable location.  

Affordable Housing 

5.96� The LP makes clear that there is a “…considerable unmet need for affordable 
housing…” (CD C2 paragraph 7.3.3).  The appeal scheme proposes 81, an 
increase of 25 units over the 56 expected by Policy MU 3.  The lpa 
acknowledged22 that the scheme complies with Policy DM8(5)(c) on AH.  
Moreover, the lpa accepts that the AH offered by this scheme is the maximum 
provision of AH which the scheme can viably deliver (CD B1 paragraph 8.48).   

5.97� In Sittingbourne, where 10% AH is sought, it would take a scheme of 250 
units to provide the 25 extra units of AH that this development provides 
(CD C2 Policy DM8(1)).  The value of achieving so much more AH on this site 
is heightened by the fact that almost 30% of new homes are allocated in 
Sheppey, where there is no expectation of any AH.  Thus, the scheme makes a 
significant contribution to meeting what is a considerable unmet need in a 
Borough where, in several areas, it seeks no AH at all.  The lpa accepted22 that 
AH provided by the development would amount to a substantial benefit.  

Market Housing 

5.98� Market housing is a hugely important benefit.  Interested persons articulated 
their fears of insufficient affordable homes for the next generation. The need is 
profound, not just in Swale or even in Kent but across the UK.  On the lpa’s 
case, allowing this scheme would “push it over the top”, into being able to 
show a 5-year HLS as required by the Framework. That is a benefit which the 
lpa acknowledged22 should attract substantial weight.  

5.99� The units to be delivered beyond the Policy MU 3 allocation amount to 
“windfall”. The lpa requires a substantial number of windfall units to meet its 

 
 
22 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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housing targets. This scheme would make an important contribution to those 
windfall figures. The lpa accepts that it is important that windfall development 
comes forward, in sustainable locations; at scales capable of delivering 
affordable housing; and in locations unlike Sheppey where the lpa is expecting 
the delivery of no affordable housing.  That the appeal scheme meets those 
criteria is an acknowledged benefit23 which should attract substantial weight. 
Mr Rushe agreed to that in cross-examination.  Other than for Phase 1A, the 
mix of those units is not fixed by the outline permission. 

Community Uses 

5.100�There are wide-ranging community benefits associated with the appeal 
scheme. These include a facility for the rugby club, a flexible range of A-class 
uses and a new 2-form entry primary school.  All that supports and exceeds, 
the expectations of Policy MU 3. Given the S106 Agreement, the lpa no longer 
pursues putative RfR(2)(g). 

5.101�Although BPC and BRAD criticise the level of community engagement, the facts 
on that are straightforward (CD A44).  BRAD submits that the appeal should 
be dismissed for an alleged failure to produce a Masterplan. That point is 
wrong and not pursued by the lpa. The Policy MU 3 requirement is for 
development to take place in accordance with a Masterplan and it does 
(CD A4).  That Masterplan was developed, as Policy MU 3 requires, in 
consultation with stakeholders (CD A44 & CD A10).  This a point that is agreed 
with the lpa, so not one of the principal controversial matters in the case.  The 
appellants ask the SoS to deal expressly with this issue, given that an identical 
point has recently been run unsuccessfully by BRAD’s advocates in a court 
challenge against a scheme in Canterbury. 

Framework paragraphs 196 and 11(d)(i) 

5.102�The scheme’s benefits easily outweigh what is, even on the lpa’s case, harm at 
the low-end of the category of less than substantial heritage harm.  The 
Framework paragraph 196 test is passed, and the appeal should be 
determined against the “tilted balance” at Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii).  On 
this the lpa’s planning witnesses hedged saying, “it is difficult to see what 
'public' benefits (as per Framework paragraph 196) can flow into the balance” 
(LPA18 paragraph 4.110).  However, the lpa’s witness subsequently 
confirmed23 that, in his view, the public benefits outweigh any heritage harms.  
Thus, the balance at Framework paragraph 196 weighs in favour of allowing 
the appeal and there is no clear reason for refusing permission within the 
meaning of Framework paragraph 11(d)(i) and Footnote 6. For that reason, 
notwithstanding comments in his proof that the tilted balance is “not 
engaged”, the lpa’ planning witness accepted that the tilted balance at 
Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii) is engaged (LPA18 paragraph 2.21). 

Striking the tilted balance 

 
 
23 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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5.103�There would be limited and localised harm to the local landscape which would 
substantially reduce over time, limited less than substantial harm to the 
setting of 2 listed buildings and the loss of 13.8ha of B&MV agricultural land 
over and above the Policy MU 3 allocation, which would otherwise generate a 
margin of around £13,400 per annum. The other allegations of harm have not 
been made out. Indeed, the evidence suggests substantial betterment, in 
terms of highways congestion, rat-running, air quality, landscape buffers and 
ecological mitigation.  

5.104�Most of the application is in outline so detailed matters of layout are not 
relevant. Nonetheless, the HoP was right to report that the Parameter Plans 
create a “a strong landscape framework for the site, with substantial sports, 
open space and landscape buffer areas”, and offer “opportunities to provide 
variation and interest, and to create character areas within the site” (CD B01, 
paragraphs 8.77-8.88).  BRAD’s evidence on the detailed merits of the 
Masterplan are irrelevant given that it is only illustrative. The time for 
determining the detailed questions of design that BRAD raises will be at the 
reserved matters stage.  BRAD’s concerns on the amount of community 
facilities are misconceived.  The scheme offers substantially more in quality 
and quantity of such uses than is expected by or required by Policy MU 3.  

5.105�The lpa’s evidence on climate change is based on the idea that local and 
national policy and guidance needs “updating” and that “the current set of 
standards and guidance” should not be applied (LPA1 paragraphs 12.3 & 4.1e).  
In planning law terms, that is a nonsense. Section 38(6) requires the appeal to 
be determined in accordance with the current development plan, and other 
material considerations including the current versions of the Framework and 
PPG. This is a plan-led system, it would not be possible, desirable or legal for 
the SoS to try somehow to predict what policies may pertain in the future, and 
then apply those. Nor should matters which can be dealt with either through 
planning conditions or under different regimes, i.e. buildings regulations 
feature in a RfR.  On Climate Change, the lpa sought to apply irrelevant 
statutes and policies.  The lpa24 accept that Policy DM 20 does not apply here. 

5.106�The appellants submitted with the application a comprehensive Economic 
Benefits Statement (CD A46).  This indicated that a mix of housing types 
would attract further working age population to the Borough and through the 
provision of local employment opportunities would boost the economic vitality 
of the area.  Construction jobs generated monthly during the construction 
phase would be some 140 and 98 indirect jobs.  The direct gross value added 
(GVA) would be some £59m and indirect GVA would be some £46m a total of 
some £105m over the construction period.  In terms of the completed 
development, the GVA generated by the resident population would some £31m 
and the additional commercial expenditure per annum would be some £13m.  
It is estimated that the scheme would generate a New Homes Bonus of some 
£4.8m, Council Tax receipts of some £1.3m per annum and some £64,000 per 
annum in Business Rates.  On site employment would create some 65 jobs. 

 
 
24 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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5.107�In addition to the above, the social and environmental benefits associated with 
this scheme are compelling. Whilst new homes would alter the local landscape, 
those changes would be acceptable, particularly in the light of the change 
anticipated by Policy MU 3, and the substantial landscaping scheme proposed, 
would mitigate and, in many cases, enhance the quality of the local landscape. 
The lpa accepts that, the provision of affordable and market housing should 
attract substantial weight.  The additional highways benefits, with associated 
heritage and air quality benefits, providing the sports facilities, future-proofing 
the school all weigh further in favour of granting permission (APP20 Section 6).  

5.108�Allowing the appeal accords with the development plan taken as a whole.   In 
any event, other material considerations, particularly the tilted balance at 
Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii), indicate that permission should be granted. �  
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6. The Case for Swale Borough Council 

The material points are: - 

Introduction   

6.1� This is not a simple case to determine.  Although there is a LP allocation for 
significant development that covers most of the appeal site, the appellants 
are promoting a scheme that does not accord with the development plan.  
Thus, for most of the time that this application has been with the lpa, the 
Framework presumption would have been for refusal; not an easy starting 
point for any application.  The result of the February 2019 Housing Delivery 
Test (HDT) changed the HLS position, and the appellants were able to gain 
support from the Framework’s tilted balance in favour of the grant of 
permission.   

6.2� The broad background is set out in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG 
(Doc 67).  Apart from the issue of urban design addressed by the BRAD 
party, the putative RfRs are an accurate reflection of the main issues in this 
appeal.  Most of the concerns about the level of information provided remain, 
and the appellants have failed to respond to the declaration of a Climate 
Change emergency (CD D29). The lpa looked at the right planning balance 
and was correct to decide that this proposal should be refused. 

6.3� The lpa’s concerns about urban design is focused on the effect of the LR, and 
the effects on traffic, air quality, ecology, heritage and climate change.  
These have been addressed under the individual issues, and the lpa does not 
seek to make a broad design point. 

The Relevance of the Policy MU 3 Allocation 

6.4� The lpa’s case concentrates on the additional impacts that this scheme would 
have over and above a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme.  The lpa accepts this is 
baseline and it is a proper approach to assess the additional elements in light 
of that.  The LR, the Chestnut Street roundabout and a further 80 dwelling 
houses would need separate assessment on their own terms. 

6.5� The appellants acknowledge that it was not part of their original case to say 
that the Policy MU 3 allocation is undeliverable. This is an accurate reflection 
of the appellants’ SoC, and of the history of what has been said by the 
appellants.  As such the lpa could not expect to have prepared evidence on a 
point that was not in dispute.  There is an allocation, Policy MU 3, that has 
been found to be sound.  At the LP inquiry, the appellants supported the 
allocation (APP21 Appendix 4 paragraph 26).  No point was made in the 
Planning Statement, which seeks to draw support from Policy MU 3 (CD A45 
paragraph 4.19).  It is not the reason given for why the Policy MU 3 allocation 
was not considered as a reasonable alternative by the ES Addendum nor is a 
point made in the Planning or the Transport Proofs of Evidence (CD A35, 
APP20 & APP23).  However, the appellants now say that there is a highway 
issue that makes Policy MU 3 undeliverable (APP25 & Doc 1). 
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6.6� Despite the above contradiction, the appellants’ point is built upon feeble 
foundations.  There is a sentence in the KCC letter of January 2019, which 
responded to the appellants’ ES addendum (CD A40 pages 253 & 254 & 
CD A35).  However, KCC’s comment is not based on any new modelling or 
work.  The KCC letter only refers to the same work that was before the LPI in 
January 2017 (CD A37).  The letter was submitted and considered at a time 
when all parties, the appellants and KCC included, considered the allocation 
to be deliverable and considered by the LPI.  All the work since then has been 
on the MUX1A25 extended site.  It would be for any applicant to do further 
work on the Policy MU 3 site.  The position is that there are 2 possible 
acceptable schemes, and that the appeal scheme was thought to deliver 
greater highway benefits is as far as the lpa’s submission to the LPI went 
(APP26 Appendix 13 & CD D6). 

6.7� The reference to the Carroll case is of limited assistance (Doc 26).  There is 
indeed no “one size fits all” rule about the relevance of alternative schemes 
(Doc 26 paragraph 19). The Carroll case does not address the point that a 
local plan allocation is present and relied upon “in principle” by the 
developers to support his own larger scheme.  This scheme does cause harm 
and there is an alternative scheme, Policy MU 3, which avoids some of the 
harm and reduces other harm.  Furthermore, if a Policy MU 3 compliant 
scheme was truly undeliverable, it would be grounds to remove it from the 
LP, and there would be no support for the appellants’ appeal scheme.   

Housing Land Supply 

6.8� This is Topic 1 in the SoCG, and the detailed figures are covered in 2 
documents (Docs 46 & 47).  The position remains as stated, that the lpa’s 
latest HLS position statement for 2018/19 was published in February 2019 
and it demonstrates a 4.6-year supply (CD C15).   Whilst the lpa is collating 
new data to inform the next statement, it not available to inform the SoS.  
Likewise, the work on the LP review continues, which includes a new SHLAA.  
Again, this is not available to inform the SoS.  The appellants, using October 
as a reference point, would discount some of the sites included in the 
February 2019 document, but does not make allowance for any additions or 
windfalls: a point made in the lpa’s HLS note (Doc 46). 

6.9� The lpa’s HLS note is an accurate reflection of what could have been the case 
i.e. this site could have delivered houses within the 5-year period had a 
lesser scheme been pursued (Doc 46 paragraph 116).  It is ironic that if a 
Policy MU 3 compliant scheme had been promoted instead of the appeal 
scheme, it could have been added to the HLS and mathematically there would 
be a 5-year HLS.  This inquiry is because that was not the appellants’ choice. 

6.10� The lpa accepts that it cannot show a 5-year HLS.  This is not as a result of 
the LP and its recently-adopted trajectory, but by virtue of the Framework’s 
HDT and a 3-year timeframe to assess delivery rates.  The HDT results and 

 
 
25 The reference given to the appellants’ site during the Local Plan Inquiry. 
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the associated 20% buffer mean that there is no 5-year HLS.  As a result, the 
Framework paragraph 11(d) “tilted balance” is engaged save potentially for 
issues relating to heritage (Framework Footnote 6).   However, where there is 
still disagreement, the way that balance is applied to the relevant LP policies 
is a matter of judgment. 

6.11� As confirmed by the Court of Appeal, the appropriate balance, even on the 
tilt, needs to be struck, and a balance can only be struck if the considerations 
on either side of it are given due weight (CD E4 paragraph 47). The weight 
given to relevant restrictive policies would be less if the shortfall in the 
housing land supply is large, and more if it is small. Other considerations will 
be relevant too: the nature of the restrictive policies themselves, the 
interests they are intended to protect, whether they find support in 
Framework policies, the implications of their being breached, steps being 
taken to address the shortfall, or how much the application will assist in that. 

6.12� Councillor Truelove, the Leader of the Council, is right in saying that “these 
proposals undermine the local plan process”.  This site should be reassessed 
as part of the early review, and alongside alternative sites, and the overall LP 
traffic work.  That review work has already started and supports what is said 
in the lpa’s housing action plan (CD C19).  It is still necessary to take account 
of the plan-led, longer term view. The position is no different to where the lpa 
was at the LP stage, when the approach to HLS was found to be sound. The 
housing trajectory was always “humped” and the appellants’ criticism of the 
delivery of housing year on year ignores this (APP19). That is what was found 
to be sound, and it reflects the proper planning of the area.  

Housing Provision 

6.13� This scheme would not provide the appropriate mix of housing for the needs 
of the area.  This point has been eloquently made in the public sessions and 
by local objectors.  It applies to the detailed permission, Phase 1a, and the 
viability issue gives little scope, if any, to vary any mix.  The appellants state 
that the scheme would not be viable if a greater number of smaller units 
were included (APP20 paragraph 4.35). This skew to larger dwellings is 
indeed a consideration that has negative weight (APP20 paragraph 4.38).  
Putative RfR 2(e) summarises one of the harms arising from this 
development (Annex A). 

6.14� There is a great need for new AH, and the trade-off with funding the LR is not 
welcomed.  Whilst the lpa accept26 the AH is a substantial benefit to be 
weighed in the planning balance, the trade-off is not a reasonable justification 
for the development of further housing on a new greenfield site, as if it was 
some form of enabling development.  The scheme does not provide the 
required numbers of AH (Annex A putative RfR 2(d).  There was a doubt at 
the beginning of the inquiry whether there were additional funds available as 
they are no longer needed to help fund the provision of the new A249 works, 

 
 
26 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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because of the successful HIF bid.  The appellants confirmed that funding 
would remain available and can be assessed as part of the viability review 
provisions set out in the S106 Agreement. 

Character and Appearance 

6.15� The adverse visual and landscape impact of this development south-west of 
Sittingbourne has always been controversial. The lpa acknowledges that the 
Policy MU 3 allocation itself would to some degree conflict with the general 
landscape protection policies because it would involve development of a 
green field site and there would be some landscape and visual harm (LPA9 
paragraph 8.13).  However, the Policy MU 3 allocation would not conflict with 
Policy DM 25, as that is tied to a specific area, and the allocated site is not 
within the Important Local Countryside Gap (ILCG) it protects. 

6.16� There would be harm to the landscape from development within the open 
countryside beyond the LP allocation (Annex A, RfR 2(a)).  The appeal 
scheme would have greater overall landscape and visual effects than a Policy 
MU 3 compliant scheme (LPA9 paragraph 6.7.1).  The scheme would be 
larger, affect a larger area, and take up more of the ILCG.  The lpa’s analysis 
notes that whilst it is important to assess the level of effects from the appeal 
scheme, the additional effects of developing this scheme rather than the 
allocation would be significant in themselves.  The additional effects would be 
felt principally at the north-western end of the site, where there would be 
moderate to substantial adverse effects for the appeal scheme.  In contrast, 
here the localised landscape effects would be negligible for a Policy MU 3 
compliant scheme. The north-western end of the site is visually separate and 
within a separate Landscape Character Area (LCA).  If considered as a 
standalone development, then these effects would be significant.   

6.17� There would be significant effects on the functioning of the ILCG between 
Sittingbourne and Chestnut Street, with physical development within the gap, 
loss of openness and the sense of separation and suburbanisation of its 
character.  The difference between the appellants’ ES and the lpa’s 
assessment on the landscape is at LPA9 Table 6.1.  In terms of Landscape 
Value, whereas the ES conclusion is that there would be a Moderate Impact 
(CD A18 paragraph 10.123), the lpa’s assessment that there would be a 
Medium to High Impact, when account is taken of the function of the 
landscape in forming part of the ILCG, is more accurate.  In terms of 
Landscape Sensitivity, there is agreement that this is Moderate to High 
(CD A18 Table 10.4 & LPA9 page 66, Table 6.1), and that Landscape Change 
would be Medium (CD A18, Appendix 10.7, Table 10.6.2).  That said, the 
landscape change would be at the lower end of the range, for the allocated 
site.  Both the lpa and appellants accept that the Landscape Effects in Year 1 
would be Moderate to Substantial Adverse (CD A18 paragraph 10.160 & LPA9 
page 66, Table 6.1). However, the Landscape Effects in Year 15 would still be 
Slight to Moderate Adverse for the appeal scheme and less for the allocated 
site (Slight Adverse), rather than the Neutral to Slight Adverse identified 
(CD A18, Appendix 10.7, Table 10.6.3).  It is notable that the ES does not 
assess the localised effects at the north-western end of the site, whereas the 
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lpa does and identifies that there will be a Moderate to Substantial Adverse 
effect for the appeal scheme as compared to a Negligible effect for the Policy 
MU 3 allocation (LPA9 page 66, Table 6.1). 

6.18� In terms of the relevant policies and LCAs, there is some agreement between 
the lpa and appellants’ landscape evidence.  In Year 1, a Policy MU 3 
compliant scheme would have Moderate Adverse effects, and the appeal 
scheme would have effects half a category higher.  It is agreed that the 
appeal scheme would in general be more harmful.  The appellants’ suggestion 
that the “half to one category” or so of difference between the witnesses 
might be thought to be “just a matter of professional judgement” is not an 
appropriate conclusion in this case.  That only applies if you use a general, 
averaged, global assessments of the effect of the scheme.  The use of a 
global average by the ES is a misleading indicator. The overall assessments 
are averages, so logically there will be some areas with higher levels of 
effects.  Furthermore, as this is a long site (1.6 km), there are parts which 
are not inter-visible or experienced as whole. 

6.19� At the north-western end of the site, the differences between the parties are 
not half to one category, the difference is between moderate to substantial 
adverse for the appeal scheme and negligible for the allocation (LPA9 page 
66, Table 6.1).  The appellants do not have an alternative assessment of that 
localised difference nor do they specifically disagree with the lpa’s 
assessment.  Here, the differences are not just of professional judgement.  
There would be a significant difference in effects, because the appeal scheme 
involves a significant quantum of development at that point, where a Policy 
MU 3 compliant scheme involves none. 

6.20� On the land to the north-west, outside the Policy MU 3 allocation, the 
appellants have downplayed the quality of the landscape so that the effects of 
the LR and roundabout would be limited. The appellants say that the barn 
and substation are “notable detracting features”, though it would be difficult 
to identify the substation (APP16 paragraph 3.22).  The appellants reverse 
the normal way this would be analysed; it is clearer to say that the absence 
of the 80 added dwellings, the extra length of road and the roundabout would 
lead to a reduction in landscape and visual impacts (APP16 paragraph 5.7 iii 
& iv).  The appeal scheme causes additional, “extra over” harm.   

6.21� A clear distinction can be drawn between the 2 LCAs, the Tunstall Farmlands 
and the Borden Mixed Farmlands, where a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme 
would have a negligible impact whereas the appellants’ scheme would directly 
encroach into a different area.  At the north-western edge, the scheme would 
breach a natural boundary identified by the landscape character assessments. 
It would extend development into a different sort of landscape, which relates 
more to the village of Chestnut Street and has a different character to the 
remainder of the site to the east, which is predominantly within the 
Policy MU 3 allocation. 

6.22� There is an inconsistency in the appellants’ evidence where it was said that 
the housing in the appeal scheme had been set back to the east from the line 
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of Footpath 117 so that “it doesn’t impinge on the valley landscape” to the 
west.  Notwithstanding that, it was then repeatedly said, in terms of 
landscape effects, visual effects, and effects on the ILCG, that housing in a 
Policy MU 3 compliant scheme would affect the valley landscape of the 
Borden Mixed Farmlands, would affect views to the east from the footpaths 
and would affect the landscape of the ILCG, despite the housing being around 
170m further to the east than the additional housing, on the far side of a tall 
hedge, outside the Policy MU 3 allocation. 

6.23� At the eastern end, the SoCG records, one of the changes from the 
Policy MU 3 allocation is “…upgrading of the access point onto Borden Lane to 
a roundabout” (Doc 67 paragraph 4.7 Bullet Point 19/7).  The highway 
evidence confirmed that it was not a foregone conclusion that the access 
point from Borden Lane would need to be a roundabout.  The lpa is correct in 
analysing this as an additional adverse impact. 

6.24� The appellants have assessed high level adverse visual effects on several 
viewpoints, and the lpa is in general agreement on that.   Where the lpa 
disagrees is in the assessment of effects at Chestnut Street, where the 
effects of the allocated site on views from the west are overstated (LPA9 
paragraph 6.4.4).  The comparative visual assessment takes a different 
approach, between who are receptors and considering the viewpoints (LPA 9 
Section 6.4 & CD A18 Page 88 Table 10.7).  From the appellant’s Viewpoints 
24 and 25, from School Lane, the sensitivity is said to be Medium.  However, 
the receptors here would include pedestrians, motorists and residents, all of 
whom would have different levels of sensitivity (CD A18 Page 88 Table 10.7).   
Similarly from Viewpoint 1, Wises Lane, this is a view from the road, and this 
is given a level of Medium Sensitivity, which it can be for road users, but if it 
is supposed to represent effects on nearby residential properties then, on the 
appellants’ own methodology, it should be of High Sensitivity (LPA17 
Appendix B page 8).  This is not separated out in the assessment.  

6.25� It is difficult to reconcile the appellants’ evidence where it is said that the 
differences between the 2 scenarios in views to the east would be “slight in 
most cases”, despite the fact that Viewpoint 17, from Public Footpath ZR 117, 
would be right on the edge of the new housing, but 170m away and with a 
hedge in between for a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme (APP16 paragraph 5.52 
& CD A18 Page 88 Table 10.7).  Both Footpaths 117 and 118 would be 
crossed by the new road for the appeal scheme, but not in a Policy MU 3 
compliant scheme. 

6.26� The appellants significantly underestimate the difference between the 2 
scenarios and say that there would be no significant difference by Year 15 
(APP 16 paragraph 5.62).  In Year 15, Footpaths 117 and 118 would cross 
the LR, but in a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme they would continue to run 
across an undeveloped field.  Moreover, the appellants say that the effects for 
either scheme would be neutral to slight beneficial by Year 15; even though 
nothing happens in this area under a Policy MU 3 complaint scheme (APP16 
paragraph 5.20).  The Addendum ES says that there would be Slight Adverse 
to Neutral effects in Year 15 from the scheme and it does not claim any 
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benefits at all in the ES (CD A18 page 102 Table 10.10 Line 2).  The 
Addendum ES is an accurate assessment of the likely significant impacts. 

6.27� The appellants highlight “benefits” that would be “lost” under a Policy MU 3 
compliant scheme (APP16 paragraph 6.6).  The first is the rugby pitches, 
which whilst they may constitute a recreational benefit, the development of 
rugby pitches within the countryside is not a landscape benefit.  The second 
appears to be about the green corridor, but the Policy MU 3 allocation 
includes a similar green corridor along its southern side, albeit not extending 
all the way to Chestnut Street. 

6.28� When it came to the effects on the ILCG, this is not assessed in the text of 
the Addendum ES, other than a statement that the appeal proposals “accord” 
with LP policies (CD A18 paragraph 10.211).  The Addendum ES does include 
some assessment of effects on the landscape character of the gap, but it 
does not address the issue of development within the gap and how that 
affects its function (CD A18 Table 10.6.2).  That assessment is found in the 
lpa’s evidence where it concludes that there would be a Significant Adverse 
effect, for the gap between Sittingbourne and Chestnut Street, and a Minor 
Adverse effect, for ILCG between Sittingbourne and Borden.  

6.29� The appellants have underplayed the harm to the ILCG and ignored the 
effects of the road and roundabout at the western end on the gap.  The 
appellants set out the distances that the ILCG represents and assert that a 
400m gap would still be identified (APP APP17 Appendix E). The relevant 
distances are 90m, in terms of what is left of the gap, as the introduction of 
the LR is the main feature (LPA10 Appendix D Line A). 

6.30� There is a debate about the weight to attach to the ILCG Policy.  The policy 
serves an important landscape function and was found sound as part of the 
LP, which was written and assessed in the context of the 2012 Framework.  
The 2019 Framework is more protective of the countryside, the provisions in 
Framework 170(b) were not in the 2012 Framework.  Whilst the lpa 
acknowledges that the site is not a “Valued Landscape” the lpa has carefully 
assessed the remaining value that needs to be considered (LPA9 paragraphs 
4.2.5 & 4.2.6).  The lpa has clearly considered what area could be allocated 
for development without significantly compromising the continued function of 
the gap, and drew the line shown on the Proposals Map accordingly (LPA9 
paragraph 4.3.7).  Accordingly, both Policies DM 24 and DM 25 remain 
consistent with the Framework. 
 
Highways 

6.31� The lpa has a continuing issue about the information that has not been 
provided.  The lpa’s highways witness previously produced a report for BPC in 
October 2018, which identified serious concerns (CD D3).  These concerns 
were picked up by the lpa, who concluded that the submitted TA failed to 
adequately address the highways impacts arising from the development.  
There is a lack of clarity regarding key elements of the traffic proposals, flaws 
in the modelling work, a lack of consideration of rat running and the impact 
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on the wider local road network, inadequate environmental assessment work, 
and the failure to provide adequate and appropriate mitigation.  The lpa 
concluded that the application had failed to demonstrate that the scheme 
would not cause unacceptable highway impacts, contrary to LP Policies DM 6, 
DM 26 and MU 3, and Framework paragraphs 108 and 109. 

6.32� Frustration with the highway consultees is reflected in the Committee minutes 
(CD B4 page 7).  The absence of responses from HE and KCC to BPC’s report 
referred to in the HoP’s report, should not have been taken as a positive, but 
as an insufficient basis to draw any conclusions (CD B1 paragraph 6.06).  The 
appellants27 made no response either.  The lpa’s evidence shows BPC’s 
concerns were well-founded and serious.  The SoS’s request for further EIA 
information shows that these concerns are shared (Doc 35). 

6.33� Despite the exchange of information and emails between the highways 
witnesses in the run up to this inquiry, the lpa’s concerns remain outstanding.  
There is an absence of the relevant information, and as a result the lpa has 
had to present a negative case i.e. that the application fails to show that the 
scheme would not cause unacceptable highway impacts. 

6.34� The problem that lpa has and the SoS faces is making sense of the “black 
box” of the traffic model without insight into what has been done in terms of 
the assumptions. The TA was superseded by the TAA (CD A12(b), CD A20).  
The TAA includes the bespoke micro-simulation, using VISSIM, done by 
private consultants to a brief prepared by KCC (APP25 Appendix 10). 

6.35� Information requested by the lpa was not forthcoming.  The Validation Report 
deals with the base model alone and there is no systematic assessment that 
identifies those parts of the network where transport environmental impacts 
may be a cause for concern (CD A20 Annex A).  The extent of the study 
network is vague rather than being assessed using standard techniques and 
thresholds.  There is no report on the future years even though this will see a 
very different highways network, with changes to Wises Lane, the Key Street 
roundabout, and a LR.  There are no matrices for future years and nothing on 
what assumptions have been made or how it has changed, what parameters 
have been assumed, what the inflows are, what junctions were specified, and 
what saturation flows.  The lpa’s concern is that it has not had the 
information to assess whether the assumptions have been reasonable.  It is 
the classic Garbage in – Garbage Out issue that applies to all modelling work.  
Thus, it cannot be said that the model is robust and reliable, nor can it be 
reported that the appellants’ conclusions are correct. 

6.36� The appellants’ response to the lpa’s concerns is that their VISSIM does not 
produce a comprehensive report as one would expect with the older models 
such as ARCADY.  However, this has not prevented others who are similarly 
required to justify their work in public as shown by the HE SoC for the M2 
Junction 5 inquiry demonstrates (Docs 30, 31 & 32). 

 
 
27 X-Examination of Mr Wilde. 
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6.37� Although the VISSIM model cannot be properly interrogated, the lpa has 
continued to try to assess the effects. In so doing, some obvious errors have 
emerged. There are discrepancies which are not properly dealt with in the 
application. The assignment of traffic to an on-slip that is not there (337 
vehicles in the AM peak, and 476 vehicles in the PM peak on JW52), defies 
reasonable explanation (APP24 Appendix JW3, page 99).  This incorrect 
information will have affected what HE and KCC scrutinised. 

6.38� The appellants28 responded to the concerns about traffic generation from the 
area, from the schools, and the trip distribution, and the cumulative effect of 
those concerns with what is presented as the sensitivity modelling.  That is, if 
the model results can be accepted and as far as the lpa is concerned that is a 
major “if”.  The lpa’s concerns about queueing on the merge/diverge at the 
Key Street roundabout prompted work and an analysis of the signalisation to 
reduce the queueing; a reduction from 1,844m to 650m (APP23). 

6.39� The LR junction with Chestnut Street should not open until the M2 Junction 5 
improvements have been implemented and given the appellants’ objection 
cannot be dealt with by condition.  If the scheme progresses past a certain 
point without these improvements, there would be a significant increase in 
rat running in Chestnut Street and through Borden, on a route that was not 
available before, as an alternative to the congested routes on the A2 (LPA3). 
There is a risk that there could be a severe impact or an impact on safety30.  
The lpa’s case is based on the witness’s own experience and local evidence.  
The residents’ assessment is relevant as is the professional judgment of the 
lpa’s highways witness based on knowledge and drivetimes29.  The only 
numbers in the appellants’ evidence are for the increase in southern journeys 
on Chestnut Street, but there is none for the other routes, and none for any 
northerly journeys; a point picked up by BPC.30   

6.40� The position is that there are 2 possible acceptable schemes. No more work 
has been done to promote a Policy MU3 compliant scheme, although there is 
apparently a means to use the bespoke VISSIM model to assist - to compare 
the dis/benefits of the LR, by ‘switching’ it on and off in the model.  This is 
something the appellants have not done, even though it was part of the KCC 
design brief.   However, the lpa concludes that matters have improved as the 
A2/Wises Lane improvements have been identified, and it is likely that the 
Key Street Roundabout changes will happen with the HIF funding.  The lpa’s 
case is that there are significant benefits that can be achieved without LR, so 
that the LR is not an essential. 

The Effect on Air Quality 

6.41� The starting point on this topic has been the lack of clear information about 
the likely effects of this development.  The lpa had the work of Professor 

 
 
28 APP23. 
29 X-Examination of Mr Bamber. 
30 The appellants’ heritage witness Dr. Miele did refer to some numbers, but these were not presented at the 

highways topic session or by Mr Wilde and are not therefore referred to here. 
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Peckham before it, and the appellants’ modelling work.  However, that work 
is no longer being relied on.  The putative RfR states that, the air quality 
modelling submitted with the application is inadequate, the negative impact 
of existing air quality exceeds guidelines for health, and the additional 
negative impact of the proposed development underestimates the likely true 
impact on health contrary to Policy DM 6 and Framework paragraph 181. 

6.42� The appellants have done new work on the model using the real-world data 
now available.  The appellants have had a chance to discuss with the lpa’s 
witness his concerns about its reliability, the assumptions that are made 
about the receptors, the underlying traffic mix (the HDV point) and issues 
with the wind direction information (Doc 25].  However, there is still an issue 
regarding the quality of the information that has been submitted and the 
actual likely effects of the new development.  There are differences in 
outcomes of modelling based on the assumptions put into each model which 
have produced varying predictions for future NO2 levels.  The Key Street 
Roundabout is an example of where the models diverge.  Thus, if you do not 
know the level of impact, you cannot assess the level of mitigation required. 

6.43� The evidence contains a multiplicity of numbers on the damage cost and 
mitigation.  The damage cost calculation has been undertaken using the 
DEFRA Air Quality Damage Cost Guidance, which has changed over time, the 
latest being January 2019 [CD D20].  Whilst many of the elements of the 
calculation have remained constant, such as the level of traffic assumed, 
emissions have changed.  In the ES, the Damage Cost Figure was £412,548 
(CD A11 paragraph 8.133).  In the May 2018 ES Update, with the predicted 
increase in NOx, the Damage Cost Figure was £481,639 (CD A15 paragraph 
8.135).  Now, the appellants, using the latest DEFRA Central Damage Cost 
Value, show that the Damage Cost Figure drops to some £312,225 (APP5 
paragraph 5.28).  The DEFRA guidance has 3 Damage Cost ranges and if the 
High Damage Cost Range, Road Transport, Urban Small, is used the Damage 
Cost Figure would be £1,044,564.8731 (CD D20 pages 10 & 11). 

6.44� The effects of the mitigation proposed is questionable.  The HoP’s report 
acknowledged that the substantial increase in air pollution would require 
mitigation (CD B1 paragraph 8.236). There, the assertion appears to be that 
there is more than enough mitigation being provided, when judged against 
the “damage cost value calculation”. However, as the Gladman’s court case 
emphasised (CD E6), the decision maker will need to be satisfied about what 
the effect of any measures may be, and the appellants must demonstrate 
what the reduction in emissions will be. 

6.45� The quality of the mitigation proposed is doubtful. No additional work is 
proposed to the roads, or to the landscaping, as a result of the air quality 
issue32. The proposals relating to better quality of domestic heating boilers 
deals only with boiler emissions and is not an answer to the traffic impacts.  

 
 
31  The central value for NOx is £8,343 per tonne, which would rise to £31,605at the High Range; for PM2.5 it is 

£152,694 per tonne rising to £469,611 at the High Range.  In 2015, NOx was priced at £28,788 per tonne. 
32  X-Examination of Ms Banks. 
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One factor that can be considered is the provision of “…infrastructure to 
promote modes of transport with a low impact on air quality (such as electric 
vehicle charging points)”.  However, as it stands, the Travel Plan has little 
predicted effect, as the overall impact assessment of the Travel Plan is 5%33.  
Moreover, there is no car club, a possible measure mentioned in the Air 
Quality Action Plan (AQAP). 

6.46� The issue is not so much that the Air Quality Objectives are breached, 
although there are concerns still, but that additional pollution is being 
introduced.  It is not an answer to the wider impacts simply to seek to spread 
it around.  The evidence of the lpa’s air quality witness is that he would not 
use major road works as mitigation as they move the emissions around and 
would lead to an overall increase, so it does not matter where it is going; 
redistribution is not a reduction33. 

The Effect on Heritage Assets. 

6.47� The issue is narrow and relates largely to the effects of traffic and the 
Chestnut Street roundabout, that would cause harm to HAs in Borden and 
Chestnut Street contrary to Policies DM 32 and DM 33 and Framework 
paragraphs 193 to 196. The parties agree that S66 is engaged, and S7234 can 
be engaged where the traffic harms have a direct impact within the CA (CD 
C6 and C7).  The appellants35 agree with the lpa’s analysis of LBs and CAs.  
As they pass through the CAs characterised by narrow carriageways and 
awkward turns are sensitive routes.  The difference between the parties lies 
in the highway conclusions that the heritage experts were asked to consider. 

6.48� The lpa concludes that, the impact of increased traffic on Borden The Street 
CA would be Moderate, as would be the impact on LBs i.e. St Peter and Paul 
Grade 2* Church; and Street Farmhouse; Apple Tree Cottage and the 
Cottage; and Oak House (LPA15 paragraph 6.4.10).  The adverse effect from 
increased traffic on the Harman’s Corner CA would be Moderate, as would the 
impact be on the LBs at Bloumfield, Harman’s Corner, 241 Borden Lane, 245 
and 247 Harman’s Lane (LPA15 paragraph 6.4.10). Although not featured in 
the putative RfR, the lpa’s heritage witness expressed an opinion about the 
Moderate adverse effect from increased traffic on the Hearts Delight CA, and 
the LBs of Sharps Cottage and Filmer House; this is what is expected of an 
expert witness (LP15 paragraph 6.4.10).  Moreover, the lpa’s witness has 
been careful to distinguish and explain that there would not be an adverse 
impact i.e. on Borden Hall, there would be no traffic impact on Cryalls 
Farmhouse and Riddles Cottage, and only Minor impact on Thatched Cottage 
from increased traffic (LPA15 paragraph 6.4.11). 

6.49� The lpa’s witness has also considered the impact of the Chestnut Street 
roundabout and traffic.  This is the one area where the appellants’ analysis is 
on very weak ground and should be rejected i.e. that it would cause no harm 

 
 
33 X-Examination of Professor Peckham. 
34 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
35 X-Examination of Dr Miele. 
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to the Chestnut Street CA and the setting of the LBs (APP14 paragraph 4.70).  
Here, the impact from the roundabout and LR and their use would have a 
Moderate/Major impact on the Chestnut Street CA (LPA 15 paragraph 6.46). 
As for the LBs and their setting, there would be a Moderate impact from 
traffic and Moderate/Major impact from the roundabout and LR on Hooks Hole 
House (Grade 2), Olde Houses (Grade 2), Dumble Tudor Rose (Grade 2), and 
Olstede (Grade2*) (LPA15 paragraphs 6.45 & 6.46).  A Policy MU 3 compliant 
scheme would not have these impacts. 

6.50� In Framework terms, the harm amounts to “less than substantial” to be 
weighed in the planning balance, and in the overall balance, rather than the 
balance set out in Framework paragraph 196.  The lpa accepts that this is a 
not a case where the separate balance that can apply to the impact on HAs is 
engaged (Framework paragraph 196).  This simplifies matters, as everything 
now goes into the same balancing exercise.  These heritage harms still attract 
greater weight, as, in terms of the statutory tests, the development would fail 
to preserve the settings of the named LBs (S66) and would neither preserve 
nor enhance the character or appearance of the CAs (S72). 

 
Biodiversity and Climate Change. 

6.51� Climate Change is an issue where the country is waking up to the urgency of 
the issue.  What might have been acceptable and standard for new 
developments in 2017 is no longer so now.  In August 2019, the lpa decided 
that the development would not be compatible with the Climate Change 
Declaration (CCD), including but not restricted to adverse impacts upon 
biodiversity within the site (CD B2).  The wake-up call has been the Climate 
Change Emergency (CD D29).  Swale is now one of over 260 local authorities 
that have done so, and the Government has also declared a Climate Change 
Emergency in May 2019. 
 
Biodiversity 

6.52� The lpa’s expert witness has assessed and has identified a series of 
deficiencies in the available survey evidence (LPA12 paragraphs 3.1.17 & 
3.1.18).  The appellants’ survey works fall short of the level required to 
provide a robust baseline on which to make a proper ecological assessment.  
The lack of accurate surveys is not just a matter of updating the evidence, as 
the appellant’s planning condition suggests (Doc 12).  The parties agree that 
all ecological surveys should be undertaken to a proportionate level following 
the guidance, prior to a planning application being submitted and should only 
be allowed to be done later under a planning condition in exceptional 
circumstances.  The lpa considers that the submitted surveys have not 
followed government guidance for the species including bats and dormice, 
(both are European Protected Species), reptiles, and birds. 

6.53� The justification for the areas of the site that were surveyed seem to ignore 
any areas of road/roundabout creation or any impacts that habitat creation or 
enhancements may have on protected species.  The justification for not 
following the guidance in the case of bat surveys is inaccurate i.e. the reason 
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regarding none of the items on the trigger list being met was incorrect.  
Where new evidence has come to light about the dormouse records within 
proximity to the site, no reassessment has been undertaken on the likelihood 
of a European Protected Species being present on site. 

6.54� As for Skylark mitigation, 2 fields which are over 10 ha would be lost, and the 
strategy uses sub-optimal replacement habitat i.e. near to woodland and 
below the recommended area, where there is no knowledge of the 
presence/absence or numbers in these mitigation areas (CD A43).   
Speculating whether they are or not present is not an appropriate basis for 
determining a planning application.  Whilst KCC have advised that these 
issues can be addressed, they have confirmed that they have worked based 
on the surveys presented to them and not visiting the site. 

6.55� The lpa is concerned as to whether appropriate mitigation/compensation 
measures would be put in place to avoid harm to biodiversity and deliver a 
net gain for biodiversity in line with Policies DM 29 and MU 3.  Nor can it be 
confidently assessed that the populations of protected species would not be 
adversely impacted by the presence of development particularly the LR, 
contrary to Policy DM 28 and Framework paragraphs 150 and 175. 

6.56� Decision makers are becoming more familiar with the concept of “net gain” as 
a policy requirement.  Biodiversity net gain is required for this site as 
identified in the LP, both in terms of species and habitats.  The ecological 
information does not provide an appropriate level of confidence that the 
proposals could deliver this on site (LPA12 paragraph 3.2.14). 

6.57� The appellants accept that Policy MU 3 does require net gain to be shown.  
Unfortunately, the appellants seem to set the bar far lower than this, 
essentially limiting it to the mitigation hierarchy approach.  The appellants 
still refer to net gain as not being mandatory, by reference to the 
encouragement of it in the Framework (APP9 paragraph 6.2.5).  The 
appellants’ view of the Framework is that the current “aim” is to prevent 
significant harm and deliver no net loss and only net gains wherever possible 
(APP9 paragraph 6.2.9).  The appellants do not explain why it is not possible 
on this site. The lpa submits that measurable Net Gain is clearly identified as 
a requirement in national and local planning policy.  Simply saying that there 
will be some enhancement (as the appellants’ version of the suggested 
condition states) is not measurable or in accordance with the up-to-date 
guidance on net gain (Doc 12). 

6.58� An interesting point emerged about what is a “gain”, as a 0% result would 
not be a gain.  The appellants agree36 that setting out a definition for Net 
Gain is sensible and that 10% (as recommended by the Government) was a 
reasonable figure.  Indeed, this percentage is reflected in the wording of the 
Environment Bill, which has been carried over into the next session of 
Parliament and has already been given a Second Reading.  Thus, whilst it is 

 
 
36 X-Examination of Mr Maughan. 
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only in draft form the Bill, shows the clear direction of travel.  Off-site 
mitigation is always considered the less favourable option, and in this case 
especially so, as no land has been identified where this can be provided let 
alone secured, e.g. through a S106 Agreement. 

6.59� Given the concerns that the baseline surveys do not follow guidance to show 
presence or absence of the species present on site, let alone any levels of 
population, the lpa fails to understand how they can be used as evidence to 
show a qualitative “net gain in species”.  This is clearly shown by the Skylark 
mitigation where a lack of knowledge regarding the baseline combined with a 
lack of understanding of the guidance has fallen short in presenting a 
mitigation plan that could clearly show a net increase in a species. 

6.60� The lpa has doubts about the appellants’ iterations of the DEFRA Metric.  
These include habitats to show a Net Gain that do not appear to reflect what 
is currently proposed for the site.  If the Metric is to be used, you cannot pick 
and choose the inputs that have been carefully assessed.  Although the 
Biodiversity Metric 2.0 is subtitled ‘Beta Version’, it states that it provides “a 
significant advance in our ability to account for and measure biodiversity 
losses and gains. This new metric can be used in all terrestrial development 
and land management scenarios”. It is the most up to date guidance 
produced by the Government on how to calculate Biodiversity Net Gain. 

6.61� With new information and adjustments provided by the appellants (APP12) 
the lpa acknowledges that this reflects a more accurate description of the 
habitats currently presented within the baseline ecology report (CD A12f).  
However, the creation of woodland as identified in Plan 3825/R3 (APP11 
Appendix R3) does not seem to be reflected on the Habitat Creation page 
(APP12 Appendix R4 page 2).  There are various areas of “new woodland 
planting” shown on Plan 3825/R3 (APP11 Appendix R3).  However, under the 
Metric, the creation of woodland within the identified areas would give 12.29 
Biodiversity Units rather than the 39.19 listed.  It is also incorrect to try to 
use a short to medium term score. In the Habitat Enhancement, the old 
orchard has been given the wrong entries (APP12 Appendix R4 page 2). 

 
Climate Change 

6.62� The lpa’s Climate Change Declaration (CCD) is a material planning 
consideration. The Climate Change challenge has become an emergency and 
has taken on increased urgency and adopted policies need to be considered in 
this context.  Planning policies refer to climate change, and the emergency 
declaration underlines the urgency that this issue now needs.  This is 
underlined by the Chief Executive of the Environment Agency who said, as 
Einstein said about an exam he set, “The questions are the same. But this 
year the answers are different”.37 

 
 
37   Speech by Sir James Bevan, Chief Executive of the Environment Agency, at Royal Holloway University, London, 

24 October 2019, “The Climate Emergency: “.... this year the answers are different.” 
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6.63� The 2012 Framework recognised that “…planning plays a key role in reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, adapting to climate change and supporting the 
delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and looks to local planning 
authorities to pro-actively address this in policies and in determining planning 
applications.” (CD C2 paragraph 7.6.1).  The relevant LP footnote (7.23) 
refers to 2012 Framework paragraphs 93 and 94.  As the 2012 Framework 
paragraph 93 said: “Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to 
secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising 
vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and 
supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated 
infrastructure.”  This is not just some environmental aim – “… This is central 
to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 
development”, which links back to the fundamentals of the purpose of the 
planning system to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development 
(2012 Framework paragraphs 6 and 7).   The 2012 Framework paragraph 94 
said that a lpa should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to 
climate change, “In line with the objectives and provisions of the Climate 
Change Act 2008.” (footnote 16 to paragraph 94 and again in a footnote in 
the 2018 Framework).  Chapter 14 paragraphs 148 and 150 of the 2019 
Framework carries this forward and builds on it (LPA1). Furthermore, as the 
2008 Climate Change Act has been amended to achieve net zero by 2050, 
then it is a fair conclusion that the requirement to mitigate and adapt to 
climate change has also been increased. 

6.64� There is strong evidence of the scale of the problem for housing and non-
residential development and the supporting evidence to the stalled Building 
Regulations consultations and Home Quality Mark (CD C23 & LPA1).  The 
Committee on Climate Change has warned against permitting buildings 
subject only to the standards in place at the date a planning permission was 
granted, which are demonstrably not designed to meet the climate change 
challenges (CD C23 paragraph 11.1). The technology already exists to 
create homes that are low-carbon, climate resilient, better for health and 
the natural environment (CD C23 paragraph 1.4 page 40). 

6.65� There is now a clear trajectory required – locally the CCD is to reach net zero 
by 2030, and nationally by 2050 across all sectors.  The lpa has set out the 
steps across the 10-year life of the scheme that would be required in a 
suggested condition, which has been rejected by the appellants (LPA1).  In 
the light of the evidence, the question is what the decision maker should do 
when presented with this strong evidence and the acknowledgement of the 
urgency as a material consideration. 

6.66� The appellants acknowledge they have not gone further38.  Rather the 
appellants rely on evidence prepared in 2017 as contained in the Design and 
Access Statement (DAS) and the Sol Environment report (CDs A10 & A77).  
The ES is silent on the issue.  The fact is that this scheme does no more than 
try to comply with the minimum standards set out in the past.  The work 

 
 
38 X-Examination of Mr Burley. 
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done by Sol Environment was set out in a report dated September 2017 (CD 
A77); and with reference to Policy DM 19.  It has not been updated since 
then, and as that Report confirms, “It should be noted that this energy 
strategy has been prepared to ensure that the development meets the 
current building regulations only.” and  that the “detailed energy strategy has 
been prepared for Phase 1A of the development and the same measures have 
been applied to the remainder of the site covered by the outline planning 
application”. (CD A77 page 1, Summary, & page 14). 

6.67� The proposals merely meet the energy efficiency standards prevailing as of 
September 2017.  No attempt has been made to see whether it is capable of 
meeting higher standards, now or in the future phases. The Low-Zero Carbon 
Technologies Feasibility Review rejects several options, including roof-
mounted solar thermal panels, ground and air source heat pumps, the use of 
an energy centre with a biomass boiler, roof-mounted solar Photovoltaic 
panels, and micro-wind turbines (CD A77 section 2.4). Sole reliance is placed 
on fossil fuels, with “high efficiency gas boilers with flue gas heat recovery”. 

6.68� The BREEAM pre-assessment for the non-residential elements shows an equal 
lack of any ambition or anticipation of better results in the future (CD A77).  
This assessment is out of date as it uses a 2014 version of what is Very 
Good.  When it comes to the energy part of the assessment, it just passes, it 
scores 35% of available energy credits��ZKHQ����% is needed just to get 
to Good (LPA1 paragraph 11.5)).  Policy DM 19 (3) refers to minimums and 
at least an Excellent BREEAM rating can be achieved on the school building, 
with a specified minimum score in the energy section, and with an 
Outstanding rating being aspired for (LPA1 paragraph 4.6). 

6.69� Essentially the appellants are awaiting a change to LP Policy and amended 
Building Regulations.  The appellants acknowledge39 that, requiring an 
improvement on the BRs standards is a widely used planning condition.  It is 
as if S38(6) only said that decisions are to be determined in accordance with 
the development plan.  However, the appellants have no answer to the 
material consideration acknowledged by them of the CCD. The CCD is a 
material consideration that indicates that the appeal should be determined 
otherwise than in accordance with the development plan on this point.  Like 
the Sol Environment report, the focus of the lpa’s evidence is on Policy DM 19, 
and the 2019 Framework Chapter 14 specifically paragraphs 148 and 150. 
That Policy needs to be seen in the context of LP policies including Policies 
ST1, CP3 and CP4 (LPA1 paragraph 6.1). 

6.70� It is no answer to Policy DM 19.1(a) to say that this matter can be dealt 
with through the BRs.  BRs lag behind climate change evidence.  Whilst 
Policy DM 19 (1d) and Framework paragraph 150, seek to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, through location, orientation and design, the scheme does not 
address adaptability to change in the building design; the DAS contains very 
little on this (CD A10, pages 111, 120 & 129).  The location and design of the 

 
 
39 X-Examination of Mr Burley. 
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scheme is car-reliant and car-dominant, and would impact negatively upon 
air quality, contrary to Policy DM 19 (1f).  It is appropriate that a major new 
development on a greenfield site should be located, oriented and designed to 
take advantage of opportunities for decentralised, low and zero carbon 
energy, including passive solar design, and, connect to existing or planned 
decentralised heat and/or power schemes.  This scheme does not do that 
contrary to Policy DM 19 (2) and Framework paragraphs 150(b) and 153(b); 
and fails to take the opportunity that Policy DM 20 encourages.  What all this 
shows is that this development has not been planned to comply with 
Framework paragraphs 148 and 150, or to take account of the July 2019 
amendment to the Climate Change Act 2008. 

6.71� The evidence shows that there is a problem and the Planning regime cannot 
leave these problems to other regimes to deal with especially when those 
regimes have not kept pace with the requirements.  The lpa acknowledges 
that this will not be an easy matter for the SoS.  However, the lpa has 
suggested conditions that set out precise timings to reach net zero by 2030 
(Doc 11).  This proposal does not meet the standards now needed to mitigate 
and adapt to climate change, including the move to a carbon neutral 
economy. It is anticipated to take 10 years to build out this development and 
as such the SoS should not approve development that will not be fit for 
purpose by 2030 or even the Climate Change Act date of 2050. 

 
Infrastructure Provision 

6.72� There is no issue between the parties that this development must provide the 
necessary supporting infrastructure.  The justification for the various 
obligations that have been discussed and agreed is set out in the CIL 
compliance statement (Doc 15).  The remaining concerns identified in 
putative RfR 2(g)) have been dealt with through the S106 Agreement. 

 
Loss of Agricultural Land 

6.73� Over and above the land in the Policy MU 3 allocation, some 13.8ha of B&MV 
agricultural land within the application boundary would be lost.  In addition, 
contrary to Policy DM 31 and Framework paragraph 170, some 2ha of Grade 
2 B&MV agricultural land outside the application site in the north-eastern 
corner would be isolated and taken out of productive agriculture. These are 
adverse impacts to be assessed in the overall balance. 

Design Issues 

6.74� Apart from the impacts on the local countryside, and the wider sustainability 
points, the issue is about the effect to the LR (putative RfR 2(f)).  This is a 
matter flagged up in the supporting text to Policy MU 3, that any 
development would need to avoid being planned as a local distributor road 
detracting from the character of the development by virtue of its design and 
predicted function to carry significant traffic flows (CD 2 paragraph 6.6.60 & 
LPA 18 paragraphs 4.79-4.87).  It is also an issue addressed by the 
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unchallenged evidence of BRAD.  This matter is contrary to good design, and 
Policies CP 4 and MU 3 and Framework paragraphs 110 and 127. 

The Implications for Neighbours’ Living Conditions 

6.75� The lpa has identified some specific issues, relating to traffic and air quality, 
but the more general neighbours’ issues do not form part of the lpa’s case. 

 
Benefits Associated with the Development 

6.76� The lpa has always been aware of the benefits associated with this 
development.  Clearly, there is disagreement when it comes to the benefits 
associated with the provision of the LR.  However, that would normally be 
considered through the LP review process, where the Policy MU3 site would 
be one of several sites to be considered. 

6.77� The most significant point of difference is that there is a valid comparison to 
be made.  The benefits of the scheme are significantly “muted” by the fact 
that the LP provides scope to deliver the majority (some 80%) of the homes 
without recourse to the LR and without any harm generated by developing 
the land areas outside the Policy MU 3 allocation (LPA18 paragraph 3.17). 
Delivery of new housing is important, but it needs to be in the right place. 

Overall Planning Balance 

6.78� The appellants rely heavily on S38(6), but limit themselves to the 
development plan part, and not on material planning considerations that 
might indicate that a different balance needs to be drawn.  The correct 
analysis is that some of the development is in accordance with the 
development plan, but there are important respects where it is not.  The 
appellants are described as deciding to apply for planning permission and 
justify the departure from the development plan (APP20 paragraph 3.13). 
That has always been the case, even when the HoP was recommending “on 
balance” that the application could be approved (CD B1 Section 9 paragraphs 
9.02, 9.03, 9.09 etc). 

6.79� The putative RfR have been carefully drawn.  Reasons 1 and 3 identify the 
problems with the available information; that on its own supports a refusal.  
Reason 2 identifies the planning balance: 
 
a)� harm to the landscape arising from the development of land within the 

open countryside beyond the site allocation; 
 

b)� development of land within an ILCG; 
 

c)� the loss of B&MV agricultural land through development beyond the site 
allocation; 

 
d)� the failure to provide a policy-compliant level of affordable housing; 
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e)� failure to demonstrate that the site would provide an appropriate mix of 
housing to meet the housing needs of Swale; 

 
f)� the use of a LR through the site, which would dominate and detract from 

the character and appearance of the development; 
 

g)� the development would not be compatible with the lpa’s CCD, in terms of 
biodiversity and sustainable design and construction; 

 
h)� the harm to heritage assets through the generation of significant vehicle 

movements. 

6.80� The lpa’s position is supported by the objections made by BPC and BRAD, the 
unchallenged evidence of Councillors and objectors.  There are several issues, 
which, when combined with the traffic and air quality issues, mean that 
permission should be refused, as, “… the alleged benefits of the development, 
including the claimed highways benefits purported in the application, are 
significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the harm that would be caused 
if this development went ahead”. 
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7. The Case for Borden Parish Council  

 The material points are: - 

Introduction 

7.1� Borden Parish (BP) is a rural parish with a population of some 2,066 (1,063 
dwellings) extending over some 465ha.  The parish comprises Borden village 
and several dispersed hamlets including Chestnut Street.  BP is rich in 
heritage with 4 CAs and a significant number of LBs.  BP is predominantly 
arable and pasture farmland, interspersed with rural lanes. It as one primary 
school and church, several public houses, but no GP surgery. 

7.2� BPC took an active interest in the planning application, commissioning reports 
on air quality, highway impacts and a planning critique.  All 3 reports were 
supplied to the lpa who did not appear to engage with the fundamental issues 
raised.   Whilst some of BPC’s concerns have been addressed through the 
S106 Agreement, it remain opposed to the scheme.  What is proposed is 
neither the right development, nor is it in the right place, nor is it at the right 
time for the long-term well-being of BP. 

Reasons Supporting a Refusal 

7.3� BPC supports the lpa’s putative RfRs and advances 3 reasons why planning 
permission should be refused.  Firstly, the development is contrary to the LP, 
a premise that the appellants appear to accept.  Secondly, there are no 
material considerations sufficient to outweigh the S38 (6) presumption in 
favour of the Development Plan.  Thirdly, there is an in-principle objection to 
the appellants submitting a radically different form of development within 3 
months of the LP being adopted, rather than a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme.  

7.4� The scheme is for a significant urban extension of some 675 dwellings (1,620 
people) to be built over a 10-year period. The development would be 
facilitated by a LR connecting Borden Lane in the east to Chestnut Street 
some 1.8km to the west.  On Chestnut Street, a major 4-arm roundabout 
would be constructed to absorb a traffic flow of some 1,424,015 additional 
annual trips generated by the scheme (APP23 & APP5 paragraph 5.26). 

7.5� Traffic generated by the scheme together with traffic that would use the LR to 
avoid congestion on the A2, would join the A249 south, via a spur off the 
roundabout, by punching through hedges, north of the Tudor Rose Public 
House. There is the potential for traffic from south Sittingbourne to seek 
access the LR via Riddles Lane to avoid the town centre and the A2 (Doc 41). 
The proposed works to the congested Key Street roundabout closing the 
existing slip road to the A249 so that it all goes to the new roundabout onto a 
considerably fore-shortened feeder, is a significant safety concern (CDs 7, 90 
& 91).  BPC’s concerns have not been put to rest by the appellants’ traffic 
flow work.  Indeed, the lpa’s assessment has highlighted an error, which 
assumed a non-existent arm of the Key Street roundabout which significantly 
distorted the assumed traffic flows.  The appellants response was that this 
was “a presentational challenge to the diagram”.  Moreover, the appellants 
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neither control nor own land between the red line extent of the site and the 
public highway at Chestnut Street (Doc 4).   Neither of these matters inspire 
confidence in the thoroughness of the access arrangements.        

Conflict with the Development Plan 

7.6� As the planning system is plan-led, the first step is to assess the scheme 
against the basket of relevant LP policies to decide whether it is compliant. 
The second step is to consider all other material considerations, such as the 
Framework, to see how they are relevant to the issues.       

Policy MU 3 

7.7� The starting point is Policy MU 3, which allocates some 33.7ha of arable 
farmland for a major mixed-use expansion of Sittingbourne.  Paragraphs 
6.6.43–6.6.63 of the supporting text say that this sensitive site is subject to: 
(1) a Masterplan/development brief developed though stakeholder 
consultation; (2) the resolution of complex transport and access issues; and 
(3) protecting the ILCG between Sittingbourne and Borden so as to maintain 
the separation of each settlement. 

7.8� The scheme differs fundamentally from Policy MU 3 through the:  

1)� inclusion of additional land at the north-western end of the appeal site 
to create the LR and Chestnut Street roundabout – thereby 
significantly, and detrimentally, encroaching into the ILCG designed to 
protect the Chestnut Street hamlet from encroachment by extending 
Sittingbourne southwards and westwards. For reasons including 
topography a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme would have no visual and 
landscape impact on Chestnut Street; 

2)� inclusion of extra land north-west of the allocation, the rectangular 
arable field for 80 additional dwellings plus perimeter planting; 

3)� inclusion of additional land along the southern boundary of the site 
between Wises Lane and School Lane; 

4)� inclusion of 3, full-sized rugby pitches, a clubhouse and car parking for 
the relocation of the rugby club; 

5)� construction of a roundabout at the eastern end of the site, to provide 
a junction between Borden Lane and the LR using up land designated 
as LGS, albeit a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme might require a similar 
arrangement;  

6)� a 19.7% increase in the number of dwellings from 564 to 675; and 

7)� a 40.9% increase in land take from 33.7ha to 47.5ha. 

7.9� BRAD’s urban design expert gave unchallenged evidence that the appellants 
have failed to undertake meaningful engagement with key stakeholders e.g. 
the Sittingbourne Society, BPC or residents to inform the design of the 
scheme as it evolved. The unchallenged evidence is that there was no Master 
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planning process in the sense contemplated by Policy MU 3, the most 
important and relevant LP policy.  For the above reasons, the only possible 
conclusion when testing the scheme against Policy MU 3, is that it is plainly in 
conflict with it.  This was the conclusion of the HoP and the appellants 
acknowledge this40 (CD B1 page 91).    

7.10� In addition, the scheme is in breach of: 

a.� Policy DM 25 - The separation of settlements – Important Local 
Countryside Gaps. The LR, a major roundabout and residential 
development would radically encroach into the gap between Sittingbourne 
and Chestnut Street (APP17 Appendix 1 Figure 10.1A).  As such the 
separation between the settlements would be unacceptably reduced; 

b.� Policy DM 31 - Agricultural Land seeks to protect the B&MV agricultural 
land from development. Planning permission will not be granted for 
development on unallocated B&MV land unless there is no less valuable 
land for the proposed development.  The scheme is in clear breach, the 
80 houses proposed outside the Policy MU 3 allocation could and should, 
in policy terms, be built elsewhere, as should the LR.  Again, this is the 
conclusion of the HoP; 

c.� Policy CP 3 - Delivering a wide choice of high-quality homes.  With a 
housing mix of some 50% 4 and 5-bedroom homes, the scheme conflicts 
with Criterion 5 which seeks a mix of housing types reflecting the findings 
of the current Strategic Housing Market Assessment or similar needs 
assessment.  The proposed number of AH is deficient and not policy 
compliant.  Moreover, whilst the S106 Agreement contains provisions for 
a review of viability, precisely how this would work in practice is unclear; 

d.� Policy DM 33- Development affecting a Conservation Area.  The Chestnut 
Street roundabout and western end of the LR would adversely affect the 
Chestnut Street CA. The 3-storey blocks proposed towards the centre of 
the site would be a similar height as and compete with the Grade 1 Listed 
St Peter and St Paul’s Church in the heart of Borden. 

Prematurity 

7.11� The Design Review Panel had reservations about the limited design quality of 
the scheme, especially as most is in outline and in multiple ownerships. As 
Cerda Planning concluded, the appellants sought to “retrofit the master plan” 
without meaningful engagement with key stakeholders (Doc 40). 

Sustainable urban extension or monolithic low-density urban sprawl? 

7.12� The above description is a paraphrase of the consequence of a simplistic 
repetitive Masterplan drawn-up without adequate and meaningful community 
engagement.  There is the wrong type of unit, the layout is poor and 
community facilities have not been thought through e.g. Sittingbourne Rugby 

 
 
40 X-Examination of Mr Burley. 
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Club relocated to the edge of Borden and encroaching beyond the “green 
buffer” of the allocated site. This scheme is radically different from a proposal 
that might comply with Policy MU 3. As the LPI noted, the so-called 
“improvement” i.e. the appeal scheme caused confusion and was not before 
her.  Improvement is not part of assessing for soundness nor is it any other 
legal or policy test which a LP must surmount before adoption.      

No material considerations  

7.13� The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to achieving sustainable 
development and has 3 inter-dependent overarching objectives41:  Economic; 
Social and Environmental.  BPC accepts that the construction of houses and 
especially AH is an important consideration. So too are the economic 
consequences that may flow from approving this scheme, particularly jobs.  
Any mitigation to traffic congestion that is both safe, effective and not 
detrimental to the rural character of Borden Parish is also welcome. That 
said, even given the “tilted balance”, reflecting the importance which 
Government policy accords to the desirability of speeding-up the building of 
housing, they must be the right houses, in the right place, at the right time. 

7.14� This scheme does not meet the above test.  The benefits which the scheme 
would bring demonstrably fail to outweigh the serious harms it would cause 
over a 10-year construction phase following approval of reserved matters and 
discharge of any pre-commencement conditions. For over 10 years one part 
or other of the land would be a building site.  Thus, on the second limb of the 
statutory test, the other material considerations, when weighed in the 
balance are not enough to displace the statutory presumption.  

In-principle objection 

7.15� The appellants could have brought forward a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme; 
they chose not to and neither did they challenge the adoption of the LP.  
Thus, the appellants’ contention, albeit it was not adopted by the appellants’ 
planning witness, that a scheme compliant with Policy MU 3 cannot be 
“delivered” seems wrong as a matter of principle (Doc 1 Proposition 1). 

7.16� Having “ridden 2 horses” at the LP examination, the appropriate time when 
the merits of competing schemes may be considered in the round, it seems 
contrary to the integrity of good planning principles for the appellants to then 
want to dismount from the winner so as to be able to clamber aboard the 
non-allocated site which it then wants to be declared the winner.      

7.17� The LPI concluded that allocating the Policy MU 3 site could lead to a suitable 
planning proposal coming forward within the LP period thus meeting the lpa’s 
objectively assessed housing need. The appellants have, to some extent, 
jeopardised the lpa’s ability to meet housing need, which they now seek to 
take advantage of the “tilted balance”. BPC are concerned that an undesirable 
precedent may be set if this appeal is allowed. In one sense the appeal 

 
 
41 National Planning Policy Framework Section 2. 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 62 
 
 
 

scheme is premature and prejudicial to the on-going LP review, when all 
competing sites may be considered, and their various advantages and 
disadvantages weighed in the round.      

Conclusion  

7.18� This scheme proposes a far more harmful development than a Policy MU3 
compliant scheme because it would be considerably larger, use more B&MV 
agricultural land, reduce informal recreational and leisure activities currently 
available to residents who use the network of public footpaths and bridleway 
that criss-cross the open land and rural lanes.  Further, what is proposed 
would be harmful to the hamlet of Chestnut Street.      

7.19� S38(6) requires the appeal to be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  S70(2) 
requires the decision-maker to have regard to: the provisions of the 
development plan so far as material to the application; any local finance 
considerations, so far as material to the application; and any other material 
consideration.  There is a presumption in favour of the development plan 
policies applicable at the date of determination of this appeal. Further, S66 
and S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
must be considered.  

7.20� The Framework is not part of the development plan; it is a material 
consideration.  Framework paragraph 11(c) refers to approving development 
proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay 
(this scheme does not accord with the LP) or (d) where there are no relevant 
development plan policies, or the policies which are the most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date [footnote 7 includes where the 
lpa cannot show a 5-year supply of “deliverable sites” the so-called “tilted 
balance”] granting planning permission unless, the application for policies 
protected areas provides a clear reason for refusal (ii) 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. 

7.21� First, despite the application of the “tilted balance”, other of “the most 
important” development plan policies are not out of date and they point 
towards refusal. Second, “significantly” is a matter of planning judgment, 
depending upon the weight given to the adverse impacts and “demonstrably” 
simply means those adverse impacts can be demonstrated.  For the above 
reasons, BPC invite the SoS to dismiss the appeal and refuse planning 
permission. 
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8. THE CASE FOR BORDEN RESIDENTS AGAINST (over) DEVELOPMENT 
 
The material points are: - 

Introduction 

8.1� BRAD represents some 1,200 residents.  Residents and BPC played an active 
role in the LP, particularly when, late in the process, land to the south-west of 
Sittingbourne was promoted for housing as a main modification.  

8.2� BRAD supports and complements the lpa’s case, addressing conflict with the 
LP, the treatment of the LR, the lack of AH and a housing mix that fails to 
address the needs of this community.  The unchallenged evidence of BRAD’s 
architect and urban designer addresses the overall urban design background, 
the quantum and manner of the intervention and issues arising and whether 
aspirations and objectives set out in the Masterplan Brief contained in the 
DAS have been fulfilled (CD A10 & Doc BRAD1).  

8.3� This development requires significant road modifications and some 9.5km of 
new roads.  This 6-fold increase is required to facilitate a suburban housing 
estate solely based on a private car dependent model.  This model requires a 
100% land-take and the total re-development of this rural site. The reliance 
on the private car places the scheme completely at odds with national policy 
to move toward sustainable non-car dependent housing growth. 

8.4� BRAD questions how the scheme sits with the LP Core Policy objectives to 
promote the regeneration of Sittingbourne.  Throughout the LP there are 
references to the desire to regenerate Sittingbourne and the contribution of 
new developments around the town toward meeting those objectives and to 
Local Growth Funding (LGF) granted to support the Central Sittingbourne 
regeneration proposals (CD C2 paragraphs 5.2.15, 5.2.24 & 5.2.28). 

8.5� The scheme is the wrong answer to Sittingbourne’s housing needs. There is 
nothing in national policy which says that the requirement to boost housing is 
to be done at the cost of other important planning principles.  Quite the 
contrary, the Framework’s Core Planning Principles, expect planning decisions 
to operate in the public interest to protect: the landscape, heritage and 
ecology: to give priority to pedestrians and cyclists; promote public 
transport; support the transition to a low carbon future and plan development 
or shape places in ways that contribute to the reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions and support renewable and low carbon energy.   

8.6� A scheme that conflicts with these Core Principles is not sustainable 
development and allowing it would undermine public confidence in the 
planning system.  Like the wolf dressed in sheep’s clothing, the appeal 
scheme is essentially a road scheme to relieve the A2 London Road and the 
A249.  The scheme moves dirty car traffic from congested roads to the new 
community, transferring toxic vehicle emissions to residents who live and 
work there and children who play along existing village roads and lanes.  Are 
BRAD and BPC the only ones to note the irony of building more houses, which 
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will bring more cars and more emissions just to fund the new road.  This is 
unacceptable in planning terms and unnecessary. 

8.7� The scheme fails to tackle local housing needs by building the wrong housing 
mix.  The Parameter Plans address the issue through an overly simplistic and 
outdated mode of urban design where the car is dominant and fails to 
promote sustainable transport modes, exacerbating the conditions that 
resulted in the CCD (CD D29).  Therefore, despite the public benefits which 
would flow from the development it must be refused.  The appellants failed to 
challenge BRAD’s expert evidence. 

Principle of Development and Compliance with the Development Plan 

8.8� BRAD adopts the lpa’s case that this scheme conflicts with Policy MU 3 due to 
what is referred42 to as “the additionality” of the appeal scheme to the Policy 
MU 3 area.  BRAD’s unchallenged evidence is that the scheme fails to comply 
with Policy MU 3 because the LR would be a visually dominant feature.  Due 
to its size, the LR “drives the character of the development” in conflict with 
Policy MU 343 and could not be mitigated by conditions.   

8.9� BRAD supports the lpa’s landscape evidence that the area around the site has 
a medium to high sensitivity to change, that the degree of harm is modest 
adverse and that the LR compromises the ILCG.  The appellants have missed 
opportunities to integrate the development into the local context and the vast 
land take could be minimised by less detached and semi-detached suburban 
dwellings.  In terms of putative RfR 2, given the urban design failures, this 
evidence increases the weight to be attached to the Modest Adverse harm to 
a Medium/High sensitivity site.  The harm could be avoided through a 
Parameter Plan that reduces the land take and building footprint.  BRAD 
urges the SoS to heed the submissions by residents and give significant 
weight to the irretrievable harm to the local landscape and the amenity of 
local footpaths.  The quantum or degree of harm proposed is unnecessary. 

8.10� LP paragraph 5.2.33 refers to the need for “new development [to be] focused 
at the main urban areas, making best use of the existing or planned 
improvements to the transport network, looking to achieve a balance 
between new employment and housing provision and minimising the need to 
travel where possible. The development strategy is focused on promoting 
development at the most sustainable locations, or those which allow for 
greater use of sustainable modes of transport”.  LP paragraphs 5.2.37 and 
5.2.44 emphasise the need for new developments to integrate with objectives 
to create sustainable development to facilitate the regeneration of 
Sittingbourne.  

8.11� Ultimately, whether these objectives have been met turns on the integration 
of developments such as the appeal scheme with Sittingbourne.  BRAD’s view 
is that the scheme fails to meet the objectives and criteria of Policy MU 3 and 

 
 
42 Mr Rushe. 
43 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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through a lack of permeability and integration with transport provision.  The 
scheme misses opportunities to connect new residents to Sittingbourne.  

8.12� The failure to produce a Masterplan in conjunction with relevant stakeholders 
before the application was submitted conflicts with Policy MU 3.  BRAD is 
supported by the Design Review Panel (CD B3 page 135). The requirement 
for a Masterplan is recorded in the text of Policy MU3, which unambiguously 
states that: “Development shall take place in accordance with a 
Masterplan/development brief (developed through stakeholder consultation).”  
Criterion 6 clearly envisages multiple stages with, “Provision of appropriate 
access to the site, with a Transport Assessment/design statement at the 
Masterplan/development brief and planning application stages”.  The 
appellants and the lpa adopt a contrary view. The lack of early consultation 
on a Masterplan was raised with the lpa and ignored.  Indeed, the HoP 
commented that he disagreed that a Masterplan was needed to guide the 
development.  Paragraph 6.6.46, the supporting text to Policy MU 3, explains 
why the lpa, in drafting its plan, expected a Masterplan to be consulted on 
and adopted before a planning application comes forward.  This says: “Given 
the different landowners involved and the landscape, phasing and 
infrastructure issues needing to be addressed, including the potentially 
complex transport issues (see below), preparation of a joint 
Masterplan/development brief for the site is required. At all stages use of the 
lpa's Design Panel will be required.”  

8.13� Whatever the correct legal interpretation, it is no surprise that the residents 
do not support the scheme.  Why should they, when the appellants failed to 
engage with them at an early stage.  Whether the SoS agrees or not that the 
application is premature because there was no pre-application Masterplan, 
the result is community hostility and a genuine sense of being left out.  
Legally right or not, this was a missed opportunity to obtain local buy-in.   

8.14� The scheme conflicts with Policy DM 19, particularly Criterion (1)(f) and the 
requirement that mixed-use developments are to be accessible by non-car 
modes of transport. The SoCG highlights that the lpa agrees with BRAD on 
this important point44. Given the CCD, these policies go to the heart of 
regulating the principle of development (CD D29).  The conflict with these 
policies alone means the scheme conflicts with the LP. The consequence is 
that Section 38(6) gives rise to a presumption against granting permission.  

Housing Mix 

8.15� The appellants45 concede that the scheme does not deliver the right mix of 
housing to meet local needs.  BRAD estimates that some 85% of the scheme 
comprises 4/5-bed detached and semi-detached dwellings, when what is 
needed is smaller homes and starter houses.  BRAD’s view is supported by 
The Sittingbourne Society46 who say: “We challenge the number of 4/5-

 
 
44 SoCG paragraph 13.4. 
45 Mr Burley Proof of Evidence paragraphs 4.36-4.37. 
46 Mr Burrell Appendix 1. 
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bedroom properties that are being proposed. As over 50% of the properties 
in the detailed application are of this type there is little realistic consideration 
being paid to the housing needs of the people already living in the Borough. 
With identified local need representing approximately 50% of the total that 
the Local Plan provides for we would argue that a far higher percentage of 
the proposed housing should cater specifically for the identified local need. As 
this will mainly be starter homes and 2/3-bedroom properties – with the 4/5-
bedroom properties largely meeting external need the number of 2/3-
bedroom properties should certainly exceed that of the 4/5-bedroom 
properties and constitute a figure nearer 75% of the total as many of those 
smaller properties will also be attractive to those from outside the Borough.” 

8.16� The appellants concede47 that it is appropriate to give “some negative weight” 
to the failure to address the housing need.  The appellants also concede48 
that to redress this problem at the reserved matters stage, the lpa would face 
a choice i.e. reduce the amount of AH to provide 1 and 2-bed units to meet 
market housing need.  Casting the dilemma in those terms is fundamentally 
flawed and unnecessary.  BRAD’s unchallenged evidence is that the housing 
mix problem is inherent in the Parameter Plans and the product of poor urban 
design and outdated suburban housing typologies. The failure to deliver the 
right housing to meet local needs through a suburban design approach need 
not be a Hobson’s Choice.  In the planning balance, the failure to meet local 
housing needs through a poor and outdated design approach significantly 
reduces the weight to the benefit of housing.  

Whether the Development Delivers Sustainable Non-Car Dependent 
Development 

8.17� There is conflict with the objectives of Framework paragraphs 108 and 110 
and conflict with the CCD objective to act locally to tackle the global problem 
of climate change. This scheme would increase vehicles emissions that have a 
harmful effect on people.  The CCD is a material consideration that should be 
firmly in the SoS’s mind when exercising the planning balance.  The CCD, 
“marks a change in priorities and values and the decisions now have to be 
taken with a clear expectation of benefitting future generations” 49. 

8.18� Although the lpa concedes50 that sustainability is no part of its case, BRAD 
asks that the SoS’s decision delivers on the lpa’s commitment to reduce 
greenhouse gases by giving significant negative weight to the lack of 
sustainability in terms of the design and the capacity of the scheme to 
change transport habits and to reduce the reliance on the private car.  When 
taken together with the limited mode shift achieved through the Travel Plan, 
the scheme is a suburban dormitory estate totally or largely dependent on 
the private car for commuting and accessing services, goods and facilities51. 

 
 
47 Mr Burley Proof of Evidence paragraph 4.38. 
48 X-Examination of Mr Burley. 
49 Lpa Opening Statement. 
50 X-Examination of Mr Bamber. 
51 X-Examination of Mr Burrell. 
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8.19� Whilst the transport evidence is complex, none of this evidence gives weight 
to the commitment to reduce greenhouse gases and carbon emissions by 
reducing use of the car.  At best the appellants’ evidence on the reduction of 
emissions from queuing traffic or, euphemistically put, moved away from 
areas of high car emissions is that there would still be emissions even if not 
exceedances beyond EU limits. 

8.20� The lpa highlighted52 the lack of evidence that modelled the traffic situation 
with and without the LR or assessment of a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme as 
a comparison. The lpa countered51 the suggestion regarding betterment with 
the LR by repeating its concern, “[It] comes back to this point: [the 
betterment] is not based on modelling of a MU 3 Policy compliant scheme.” 

8.21� Whilst the LR “may” reduce car queuing at the Key Street Roundabout, but at 
what cost to the community?  A key issue for the SoS is whether it is 
necessary to deal with Sittingbourne’s traffic problem by building the LR.  The 
Leader of the Council says that the LR would create a greater adverse impact 
than a benefit to relieving Sittingbourne’s existing traffic problems.  The issue 
of A249 traffic needs to be seen in light of the CCD.  Building another major 
road is an inappropriate response to heavy car usage, existing traffic 
problems and the congestion on the A249 and is contrary to the CCD. Whilst 
something needs to be done, it is not more road capacity.  

8.22� The lpa’s evidence51 is that, “the lpa can achieve significant improvements 
without the LR.”  If that is right, then there is a rational basis for saying that 
given the significant disbenefits of the LR that this scheme is not Policy MU 3 
compliant given that it would create a piece of major road infrastructure that 
would dominate the new development. 

8.23� Responding to the CCD, the Government confirmed that, “delivering a net 
zero target must be a joint endeavour encompassing all parts of society 
including local authorities, and I welcome Swale Borough Council’s 
commitment to meeting this challenge, and the action they are taking at a 
local level to reduce emissions.”  The annex to this response records: “In 
determining both applications and any subsequent appeals the passing of a 
climate emergency motion would be a material consideration.” (Doc 29). 

8.24� Cars emit carbon, a greenhouse gas and a major contributing factor to 
climate change.  Despite the appellant’s unsubstantiated attempt53 to suggest 
that attitudes toward the car are changing, BRAD’s unchallenged evidence is 
that the scheme builds in reliance on the car in many layers.  This would be 
through including house typologies that favour commuters and the 
dominance of roads, driveways and garage forecourts in the putative 
layout54.  The intent to continue this design strategy is borne out in Chapter 7 
of the DAS for the Phase 1a housing which states “The full element of this 

 
 
52 Evidence-in-Chief, Mr Bamber. 
53 X-Examination of Mr Burley. 
54 Mr Burrell Proof of Evidence paragraphs 5.2, 5.3, & 5.4. 
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application is in accordance with the masterplan submitted for the outline 
element of the hybrid application.” (CD A10 page 117). 

8.25� The appellants accept that here there would be higher than average trip 
generation rates, fundamentally due to the lack of sustainable transport 
modes to serve the town and outlying villages.  Swale’s 2019 Air Quality 
Action Plan identifies the need to assess local transport needs to address a 
lack of focus on public transport, including priority bus measures to make 
sustainable transport more attractive (Doc 24).  The report records 
frustration by local bus providers who consider that Swale is going backwards 
in promoting bus travel, noting its track record as “less than impressive”.  
Moreover, the bus providers point to counterproductive investment in a large 
town centre car park as part of the Spirt of Sittingbourne regeneration 
proposals, which only encourages greater car use.  Against this backdrop the 
Travel Plan provides very meagre provision to tackle car usage and by 
implication carbon emissions and climate change. These are repeated across 
several documents and summarised in the SoCG (Doc 67 paragraph 7).   

8.26� The above is a completely different scenario from a recent appeal decision, 
where there was a high level of public transport contribution proposed. (CD 
E7).  Originally, BRAD was led to believe that in terms of public transport 
serving the development that the appellants were relying on a modest 
diversion of one existing bus service, the 333, through the housing estate 
along Wises Lane and along the LR to and from Chestnut Street55. The 333 
service has a maximum frequency of one per hour until early evening Monday 
to Saturday with 3 services on Sundays. In transport terms56 this service 
would constitute a “less frequent route”.  In the appeal scheme referred to 
above, the service was twice an hour and the S106 records in excess of 
£700,000 to support bus services. However, here the appellants confirmed57 
that there is no certainty of any bus diversion through the development and 
no S106 contribution to underwrite a local bus service. 

8.27� The Travel Plan refers to modest cycle improvements and the closure of 2 
routes to cars to promote safe walking and cycling.  However, these 
improvements do not address BRAD’s submission that the environment being 
planned is so car dominant to be hostile to pedestrians and cyclists. This 
urban design flaw negates the benefit of the site’s proximity to Sittingbourne 
and the improvements at the edges.  

8.28� The appellants conceded58 that even with a 10% reduction in car usage 
resulting from the Travel Plan, at least 60% of the new households would 
commute for employment by car.  However, the appellant’s air quality expert, 
noted that the Travel Plan, was at best, likely to reduce reliance on the car by 
only 5%. The appellants acknowledged59 it did not consider the need to 

 
 
55 Core Doc A22 C&A Consulting Engineers TN 13-041 July 2018. 
56 Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) Buses in Urban Developments January 2018. 
57 XX Burley PM 10/12/19. 
58 X-Examination of Mr Wilde. 
59 X-Examination of Mr Wilde & Mr Burley. 
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respond to the sustainability issues raised by BPC and BRAD (BRAD2 
paragraph 4.10).  Although the appellants say that the site is in a sustainable 
location, the scheme fails to accord with Framework paragraph 110, i.e. to 
exploit opportunities provided by its location for a mode shift away from 
reliance on the private car. On its own, a sustainable location is not enough 
to reduce private car usage. 

8.29� Regarding pedestrian access, except for the secondary school, few local 
facilities along the A2 London Road are within reasonable walking distance 
(less than 800m) of the site (CD D2).  As such there is unlikely to be any 
significant movement on foot between the site and facilities located outside of 
the site. Higher order retail/service facilities in the centre of Sittingbourne 
and most employment opportunities are over 2km from the site and not 
readily accessible on foot.  The railway station is some 2.5km from the site 
and not within convenient walking distance for most potential residents.  
Local bus services provide access to the railway station but are either 
inaccessible on foot or low in frequency making it very unlikely that buses 
would provide convenient access to and from the railway station. 

8.30� BRAD’s evidence highlights the failure of the Parameter Plans, to promote an 
attractive community focal centre where people could be encouraged to walk 
to.  Other than a modest convenience shop and an undefined commercial 
space, the proposed new facilities are inadequate.  BRAD’s unchallenged 
evidence is that the design appears to be predicated on there being less need 
for local services because they are being accessed elsewhere by car, which 
means even the proposed facilities could become unviable.  This is not just 
about changing car habits, it goes deeper and leads to “a loss of opportunity 
for everyday informal association because of the diminished public realm” 
which makes for a less pleasant community to live in (BRAD2 paragraph 7.4).  

8.31� For existing and proposed residents, the single most beneficial piece of 
infrastructure is a doctors’ surgery or health centre.  Health provision formed 
part of the original application, but that has been axed.  Whatever the 
explanation for the Clinical Commissioning Group’s decision, without a local 
facility, residents of the scheme would be forced to use their cars for trips to 
already seriously overcrowded surgeries. 

8.32� With the CCD and the objectives of Framework paragraphs 108 and 110, the 
lpa should have revisited the RfRs and identified that the scheme’s reliance 
on the private car was unacceptable.  However, that failure does not mean 
that here sustainability is not a material issue.  The appellants could have 
come forward with a scheme that had enough commercial and retail provision 
to create a self-sustaining local community to end the need for private car 
journeys.  This is what is expected of large, sustainable urban extensions. 

Does the appeal scheme address air quality issues by moving traffic to the 
appeal site? 

8.33� In April 2019, an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) was adopted to meet the 
duty to tackle air quality (Doc 24). This commits the Council to a more, 
“holistic AQMAP which will combine local AQMA actions and measures, plus 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 70 
 
 
 

provide a wider strategic approach to improving air quality across the 
borough.”  Section 5.1 of the AQAP contains strategic measures including 
“encourage alternative modes to car use to reduce congestion and pollution.”  
Moreover, Public Health England confirms, “there are no thresholds of effect 
identified for NO2 and particulate matter and therefore health benefits and 
can be expected from improving air quality even below concentrations 
stipulated by the EU and UK standards.” (Doc 24 page 38).  Turning this 
around, the introduction of large number of cars daily and especially at peak 
periods brings emissions, which increases risks associated with NO2 and 
particulate matter for which there is no known safe level.  The lpa’s evidence 
confirms that harmful air emissions are being moved around through the 
anticipated use of the LR by drivers who now sit in traffic on the A249 or seek 
to avoid congestion at the Key Street Roundabout.  Thus, it should come as 
no surprise that BRAD’s members, who live in the area where the LR runs 
through existing neighbourhoods, are outraged by proposals to move 
Sittingbourne’s air polluting traffic to their streets.  

8.34� As a material consideration, “moving emissions around” is not a credible 
approach to tackling Sittingbourne’s air quality problems.  A recent Court of 
Appeal case carries one important clear message (CD E6).  This is that, in air 
quality terms, development must wash its dirty laundry and it must 
demonstrate what reduction this makes. The evidence on air quality fails to 
demonstrate a net reduction and leaves Borden residents bearing the brunt of 
measures to reduce car emissions on the A2 London Road and the A249.  

8.35� The SoS has sought clarification from the appellants on sensitive receptors 
who could be impacted by the traffic on the LR (Doc 35).  The appellants 
confirmed that no modelling or projections of air quality near the LR had been 
undertaken because, “there are no sensitive receptors nearby.”  Cyclists and 
people walking along a road, especially children and the elderly, are sensitive 
receptors.  As such, common sense dictates that a LR designed with 
pedestrian and cycle routes alongside it puts people of any age near an 
uncalculated air quality risk.  The appellants are wrong to exclude the risk of 
air quality harm to those who would rely on the LR. 

Other Matters 

Rat running 

8.36� Rat-running is a major concern of residents who fear it would continue and be 
exacerbated by the growth in car-dependent housing on the site. Whilst there 
is no expert quantification or modelling, the residents’ evidence is that rat 
running is a significant problem due to problems on the strategic road 
network.  This scheme would put significant traffic on rural roads and there is 
every risk the problem would continue and worsen for residents. 

Green energy features of the scheme  

8.37� There are no robust energy efficiency measures included within the scheme 
to reduce reliance on carbon (fossil fuels) for heating and electricity so as to 
mitigate climate change.  BRAD supports Suggested Condition 11 and is 
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dismayed by the appellant’s rejection of it and the decision not to include 
enhanced energy savings measures (Docs 11 & 12). Other than energy 
efficient domestic boilers, no innovative measure to reduce the domestic use 
of fossil fuels is planned.  The SoS should give negative weight in the 
planning balance to a housing scheme that fails to reduce reliance on fossil 
fuels for heating. 

Skylarks 

8.38� The appellants estimate that 7 pairs of skylarks on the site would relocate to 
a nearby field.  However, this field is already a foraging field for an unknown 
population of skylarks.  This conflict may have an adverse effect on the future 
of these birds.  

Conclusion 

8.39� Had the appellants put forward a more robust urban design approach, the 
development could have resulted in less harm arising from air quality 
impacts, landscape harm, less traffic and overall better place-making that 
would meet the housing needs of this community. The scheme before the 
SoS conflicts with Policy MU 3 resulting in a car-dominant housing estate and 
conflicts with a key provision of Policy DM 19 on climate change.  The 
development would move traffic around and fails to address the objective of 
reducing car use.  The public benefits of the additional housing do not 
outweigh the disbenefits, and the SoS should dismiss this appeal. 
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9. REPRESENTATIONS  

The material points are: - 

Representations at the time of application  

9.1� Section 5 of the HoP’s report on the application lists that 968 objections were 
received of which 600 were based on a standard template objection (CD B1 
paragraph 5.03).   The report identifies that 746 representations were 
received in support of the application (CD B1 paragraph 5.04). Again, the 
report notes that most responses used standard templates (Folders - Third 
Party Representations).    

Written responses following Notification of the Appeal (Doc 66) 

9.2� Ms Bateman. Recent housing developments in Sittingbourne have had 
adverse effects through increased congestion and air pollution, increased 
pressure on primary care facilities, increasing house prices and a lack of 
availability of AH.  The development would exacerbate these issues   

9.3� Mrs Spicer.  The scheme would be contrary both to the LP and the 
Framework.  The objective of the LP allocation is to give the various HAs an 
opportunity to address the necessary road improvements.  Allowing the 
development would result in a significant loss of B&MV agricultural land and 
put unnecessary strain on the M2 Junction 5 and the Key Street Roundabout. 

9.4� Mr Fulton. The layout of the proposed rugby pitches does not show an 
appreciation of the true amount of space needed to avoid nuisance.  The 
ability of the site to be adequately supplied with water and drained is queried. 

9.5� Mr Williamson.  Traffic generated would exacerbate existing congestion. 

9.6� Ms Williamson.  There is an existing lack of infrastructure for existing 
developments.  The scheme would increase pressure on existing facilities, 
result in the loss of agricultural land and exacerbate congestion. 

9.7� BPC set out concerns that are reflected in its case presented to the inquiry. 

9.8� BRAD submits an electronic petition containing 2,397 electronic signatures 
against the development. 

9.9� KCC submitted information to support the requests for S106 contribution. 

Representations made at the Inquiry 

9.10� Mr Down, Sittingbourne Rugby Football Club (Doc 17).  The club has some 
300 members of which some 200 are juniors and teams that cater for all age 
groups.  The club shares sporting and social facilities at Gore Court with 2 
other clubs (hockey and cricket).  As a result of its popularity, the rugby club 
has grown too large for Gore Court and there is competition for space and 
conflicts arise i.e. rugby is not conducive with maintaining a cricket square.     

9.11� Relocation to a purpose-built community facility would allow the club to 
realise its ambitions for wider community involvement and sporting growth.  
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Junior rugby is popular, and the club organises well attended events with 
local schools.  A base close to the primary school would allow the club to 
build on this engagement.  If the club can transfer to the site the intention is 
to engage with the wider community, marginalised individuals e.g. older 
people, people with learning disabilities and other local interest groups. 

9.12� Cllr. Truelove, Council Leader & Homewood Ward. (Doc 18).  Land to the 
south-west of Sittingbourne was included in the LP to protect the surrounding 
countryside from pre-emptive grabbing of unallocated land (Policy MU 3).  
Allowing the appellants’ scheme has grave implications for the LP and would 
pre-empt a review of the LP. That a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme is 
undeliverable has only been raised since the LP inquiry.  It is underhand of 
the appellants to argue for the allocation of the site at the LP inquiry and then 
in a planning application argue against it.  The decision to refuse the 
application was not as a result of a political change in the constitution of the 
Council rather it was an awareness of the flaws in the appellants’ proposal.  

9.13� The appellants’ justification for development outside the allocated site rests 
on benefits associated with the LR as an alternative to the A2.  However, to 
achieve that benefit, significant amounts of traffic must be directed along 
routes through the Homewood Ward that are already congested and serve a 
secondary school and 3 primary schools.  Congestion would be exacerbated 
and the LR would cause more harm than it could mitigate. 

9.14� Cllr Hampshire, Borden & Grove Park Ward (Doc 19).  This application is 
controversial and a divisive local issue.  The appellants actions have shown a 
total disregard for the community and its concerns.  Given this background 
the lpa acted appropriately in seeking to refuse the application.  The key 
concern with this development is its likely traffic impacts.  The A249 where it 
meets the M2 at Junction 5 is regularly congested.  Whilst it is an imperative 
that this junction is upgraded, the upgrade should not be a precursor for 
growth but a solution to existing problems of unacceptable congestion.  No 
development should be permitted until Junction 5 is upgraded. 

9.15� The suggestion that the LR Road would carry HGV traffic is contradictory, 
given width restrictions in the wider area and pressure to increase their 
spread.  Improvements to the Key Street Roundabout through HIF are 
uncertain and there is no firm commitment to the A249 slip road from the 
new roundabout.  Similarly, the appellants’ proposals for the Wises Lane/A2 
junction are like proposals that previously KCC failed to support.   

9.16� Borden School cannot expand, and the new primary school would not be 
delivered in the first phase.  Thus, children from the development would have 
to travel to school by car on narrow and unsuitable roads. There are existing 
bus routes on the A2, and it is unlikely that a bus operator would run a 
parallel service through the development and some residents would lose out.    

9.17� The lack of a 5-year HLS should not be the overriding factor in allowing a 
poorly planned development that has little consideration for its effects on the 
community. 
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Cllr Bonney, Cabinet Member for Property & Economy, West Downs Ward 
(Doc 20).  West Downs is a rural ward with several villages affected by rat 
running when there are problems on the A249/M2 Junction 5.  There is no 
certainty over the proposed M2 junction 5 improvements and as such the 
development would exacerbate this problem by creating a new rat running 
route for cars and HGVs.   

9.18� Existing primary healthcare facilities are under-resourced and under 
significant pressure.  Emergency and non-emergency appointment can take 
weeks to obtain.  The average GP in Swale has 3,000 patients, which is twice 
the national average.  An increase in patients through the new development 
would only make this worse.   

9.19� The development would increase pressure on existing primary and secondary 
school places.  Pupils already travel out of the area to access education 
facilities, particularly for secondary education.  The new primary school would 
do little to help, given that it would not be provided until well into the 
development programme.  Infrastructure should be in place before residents 
move in and start making demands on services. 

9.20� The ILCG is important for the landscape setting of the town and rural villages 
particularly given the backdrop of the AONB.  The loss of the fields and 
hedgerows would have a significant adverse effect. 

9.21� The development is flawed and there is no Masterplan.  Any benefits do not 
outweigh the harm. 

9.22� Cllr Baldock, Deputy Leader, Cabinet Member for Planning, Borden & Grove 
Park Ward (Doc 21). This application has caused widespread concern, as the 
appellants are seeking to avoid the plan-led process.  The Policy MU 3 site 
was added to the LP plan late in the process.  There is concern that this site 
was retrofitted to accommodate a decision that the then Council had already 
taken.  Policy MU 3 has specific requirements regarding the preparation of a 
Masterplan in consultation with all stakeholders.  However, there has been no 
attempt to discuss a Masterplan with residents or BPC.  It is inconceivable 
that the policy requirement does not include the local community. 

9.23� The existing LP is struggling, and requires review, particularly given the 
limitations of the Strategic Road Network.  The lpa is undertaking such a 
review to deliver housing and is working on innovative approaches to address 
the housing need.  The site should be assessed as part of the LP Review and 
not though the appeal process. 

Cllr Valentine, Cabinet Member for Environment, Broughton & Courtenay 
Ward (Doc 22). The Council has declared a Climate Change Emergency, and 
this is a material consideration in planning decisions (Doc 29).  National 
legislation has the target of the UK becoming carbon neutral by 2050.  
Swale’s motion is that it should be carbon neutral or near that by 2042.  To 
achieve this requires an 81% reduction in carbon emissions by 2030.  Since 
this application was submitted regulations and standards have changed and 
further changes are proposed.  Development should not be permitted that 
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clearly would not be fit for purpose. Retrofitting is not the answer. The 
appellants could and should engage with the lpa to address the implications 
of Climate Change.  Other developers have done so and are an example of 
good practice. 

9.24� Cllr. Palmer, Cabinet Member for Communities, Hartlip, Newington & 
Upchurch Ward & Newington Parish Council (Doc 23). The level of traffic on 
and the canyon-like nature of Keycol Hill results in existing unacceptable 
levels of air pollution and designation of this area as a AQMA is being sought.  
Given the Pond Farm development and subsequent court case, the appellants’ 
case omits mention of mitigation for the effects of the significant amount of 
traffic that would use Keycol Hill (CD E6).  

Representations made at the Evening Session in Borden Parish Hall 

9.25� Mr Johnson.  Acknowledging the need for development, there is concern over 
the environmental impact of the significant number of houses and likely 
traffic generation.  Whilst the scheme proposes tree planting to offset the 
visual impact, this mitigation needs to happen before houses are built. 

9.26� Mr. Browning.  The scheme would result in the loss of a substantial area of 
Grade 1 agricultural land, which, in an uncertain world, could have an 
adverse impact on food security.  The south-east has a high population and 
the M2 and A249 is heavily trafficked resulting in poor air quality.  
Considering our moral responsibility to secure a clean environment for future 
generations, the scheme would significantly increase traffic exacerbating 
existing problems.  Prospective developers recently advertised the site for 4 & 
5-bed luxury homes.  However, that is not what this area needs and by 
serving mostly commuters would not contribute to the regeneration of 
Sittingbourne.  These large homes would be unaffordable for young locals 
who should be given the opportunity to live and work locally. 

9.27� Mr Emery.  The type of properties proposed are not affordable.  Air pollution 
is a significant local concern and its existing effects can be seen on local flora.  
Local individuals are adapting their homes to reduce their carbon emissions.  
Despite this, the appellants say that the various options for reducing carbon 
emissions are not viable. 

9.28� Mrs Smith (Doc 61).  The benefits and necessity of farming for food on high 
quality agricultural fields and protecting natural habitats at a time of crisis for 
wildlife is obvious. The argument that imposing a housing development can 
benefit biodiversity ignores the fact that this is an environment that has 
evolved to become a balance of arable fields, a hunting ground for barn owls 
and red kites, a foraging ground for other wildlife and a green space for 
nature which benefits us all. Unless the real value of land is understood 
rather than a means for developers to make more profit rather than using 
brownfield sites then we are lost now and in the future. 

9.29� Increased human activity in terms of light, noise and air pollution would have 
a significant detrimental effect on all wildlife, particularly the diversity of 
species in the adjacent Borden Nature Reserve. There are 2 major active 
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badger setts and other subsidiary setts by the site, which is part of their 
foraging area.  Interfering with foraging routes would force the badgers 
elsewhere resulting in damage to gardens and rugby pitches and cause road 
accidents. The proposal for Skylark plots, to mitigate for the loss of breeding 
grounds, is a nonsense.  The suggested conditions would only be for 5 years. 
New habitats introduced should be in perpetuity and experts demand at least 
10 years for these plots.  The loss of any mature trees and hedgerows is 
unacceptable. Newly planted trees are not adequate ecosystems for bats and 
insects, nor adequate carbon absorbers until they mature.   

9.30� Mr Jemmett (Doc 49). Sitting between rural Borden and urban Sittingbourne 
the design and layout of the development does not consider the nature of the 
area.  The housing layout comprises non-descript blocks and 3-storey flats 
(as tall as Borden Church) served by small twisting service roads all looking 
the same. The view from public open space on the edge of Borden (Playstool 
Park), would be ruined by a concrete jungle. 

9.31� The LR taking diverted traffic and traffic from the development would affect 
air quality and introduce noise pollution.  The Chestnut Street roundabout 
would be affected by queuing traffic.  The Borden Lane roundabout would be 
in semi-rural area and traffic heading to the A2 would have to navigate 
narrow local roads. Wises Lane, Borden Lane and Cryalls Lane are narrow 
lanes and not designed to carry additional traffic. A concern is that the 
services in these lanes will be too shallow and ground compression from the 
volume and weight of the traffic would damage these services. 

9.32� Key roads are congested, and you can taste the pollution.  Locally, there has 
been a spike in cancers, heart disease and dementia resulting in deaths and 
ongoing health issues, which may be due to pollution levels.  Adding traffic 
lights at the Wises Lane/London Road junction would result in traffic queuing, 
creating more air and noise pollution. 

9.33� Grove Park Avenue is the lowest point in Borden and at times of heavy rain 
prone to flooding. To address this fourteen 3m diameter soakaways are 
located on the green space at the A2 junction. The fear is that the 
development and the junction changes would disable this protection. 

9.34� The LP housing area is being increased by 40% without consultation and the 
concern is what would happen next i.e. the countryside gap disappears, and 
Borden is absorbed into Sittingbourne.  The houses would be unaffordable to 
the residents resulting in more commuting traffic.  It is the wrong 
development in the wrong place and for the wrong people.  

9.35� Mrs Butler (Doc 50).  This development would only exacerbate the healthcare 
crisis in Swale.  At a ratio of one GP to 3,000 patients, Swale has the worst 
GP/Patient ratio in the country.  The London Road surgery has one doctor 
with 8,000 patients, 2.5 times the local average. The Meads and Chestnut 
practices are not accepting new patients and London Road cannot be 
extended.  All have very limited parking causing overspill on to local roads.  
Currently, appointments are only available a month in advance and 
emergency appointments are the luck of the draw.  Appointments at the local 
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cottage hospital, are being restricted because of too many patients and not 
enough Consultants.  Patients now travel to Rainham.  Air quality is poor and 
affects residents' health, putting strain on a struggling local health service. 

9.36� Originally, the application included a medical centre, so that people could 
walk to a GP. However, when the CCG confirmed that it was not viable this 
facility was removed.  The S106 will not resolve the capacity issues. Whilst 
there is a small contribution (£86,000) for Phase 1a, there is no contribution 
identified for the successive phases. The appellants need to provide a health 
centre funded for 5 years.  Other than the primary school there are no 
essential community facilities.  Encouraging more people into the area 
without providing the necessary infrastructure is grossly irresponsible and 
demonstrates a lack of regard for residents. 

9.37� Mr Broughton (Doc 51). Rising levels of air pollution and its effect on climate 
change are a concern.  The development, given its car-based approach, 
would exacerbate an already deteriorating situation by adding to existing 
unacceptable levels of pollution.  Any development that is car-dependent 
increases these risks and must be avoided.  Reports demonstrate the huge 
and under-appreciated, costs of poor air quality in terms of public health, 

9.38� Kings College London found that living within 50m of a busy road can produce 
increasing risk of lung cancer by 10% and can stunt lung growth in children 
by up to 14%. Health and environmental organisations are calling for the 
legal levels of particulate pollution to be lowered to World Health Organisation 
(WHO) levels. WHO levels are significantly lower than those that have been 
recorded on roads around the site. Research suggests that reducing air 
pollution can significantly lower the number of cases of lung cancer and that 
living near a busy road can trigger bronchitis in children with asthma.  

9.39� A UCL study has linked glaucoma, which can cause blindness, with raised 
levels of air pollution. Those living in areas with higher amounts of particulate 
matter were at least 6 -times more likely to develop glaucoma than those in 
the least polluted areas. Harvard University research found that even a small 
rise in PM2.5 over a 2-day period was linked to an increase in the numbers of 
older people being taken to hospital with heart failure.  Research also found 
that diseases such as septicaemia, Parkinson's and urinary tract infections 
were associated with poor air quality.  

9.40� The pressure on secondary school places means that too many local children 
travel to schools at unacceptable distances from their homes. This is now a 
national problem, with estimates that some 134,000 children could miss out 
on a secondary school place by 2023/24.  Despite being at overcapacity, 
Westlands School, the only secondary school in this end of Sittingbourne, has 
had to take a large increase in Y7 pupils. The school has built extra 
classrooms on space previously allocated for school buses. These buses have 
been displaced onto busy local roads, causing more congestion.  A scheme of 
this size would exacerbate this problem. 

9.41� Mr Wallace (Doc 52) reiterated the problems of congestion on the A2, A249 
and Keycol Hill and the resultant high levels of air pollution that in some 
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places exceed EU limits.  Similarly, he highlighted the unacceptably high 
patient to GP ratio.  Exacerbating these problems particularly on high quality 
agricultural land is unacceptable.  

9.42� Mr Cope (Doc 53).  This scheme would destroy a significant area of Grade 1 
agricultural land. The contribution of crops to carbon capture would be lost, 
and the carbon generated by the development would not be absorbed.  The 
loss of food production would result in greater imports adding to an already 
high carbon footprint.  The next generation of farmers should be encouraged 
to take on best practice to help save the planet and feed the world.  

9.43� The LR and traffic generated by the development would add to the high levels 
of congestion on local roads.  The proposed A249 slip road would be too short 
to allow vehicles to reach dual carriageway speed increasing congestion and 
accidents. The design of the mini roundabouts and new traffic lights would 
add to delays, congestion and pollution. 

9.44� It is not clear if the effect of nearby strategic high voltage overhead and 
underground cables on the scale and layout of the development or the impact 
on the operation of the electric sub-station on Chestnut Street has been 
assessed or appreciated. 

9.45� This is the wrong plan in the wrong place, especially when there are so many 
properties in the country that are un-occupied. These should be brought in to 
service before anymore are contemplated. 

9.46� Mr Aspin (Doc 62).  Reiterated the points made by others relating to rat 
running, air pollution and inadequate infrastructure. That said Borden 
residents are not opposed to sensible and relevant development. It is 
recognised that additional housing particularly AH is needed.  However, 
residents are utterly frustrated at the absence of sensible engagement by the 
appellants on what could have been an acceptable urban extension.  
However, the scheme provides nothing for Borden that could make it 
acceptable.  Residents feel misled.  The proposed health centre has 
disappeared and the provision for the rugby club is a ruse to offset the high 
level of local objection.  The development does not reflect local needs, it 
would be intrusive and irresponsible.  

9.47� Mrs Davidson reiterated concerns about inadequate infrastructure and traffic 
congestion.  Whilst there is a need for more houses this scheme fails to meet 
the aspiration of younger residents who need affordable homes. 

9.48� Mr Hicks reiterated previous submissions about inadequate infrastructure and 
a failure to address local housing needs.  The site is near an old landfill site 
operated prior to many regulations and there should be concern over the 
potential impact on new residents. 

9.49� Mrs Aspin (Doc 60).  Local objection to this scheme has nothing to do with 
nimbyism.  There is a need for more housing, but it must be in the right 
place, at the right time and meet local needs. This scheme fails on all these 
counts and the new Council should be allowed the chance to address not only 
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the housing crisis but also health care, air quality and many other issues to 
improve the lives and economy of Swale. At the LP inquiry, the appellants 
fought residents to have a site that was rejected twice by the lpa allocated. 
However, a few months after adoption, the appellants submitted a larger 
planning application. It is not surprising that residents are wary.  

9.50� In addition to the many individual objections, 5 Parish Councils have 
objected, and 2,500 people have signed a petition opposing the scheme. 
Concerns relate to existing severe levels of traffic congestion, the inadequacy 
of the traffic mitigation measures to address these problems, the impacts of 
rat-running, inadequate healthcare provision, increased air pollution, loss of 
wildlife and the loss of village identity are key issues raised. 

9.51� Mr Sutton expressed the view that the existing facilities for the Rugby Club at 
Gore Park were adequate and if additional pitches are required, they might be 
found at local schools.  Moreover, if the Rugby Club left Gore Park it might 
jeopardise the future of the Hockey and Cricket Clubs that share the facility.  
The local footpaths through the development site are well used by horse 
riders, cyclists, walkers and runners who enjoy the open space.  All these 
would be lost or adversely affected by the development.  

9.52� Mr Palmer (Doc 54) reiterated concerns raised by others about inadequate 
healthcare provision, increases in air pollution, the adverse traffic impacts of 
the LR and the type of traffic it would carry, the presence of potentially 
contaminated land, inadequate and misleading public consultation, the poor 
design of the development, the failure of the housing mix to meet local needs 
particularly affordable housing and absence of a need for the rugby pitches. 

9.53� J Maws reiterated concerns relating to inadequate social care, primary care 
and education facilities that are unable to meet existing need let alone the 
demands that new residents would place on these facilities. 

9.54� Mr Dighton (Doc 56) reiterates concerns regarding impacts on biodiversity, 
air quality, congestion, access to healthcare, the loss of good quality 
agricultural land and a failure to meet local housing needs.  The impact of the 
development on dwindling water supplies does not appear to be addressed. 

9.55� Mr Christopher (Doc 57) reiterated concerns about the impact of the Rugby 
Club leaving Gore Court with no community benefit arising from the move, 
the increased pressure on inadequate healthcare facilities, increases in air 
pollution and traffic congestion, an adverse impact on landscape character 
and biodiversity and the precedent for more development in the countryside. 

9.56� Mrs Whitehead (Doc 58) reiterated the adverse impact of losing agricultural 
land, the failure of the development to address local housing needs 
particularly affordable housing and smaller accommodation for the elderly 
and increases in air pollution and traffic congestion. 

9.57� Mrs Hooper (Doc 59) reiterated concerns about the impact of the proposed LR 
and roundabouts on traffic congestion and pedestrian safety. 
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10. Conditions & S106 Agreement 

Conditions 

10.1� Document 11 lists the lpa’s Suggested Conditions (SC)and reasons discussed 
at the inquiry.  The appellants have submitted a revised list with suggested 
changes and deletions along with a brief explanation for both (Doc 12).  
Some of the Suggested Conditions are Pre-Commencement Conditions 
(SPCC). 

10.2� SC1 sets the time limit for the implementation of Phase 1a, the full 
application.  SC2 requires the submission of a Phasing Plan for the 
development before the first submission of reserved matters applications. 
SCs 3, 4, 5 and 6 relates to the time limits for the submission of reserved 
matters and subsequent implementation.  The appellants suggest a text 
change to SC5 to clarify that it refers to the first phase.  SCs7 and 8 list the 
approved plans for Phase 1a and the various Parameter Plans to guide the 
remaining development.  SC9 requires that no more than 180 dwellings are 
occupied until the community facility/rugby clubhouse and associated pitches 
are available for use. 

10.3� SPCC10 is a pre-commencement condition that requires the submission and 
approval of a timetable for connections to the public sewerage system. This is 
to ensure that development is aligned with any necessary improvements to 
the drainage infrastructure. The appellants suggest amendments to aid clarity 
and given the reason for the condition that it is unnecessary for the lpa to 
approve the timetable. 

10.4� SC11 relates to Phase 1a and seeks to mitigate climate change impacts by 
achieving at least a 50% reduction in dwelling emission rates and carbon 
emissions compared to the Building Regulations 2013 (as amended).  This is 
to accord with the principles of Policy DM 19 and the CCD given the 10-year 
build-out programme, that the next LP would seek higher standards that are 
required under Building Regulations and the conundrum of how in 2019 to 
deal with standards set in 2016/17.  SPCC12 is a similar condition relating to 
the outline application and sought for the same reasons.  SC12 requires 
dwellings approved between 2020 and 2023 to achieve reductions in carbon 
emissions of at least 50%; dwellings approved between 2023 and 2027 to 
achieve carbon emission reductions of at least 75% and for dwellings 
approved after 2028 to achieve zero carbon emissions compared to the 
Building Regulations 2013 (as amended).  The appellants object to these 
conditions as there is no existing or emerging LP policy base for them and as 
such SCs 11 and 12 are neither precise nor reasonable. 

10.5� SC13 requires details to be submitted and approved to ensure that 
development minimises the use of water.  In the interests of energy 
efficiency and sustainable development and to accord with the principles of 
Policy DM 19 and the CCD, SC14 requires the non-residential buildings to 
achieve the BREEAM Excellent or equivalent standard.  The appellants have 
no objection in principle to this condition.  However, the lpa originally sought 
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compliance with the BREEAM Very Good rating and there is no LP or emerging 
LP policy that justifies the change. As such the condition is unreasonable. 

10.6� Given the undulating nature of the site and levels are fundamental to the 
development, SPCC15 is a pre-commencement condition requiring the 
submission of details of existing and proposed site levels and finished floor 
levels.  SC16 requires the submission of details of telecommunications and 
internet connections to all dwellings.  In the interests of security and crime 
prevention, SC17 requires that for Phase 1a details of the provision of ground 
floor windows on side elevations of dwellings with parking plots and the 
provision of CCTV cameras and their connection to existing CCTV control.  
The appellants indicate that the part of the condition relating to windows can 
be achieved within the existing design.  However, they consider that that part 
of the condition relating to cameras is neither necessary to make the 
development safe nor is it precise.  SC18 requires the details of Phase 1a 
finishing materials to be submitted for approval.  SC19 removes permitted 
development rights to erect walls, gates fences etc in advance of a dwelling. 

10.7� In the interests of residential amenity, and highway safety, SPCC20 is a pre-
commencement condition requiring the submission of a Construction 
Management Plan.  Similarly, SC21 restricts construction work hours.  The 
appellants suggest a clarification limiting the hours of construction restricting 
only those activities to those that would be audible at the site boundary.  The 
lpa considers that, given such disturbances would be intermittent, the 
condition would be difficult to enforce.  In the interests of highway safety, 
SC22 requires that no dwelling is occupied until the highway works on Wises 
Lane have been completed. 

10.8� SC23 requires that no dwelling is occupied until an agreement has been 
entered with the highway authority relating to that part of the LR between 
Wises Lane and Chestnut Street including identifying landscape screening and 
securing these in perpetuity.  The reason for the condition is to secure the 
use of HE land for the delivery of the roundabout and landscaping.  The 
appellants consider the condition unreasonable given that, it relies on third 
party cooperation and that a Policy MU 3 scheme could have up to 564 
dwellings without the link.  The appellants identified that a previous 
suggested condition contained a reference to enable 160 dwellings to be 
constructed prior to the agreement.   

10.9� SC24 requires that the LR is not opened or that more than 160 dwellings are 
occupied until the M2 Junction 5 improvement works have been completed.  
This is to prevent an unacceptable increase of traffic on the network, to avoid 
the use of Chestnut Street as an alternative to the A249 and to mitigate the 
impact of rat running and traffic impact on the Chestnut Street CA.  The 
appellants submit that the condition is unnecessary as the lpa have not 
claimed there would be any highways link/junction capacity issue or provided 
evidence on the adverse impact on the CA.  To ensure delivery, SC 25 
requires that no more than 160 dwellings are occupied until the LR between 
Wises Lane and Chestnut Street is constructed to an adoptable standard and 
available for use.  The appellants consider that the trigger should be 200 as 
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previously suggested by KCC and there is no evidence to support a reduction 
to 160 and as such the condition is unreasonable. 

10.10� In the interests of appearance and highway safety, SC26 requires full design 
details of the Chestnut Street roundabout to be submitted for approval and 
not more than 160 dwellings occupied until open for public use.  The 
appellants say that in the absence of a justification for the 160-dwelling 
figure, the trigger should be 200 dwellings for consistency.  Similarly, SC27 
requires no more than 421 dwellings are occupied until the full length of the 
LR and the roundabout at Borden Lane are available for public use.  The 
appellant suggests amending this to refer to that part of the LR between 
Wises Lane and Borden Lane.  In the interests of highway safety, SC28 
requires that no more than 100 dwellings are occupied until the appellants 
have entered into an agreement with KCC to deliver the signalisation of the 
Wises Lane/A2 junction, that the works are completed within 18 months of 
being served notice to commence by KCC provided that the notice is not 
served before the occupation of the 150th dwelling and no later than the 500th 
dwelling. 

10.11� In the interests of highway safety, SPCC29 is a pre-commencement 
condition requiring a scheme to be submitted to maintain existing road 
connections during construction and until the LR is available for use.  In the 
interests of highway safety, SC30 requires that phases to the south of 
Westlands School include provision for school bus laybys no more than 160m 
from the school boundary.  The appellants suggest amendments to refer to 
laybys being of commensurate capacity to the existing facility and the 
substitution of 200m to allow flexibility.  In the interests of pedestrian safety, 
SC31 requires that no more than 80 dwellings are occupied until off-site 
highway works to Borden Lane and Wises Lane south and improvements to 
the A2/Adelaide Drive pedestrian crossing are completed. 

10.12� In the interests of highway safety and mitigate the impacts of additional 
traffic, SC32 requires that no more than 421 dwellings to be occupied until 
off-site works to Borden Lane, Homewood Avenue and Adelaide Drive are 
complete. To mitigate the impact of additional traffic on the A249, SC33 
requires that no more than 150 dwellings are occupied until off-site highway 
improvements to the Key Street roundabout are complete.  To promote 
sustainable transport measures, SC34 requires that no development within 
any phase shall be occupied or first used until Travel Plans have been agreed 
and implemented.  To ensure the adequate provision of parking, SC35 
requires that reserved matters applications include details of proposed vehicle 
parking.  To ensure delivery, SC36 requires that vehicle parking spaces 
provided as part of Phase 1A are retained for use.  In the interests of 
sustainability, SC37 requires that reserved matters applications include 
details of covered secure cycle parking.  To ensure delivery in a satisfactory 
manner, SCs 38 and 39 requires the submission of various construction 
details relating to the development of estates are submitted and approved 
and provided before occupation.  To ensure acceptable delivery, SCs 40 and 
SC41 requires that details of the LR including landscaping within Phase 1a 
and subsequent phases are submitted for approval. 
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10.13� To mitigate visual impacts and to ensure a strong landscape framework, 
SPCC42 is a pre-commencement condition that requires details of advance 
soft landscaping to be submitted and approved.  The appellants acknowledge 
that advance planting is fundamental to mitigate the landscape and visual 
impact of the development.  However, the appellants suggest the addition of 
a timetable for the works and that the advance planting is implemented at 
the earliest opportunity.  The appellants are concerned that the proximity of 
the advance planting to the LR at its western end could result in damage 
during construction. By including “at the earliest opportunity” would provide 
flexibility to avoid damage.  The appellant suggests that the nature of the 
planting should be expanded to include species that would encourage wildlife 
and biodiversity.  To ensure retention and maintenance, SC43 provides for 
the replacement of any of the advance landscaping lost during the first 10 
years of the development.  In the interests of appearance, SC44 requires 
that the sports pitches are grass and there is no illumination. 

10.14� To avoid damage and in the interests of appearance, SPCC45 is a pre-
commencement condition requiring the submission of details of existing trees 
and hedges, details of trees and hedges to be removed and measures to 
protect tress and hedges to be retained.  To encourage wildlife and 
biodiversity, SC46 requires the submission of details of hard and soft 
landscaping for Phase 1a and a programme of implementation.  The 
appellants suggest the addition of a reference to species that would 
encourage wildlife and biodiversity.  To provide for approval, SC47 requires 
the Phase 1a landscaping to be carried out prior to first occupation or in 
accordance with an agreed programme.   To ensure retention and 
maintenance, SC48 provides for the replacement of any of the Phase 1a 
landscaping lost during the first 5 years of the development. 

10.15� To mitigate flood risk and protect water quality, requires details and 
operation of the sustainable urban drainage system and to ensure delivery 
and to protect existing infrastructure, SPCCs 49 and 50 requires that no 
development is commenced until details of the diversion or protection of 
public sewers and a sustainable surface water drainage strategy have been 
submitted for approval.  SCs 51 and SC52 requires details of a verification 
report to be submitted. To avoid contamination, SC53 provides that unless 
otherwise agreed there would be no infiltration of surface water into the 
ground. 

10.16� To avoid water pollution, SPCC54 is a pre-commencement condition that 
requires a contaminated land assessment and remedial strategy to be 
submitted for approval.  To ensure contaminated land is adequately dealt 
with SCs 55 and 56 provide for the implementation and verification of the 
remediation strategy works.  SC57 seeks to control piling to avoid a risk to 
groundwater.  In the interests of safety and amenity, SPCC58 is a pre-
commencement condition requiring the submission of a scheme relating to 
gas penetration. 

10.17� In order to inform protection and mitigation measures during construction, 
SPCC59 is a pre-commencement condition requiring updated baseline 
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surveys relating to breeding birds, bats, reptiles and dormice to be submitted 
for approval.  In order to inform protection and mitigation measures during 
construction, SPCC60 is a pre-commencement condition requiring the 
submission of an updated badger survey for approval.  To ensure mitigation 
and protect wildlife, SPCC61 requires the submission of an updated skylark 
mitigation strategy. To protect ecological features, SPCC62 requires the 
submission of a Construction Ecological Management Plan for approval.  To 
ensure the development delivers net gain, SPCC63 requires the submission 
of details for the achievement of a measurable net biodiversity gain of at 
least 10% above the baseline value of the site using the DEFRA 2.0 Metric.  
The appellants object to this condition given that the DEFRA Metric is at beta 
testing stage and subject to further consultation regarding limitations and 
inconsistencies.  The appellants submit that ecological enhancements can be 
secured through other conditions relating to the detailed landscaping and 
Local Ecological Management Plans. In the interests of biodiversity, SC64 
provides for the submission and approval of a Local Ecological Management 
Plan.  To enhance opportunities for walking and cycling, SCs 65 and 66 
relate to upgrading and surfacing of PRoW across the site. 

10.18� To protect the setting of a LB, SC67 requires that the landscaping in the 
development phase adjacent to the listed Cryalls Farmhouse to include open 
space and landscaping to the south and west of the farmhouse. TO ensure 
appropriate assessment, SC68 requires the submission of archaeological field 
evaluations before the submission of reserved matters applications for any 
phase.  To provide adequate protection and mitigation, SPCC69 is a pre-
commencement condition requiring no development to take place following 
the completion of archaeological evaluation until the implementation of any 
archaeological safeguarding and recording measures have been agreed.  To 
ensure results are properly assessed, SC70 requires that following the 
completion of archaeological works, a Post-Excavation Evaluation Report shall 
be submitted and approved.  Given the high quality of soil on the site, 
SCPC71 is a pre-commencement condition that requires the submission of a 
soil management strategy to be submitted and agreed. 

10.19� To ensure that air quality impacts are mitigated, SPCC72 is a pre-
commencement condition requiring the submission of an air quality mitigation 
scheme to be submitted for approval.  The scheme is to include calculations 
of predicted emission levels generated by the development, a damage cost 
value using the DEFRA Air quality damage cost guidance January 2019, a 
costed scheme of on-site mitigation and a timetable for implementation of the 
agreed mitigation measures. The appellants object to the condition on the 
basis that much of the work has already been done and suggest an 
alternative pre-commencement condition requiring the submission of a 
scheme of air quality mitigation to provide a costed scheme of mitigation to 
be not less than the equivalent value of the calculated damage cost value.  
This would follow the recommendations of the Kent and Medway Air Quality 
Partnership Air Quality Planning Guidance and accord with Policy DM 6. 

10.20� To encourage the use of electric vehicles, SC73 requires the provision of 
electric vehicle charging points to all dwellings with parking in the curtilage, 
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provision at a minimum of 10% of all other residential parking spaces and at 
a level of 10% of all non-residential car parking spaces.  To reduce emissions, 
SC74 requires that no dwellings are fitted with a gas boiler other than a low 
emission boiler to a minimum standard of <40mgNOxkWh and no dwelling in 
Phase 1a is to be occupied until details of gas boilers have been submitted 
and approved. 

S106 Agreement (Doc 14) 

10.21� The Agreement is concluded between the site owners, KCC and the Council 
relating to financial contributions and other matters.  The financial 
contributions relate to specific contributions for Phase 1a and tariffs based on 
dwelling units for the outline application. Financial contributions would be 
made to either the Council or KCC. 

10.22� Financial Contributions - Schedule 2. 

a. £9,602 for Phase 1a and £10160 per dwelling and £945 per every 5 flats 
for the provision of refuse bins; 

b. £40,000 for the management and maintenance of the Borden Nature 
Reserve to mitigate the impact of increased use; 

c. £86,292 for Phase 1a and £360 per person, for the improvement of NHS 
primary healthcare facilities; 

d. £50,807 for artificial grass hockey pitches at the Old Bordenians and 
Gore Court Hockey Club and £5,000 for cricket nets at Gore Court; 

e. £42,000 for the provision and maintenance of adult fitness equipment at 
the Playstool Recreation Ground in Borden; 

f. £7,500 towards the maintenance of woodland area adjacent to the 
Playstool Recreation Ground; 

g. £20,000 for the monitoring and administration of the S106 Agreement; 

h. not to occupy the development until the completion of the Gore Court 
Car Park Works; 

i. £4,834 for Phase 1a and £60 per dwelling towards the shell and core 
construction of the new Sittingbourne Hub and/or a provision of 
community facilities within a 3km radius of the site; 

j. £18,160 for Phase 1a and £227 per dwelling towards the shell and core 
construction of the new Sittingbourne Hub Library and/or provision of 
support existing library provision within community facilities within a 
3km radius of the site; 

 
 
60 Figures are rounded to the nearest £. 
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k. £4,268 for Phase 1a and £53 per dwelling, for the shell and core 
construction of the new Sittingbourne Hub and/or other adapted 
facilities and resources for older people with learning disabilities and 
people with mental health issues in the area reasonably accessible by 
occupiers of the development; 

l. £328,789 for Phase 1a and £4,535 per house and £1,134 per flat for the 
first phase of a new 2FE primary school within the development; 

m.  £339,809 for Phase 1a and £4,687 per dwelling and £1,172 per flat 
towards the construction of the new secondary School off Quinton Road; 

n. £1,932 per house and £483 per flat for the acquisition of land for the 
purchase of land for the secondary school; 

o. £27,410 towards PRoW improvements, £10,000 for the extension of 
footpath ZR120 to Maylam Gardens, £26,400 to provide an extension to 
footpath ZR121 and new pedestrian footpath between the site and 
Borden; 

p. £3,006 for Phase 1a and £37 per dwelling towards the provision of 
facilities at the New House Youth Centre 

 Affordable Housing – Schedule 3. 

10.23� The provision of 12% of the dwellings (81) as AH of which 90% would be 
affordable rented and 10% shared ownership The AH transferred to a 
Registered Provider and be permanently available to persons nominated by 
the Council.  For Phase 1a, 11 affordable rented dwellings comprising 2, 2-
bed houses, 6, 2-bed flats and 3, 1-bed flats.  For the remainder of the 
development the AHs to be provided in accordance with a scheme agreed 
with the Council.  Prior to the occupation of 60% of the open market 
dwellings in each phase the AH would be completed. 

Viability – Schedule 3A. 

10.24� An Affordable Housing Viability Review no later than the occupation of the 
400th dwelling.  The objective is to ensure that if a surplus is achieved 
additional AHs would be provided up to a total maximum provision of 92. 

On-Site Public Open Space – Schedule 4. 

10.25� Provides for the provision, laying out and management arrangements for 
some 16.7ha of public open space to include play areas, landscaped areas 
and areas for woodland, nature conservation and biodiversity enhancement. 

Local Employment & Apprenticeships – Schedule 5. 

10.26� Reasonable endeavours to secure the employment at least 20% local labour 
and to offer at least 12 apprenticeships during the construction period. 
�  
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Highways - Schedule 6. 

10.27� Provides for; 

a.� £1,345,140 for the delivery of a scheme to improve the capacity of the 
Key Street/A249 junction (Doc 14 Appendix 7).  The contribution would 
be paid in 3 instalments of £200,000 prior to occupation of the 
development, £572,570 prior to the occupation of the 150th dwelling and 
£572,570 prior to the occupation of the 300th dwelling; 

b.� KCC would deliver the signalisation works to the Key Street Roundabout 
prior to the occupation of the 150th dwelling (Doc 14 Appendix 8); 

c.� The owners and KCC covenant to use reasonable endeavours to 
coordinate the programmes for delivery of the Chestnut Street 
Connection Works and the southbound slip road onto the A249 provided 
that the Chestnut Street Connection Works are completed prior to the 
150th dwelling (Doc 14 Appendices 6 & 9); 

d.� No more than 300 dwellings are to be occupied in the event that KCC 
has secured HIF Funding for full implementation of a capacity 
improvement scheme for the Key Street/A249 junction indicatively 
shown on drawing 13-042-045 D (CD A90); or (2) no more than 200 
dwellings are to be occupied until the owners have paid the Southbound 
On-Slip Contribution (£885,158) to KCC and in the event such payment 
is made the 300 dwellings shall cease to take effect provided that if prior 
to expenditure of the Southbound On-Slip Contribution KCC secures full 
or partial funding from the HIF Funding then KCC shall refund the 
Southbound On-Slip Contribution a sum equivalent to the amount of HIF 
Funding secured up to the value of the Southbound On-Slip 
Contribution; 

e.� £275,000 or any other reasonable sum as agreed with HE for works to 
the M2 Stockbury Roundabout prior to the occupation of the 150th 
dwelling (Doc 14 Appendix 10); 

f.� Prior to the commencement of Phase 2, pay £30,000 towards the 
provision of walking and cycling links on Cryalls Lane and Riddles Lane 
(Policy MU3 paragraph 6d);  

g.� Submit for approval a Framework Travel Plan and before the occupation 
of the 400th dwelling pay £5,000 towards KCC’s costs of monitoring and 
implementing the provisions of the Travel Plan; 

h.� No dwelling shall be occupied until the first residents have been offered 
a Travel Plan Incentive of a £100 cycle voucher or a monthly rail ticket 
to equivalent of £153 or a 3-month Arriva Travel Ticket for south east 
ticket zone or a 5-month “Swale Zone” bus ticket; 

�  
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Retail/Commercial – Schedule 7. 

10.28� Not more than 80 dwellings shall be occupied until a reserved matters 
application for the construction of the commercial units has been submitted.  
Not more than 200 dwellings shall be occupied until all the necessary services 
up to the boundary of the commercial units’ land has been provided.  Prior to 
the occupation of no more than 200 dwellings submit a marketing strategy 
for approval; the agreed scheme to be implemented and completed. 

Education Land – Schedule 8. 

10.29� Prior to the occupation of the 150th dwelling or 36 months from the 
commencement of Phase 1a transfer to KCC, 2.5ha of land for the provision 
of a primary school (Doc 14 Appendices 11 & 12). 

Special Protection Area Mitigation – Schedule 9. 

10.30� £19,644 for Phase 1a and £245 per dwelling in line with the Thames, Medway 
& Swale Estuaries Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy July 
2014 towards strategic mitigation measures to avoid adverse effects on The 
Thames Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site, the 
Medway Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site and 
The Swale Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site. 

Sports Club/Community Facility & Sports Pitches – Schedule 10. 

10.31� Prior to the Occupation of the 180th dwelling provide the Sports Club and 
Community Building and sports pitches. Prior to the use of the 
sports/community building enter into the Community Uses Agreement and 
establish a Management Committee to ensure that the sports club and 
community building are available for wider community use i.e. community 
uses independent from the sports use.  The Management Committee would 
include a Council Officer and Borough and a Borden Parish Councillors. 
�  
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11. Inspector’s Conclusions and Recommendation 

The numbers in [ ] brackets refer to earlier paragraphs in this report or relevant 
documents. 

Matter A – The effect on the safety and free flow of traffic on the 
surrounding highway network.  

11.1� Policy DM 6 seeks to ensure that development does not have an unacceptable 
effect on the capacity or safety of the highway network. Wises Lane from the 
built-up boundary of Sittingbourne to Borden, Pond Farm Road and Oad 
Street are identified as rural lanes.  Policy MU 3, criterion 6 requires the 
provision of appropriate access and off-site highway improvements. 
Framework paragraph 109 says that development should only be prevented 
or refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would be severe. 

11.2� The application is supported by a TA and, following queries by KCC and HE, a 
TAA [CDs A11, A12(b) & A20].  KCC particularly wanted to understand 
potential solutions for the Key Street Roundabout and an illustration of the 
current and future operation of that junction when considered in the wider 
network context [CD A20].   KCC provided a modelling brief, the objective of 
which was to demonstrate the effective working of the Key Street junction at 
full LP delivery in 2031 [APP26 Appendix JW12].  As agreed with the HA the 
appellants ran a micro-simulation (VISSIM) model. 

11.3� HE, the highway authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN), reviewed 
the TA and TAA and undertook its own analysis of the traffic model.  HE 
advised that the highway improvements, including agreed works at the M2 
Junction 5 (Stockbury Roundabout), would be sufficient to mitigate the 
additional traffic generated by the development on the SRN [CD A40 pages 
213-220].  The nature of HE’s response does not suggest that it had concerns 
about the use of the VISSIM model. 

11.4� Following the running of the VISSIM Model and receipt of the TAA, KCC 
advised that, “The evidence presented is considered clear and robust.” and 
subject to the deliverability of the mitigation proposed for Chestnut Street 
and the Key Street roundabout that the appeal scheme offers greater benefits 
to highway capacity at the Key Street junction.  KCC recommended approval 
subject to conditions and S106 contributions [CD A40 pages 117-124].  The 
HoP advised that the scheme would result in more traffic using some local 
roads but with mitigation the highway impacts would be acceptable [CD B1 
paragraph 8.164].  Neither HE nor KCC has changed its position on the 
acceptability of the appeal scheme in terms of its impact on either the SRN or 
the local highway network.      

11.5� Notwithstanding the consultation responses by KCC and HE, without a 
comprehensive report providing information on, assumptions made, 
parameters, inflows, junction details and saturation flows the lpa said it could 
not properly interrogate the model and verify the results [6.34-6.37].  
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11.6� The appellants produced a Sensitivity Test Modelling Report which sought to 
address concerns relating to trip generation/distribution and queuing on the 
A249 Off-Slip [APP25 Appendix JW8].  This testing acknowledges that the 
lpa’s alternative assumptions would give rise to increases in traffic volumes 
and acknowledged the error in the traffic distribution on one of the arms on 
the Key Street roundabout [7.5].  However, the mitigation package would be 
sufficiently effective to respond to the additional demand and the reassigned 
flows [5.17].  The lpa accepts that the appellants’ work shows that the 
network would operate well and could accommodate development traffic 
without any significant worsening of, and indeed with betterment in relation 
to queue lengths or delays [5.18].  This concession was made with the caveat 
that the lpa had been unable to verify whether the VISSIM model is robust.  

11.7� KCC wrote the model brief and was the subject of several meetings with the 
appellants’ transport consultants and HE to determine the appropriate 
software and inputs for both the base and future years.  Both KCC and HE 
came to robust assessments of the results i.e. that subject to mitigation the 
proposal would be acceptable in highway terms [CD A40 page 117].  It is 
open to the lpa to challenge these results and conclusions.  However, that 
challenge must be based on a positive assessment of the modelling.  
Notwithstanding that KCC and HE had full access to the model and its inputs, 
the lpa did not ask for that information.  Moreover, whilst VISSIM modelling 
is a standard and widely use technique in transport assessments, the lpa’s 
highways expert acknowledged that he did not have the capacity to run the 
model [5.18 & 5.19]. 

11.8� Representations by residents, BPC and BRAD submit that the scheme would 
exacerbate rat-running, particularly before the M2 Junction 5 improvements 
are implemented.  Local observations are not to be dismissed lightly and 
these concerns form a key element of the lpa’s case.  However, other than 
asserting that rat-running takes place, there is no objective evidence as to its 
scale, or how much would be generated by a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme 
or how much would be caused by the appeal scheme [5.22].   

11.9� The lpa accepts that the M2 J5 improvements are likely to come forward and 
these improvements would have a positive impact on rat-running and its 
concerns could be dealt with by way of a planning condition if required [SC24 
& LPA3 paragraphs 8.2 & 8.3].  Moreover, the lpa has previously 
acknowledged that a scheme that included a LR from Borden Lane to 
Chestnut Street was a means to reducing the attractiveness of the rat 
running alternative to the A249 via the rural area [APP21 paragraph 31].  The 
weight of the evidence demonstrates that this development would have a 
positive impact on the potential for rat running. 

11.10� BPC submits that the closure of the slip road from the Key Street roundabout 
onto the southbound A249 and its replacement with a shorter, 85m, 
southbound slip road off the Chestnut Street roundabout would be insufficient 
to allow vehicles to reach a safe merging speed [7.5].  The closure and 
replacement of the slip road is part of the HIF scheme to be delivered by KCC 
and the new access onto the A249 has been developed in conjunction with 
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HE.  I understand the redesign of the slip road complies with Design Manual 
for Roads and Bridges and HE does not raise any concern.  Given that the HA 
and HE wish to see this scheme implemented, the fact that the appellants do 
not own the necessary land is not an impediment to the scheme.  I have no 
reason to conclude that providing access to the A249 off the Chestnut Street 
roundabout would unacceptably affect safety on the A249.   

11.11� The lpa accepts that the appellants’ work shows that the network would 
operate well and could accommodate development traffic without a significant 
worsening of traffic conditions [5.18].  Regarding the Framework paragraph 
109 test, the lpa accepted that it provides no evidence that, either the 
scheme’s residual cumulative impacts would be severe, or its highway safety 
impacts would be unacceptable [5.23].   Considering these concessions and 
given the conclusions of HE and KCC, I consider that, subject to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the appeal scheme would not have 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the free flow of traffic on the 
local or strategic road network contrary to Policy DM 6. 

Matter B - The effect on the character and appearance of the development 
and the surrounding area. 

11.12� Policy DM 24 seeks to protect and enhance the value, character, amenity and 
tranquillity of the Borough’s various designated and nob-designated 
landscapes; the appeal site has no landscape designation.  Non-Designated 
Landscapes will be protected and enhanced, and development will be granted 
subject to the minimisation and mitigation of adverse landscape impacts.  
Where significant adverse effects remain, development will be permitted 
when the social and/or economic benefits significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the harm to the landscape character/value of the land. 

11.13� Open land to the north-west of the Policy MU 3 allocation up to the A249, to 
the west up to School Lane and south and south-east around the built-up 
edge of Borden lies within an ILCG [APP17 Appendix E & LPA10 Appendix D].  
Policy DM 25 indicates that unless allocated in the LP, development that 
would undermine the purposes of the ILCG will not be permitted.  The ILCG 
purposes are to maintain the separate identities and character of settlements, 
safeguard the open and undeveloped character of areas and prevent 
encroachment by built development or changes to the rural character. 

11.14� Policy DM 14 seeks to ensure that development conserves and enhances the 
natural environment, is sympathetic and appropriate to the location and 
provides an integrated landscape strategy.  The south-eastern corner of the 
site is a Local Green Space (LGS).  Policy DM 18 indicates that development 
would not be permitted other than for the carrying out of an engineering or 
other operation if it maintains the openness and character of the LGS. 

11.15� Framework paragraph 170 says that decisions should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by recognising the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside. 
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11.16� The appeal site falls within 2 landscape character areas (LCA) identified in the 
Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal [CD C8].  The allocated 
site is wholly within the Tunstall Farmlands LCA where the relevant key 
characteristics are, a gently rising dip slope, fragmentation of hedgerows 
along lanes and internal field boundaries lost through field enlargement, 
narrow winding lanes, a strong defined urban edge with the M2 motorway 
and pylons detracting from the rural tranquillity.  Landscape condition is 
identified as moderate and sensitivity is identified as high. Guidelines for this 
LCA aim to conserve and restore the distinctive features. 

11.17� The appeal site outside the allocated area, extends north-westwards up to 
Chestnut Street, to include houses, part of the LR and the Chestnut Street 
roundabout.  This area is located within the Borden Mixed Farmlands LCA. 
The boundary between these LCAs comprises a dense mature deciduous 
hedgerow with hedgerow trees [LPA 10 Appendix B Photos 1 & 23].  The 
relevant key characteristics are a rolling topography, enclosed rural landscape 
and urbanised ribbon development along the western boundary.  Landscape 
condition and sensitivity are identified as moderate. Guidelines for this LCA 
aim to encourage the conservation of existing traditional features and the 
creation of elements to strengthen the character of the area. 

11.18� Although these LCAs cover large areas, the above characteristics are all 
reflected in the appeal site.  The lpa and appellants agree that overall 
landscape value of the area is moderate and landscape sensitivity is 
moderate to high. 

11.19� The lpa’s concern largely relates to that part of the development in the open 
countryside beyond the Policy MU 3 allocation [5.38 & 6.16].  Leaving aside 
for the moment the land to the north-west of the allocated site and 
concentrating on other differences between the allocated site and the appeal 
proposal there are 3 areas of change.  To the west of Wises Lane, the 
southern boundary of the appeal site is pushed marginally further south than 
the boundary of the allocated site [CD A4].   However, this area would be 
densely planted in line with the Policy MU 3 Concept Plan [CD C2 page 178].  
The open space between the southern boundary and housing areas would 
contain a sports pitch and the primary school. To the east of Wises Lane, the 
southern boundary would be pushed out, to broadly line up with the proposed 
boundary to the north of Wises Lane.  Here, it is proposed to locate the 
Rugby Club/Community Building and sports pitches replacing the primary 
school shown on the Concept Plan.  Again, the southern boundary would be 
densely planted.  In terms of landscape and visual impact, particularly when 
viewed from public vantages point in and around Borden, the difference 
between the scheme and a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme in terms of 
landscape and visual impact would not be material. 

11.20� At the eastern, Borden Lane, end of the site, the southern boundary of the 
appeal site would be pushed substantially further to the south than the 
allocated site.  That area is shown on the Concept Plan as LGS.  Whilst most 
of the area would, as now, be retained as LGS, the shifting of the boundary 
would accommodate a roundabout junction with Borden Lane.   This junction 
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would involve the removal of 4, mature lime trees within the footpath.  Whilst 
the lpa suggest that the localised effect would be moderate/substantial 
adverse, I consider that with careful landscape treatment of the area to the 
south and north of the proposed roundabout the residual predicted effect 
would be materially less.  The junction requirement for a Policy MU 3 
compliant scheme has not been determined [Doc 39].  In these 
circumstances, I consider the lpa’s conclusion that the landscape impact of 
such a junction would be negligible should be treated with caution.  In terms 
of Policy DM 18, the provision of the roundabout would, in my view, 
constitute an engineering operation, which given its approximate position 
would have no material impact on the openness and character of the LGS. 

11.21� Returning to the north-western land outside the allocated site, the 
development would involve housing in the field immediately to the north-west 
of the mature dense hedgerow that forms the boundary of the allocated site.  
Here, whilst the LR would punch through the hedgerow, the loss of hedgerow 
would be limited, and the intention is to retain and strengthen the remaining 
hedgerows.  The LR would continue westwards towards Chestnut Street 
punching through 2 further hedgerows, where the loss of hedgerow would be 
minimal and to Chestnut Street where a substantial deep bank of deciduous 
tree planting would be removed [APP17 Appendix 8 Photos 18-25A].  The 
north-western boundary of the additional housing area, the LR and the 
roundabout would be screened by tree/shrub belts of varying depth.  The 
intention is that a substantial part of the proposed screen planting would, 
where possible, be introduced in advance of construction [5.44]. The advance 
planting of the scheme is covered by a suggested condition. 

11.22� In assessing the impact on landscape character of the land to the north-west, 
there are existing features with varying levels of influence that detract from 
the rural character/appearance of the area.  Those with the greatest level of 
adverse influence are the large agricultural buildings and external storage 
areas to the north of School Lane near the junction with Chestnut Street, the 
pylons and electricity lines to the electricity sub-station to the north of the 
appeal site and the traffic noise from the A249.  The electricity sub-station 
has, because of dense screen planting, only a limited degree of adverse 
influence on landscape character. 

11.23� In assessing visual impact, it is appropriate to categorise all the receptors, 
i.e. pedestrians and residents as highly sensitive with drivers having medium 
or low sensitivity depending on the nature of the road. i.e. low on main 
routes such as Chestnut Street and medium on the minor roads such as 
School Lane [6.24].  This would ensure that the visual impact of the 
development would not be under-assessed.  Moreover, as the development 
would extend over a large area and the north-western end of the site is 
visually separate from the eastern end, it is in landscape and visual impact 
terms appropriate to deal with this area separately.  

11.24� Taking the scale of the works envisaged at the north-western end and 
notwithstanding the influence of the agricultural buildings, the landscape 
impact of the residential development and the LR in Year 1 would be 
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substantial adverse.  However, by Year 15 given the scale of the proposed 
planting and strengthening of existing hedgerows, the landscape change for 
the residential part of this area would reduce to slight adverse to negligible 
and the LR part would be moderate adverse largely through the impact of the 
topography and the Chestnut Street roundabout. 

11.25� In terms of visual impact, for residential receptors to the north, the impact 
would be moderate adverse in Year 1 decreasing to slight adverse/negligible 
in Year 15 when the proposed planting matured and reinforces the existing 
boundary planting.  For pedestrian, residents and drivers on Chestnut Street, 
the visual impact of the LR and the roundabout, would, notwithstanding the 
advance screening and the influence of the substantial agricultural buildings, 
given the scale of the works and the significant loss of semi-mature planting 
along Chestnut Street, be substantial adverse in Year 1 reducing to 
moderate/slight adverse in Year 15 when the proposed planting and 
replacement planting matures. 

11.26� On School Lane, the roadside planting varies with lengths of dense mature 
hedgerows, that obscure views towards the site and hedgerows with gaps 
where views of the site are fleeting.  In these, albeit limited views, the visual 
impact of the proposed housing in Year 1 would be moderate adverse 
reducing to slight adverse/negligible by Year 15 as the proposed landscaping 
matures.  As above, the visual impact of LR and roundabout in Year 1 would 
be substantial adverse reducing to moderate/slight adverse when the 
proposed planting and replacement planting starts to mature.      

11.27� The appeal site is crossed by several public footpaths.  ZR 118 would cross 
the LR in the area to the north-west of the proposed housing.  For the most 
part this footpath would retain its rural character except where it would cross 
the LR.  At this point users would experience a moderate adverse visual 
effect, which could be mitigated by careful landscape treatment of the 
approaches to the crossing.  ZR117 would cross the site through the 
westernmost housing/open space area and then south-east towards Borden. 
Whilst some of the effect could be mitigated by careful landscape treatment, 
for a material part of its length, the rural aspect of the current walk would be 
lost resulting in a substantial adverse effect. 

11.28� ZR119 would run westwards from Wises Lane through the public open space 
area between the primary school and a sports pitch linking with ZR117 and 
118.  Careful landscape treatment of the primary school and the public open 
space would mitigate the loss of the current rural aspect and on balance, the 
impact would be moderate adverse.  ZR120 runs along the northern 
boundary of the site next to the existing wooded area at Maylam Gardens and 
then strikes out southwards and would run through the housing area to link 
with Wises Lane.  As with ZR117, whilst some of the effect could be mitigated 
by careful landscape treatment, for a material part of its length, the rural 
aspect of the current walk would be lost resulting in a substantial adverse 
impact.   ZR122 would run north to south through the open space area at the 
eastern end of the site.   Other than where this route would cross the LR, 
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where users would experience a moderate adverse effect, the path would 
retain its rural character. 

11.29� The overarching objective the ILCG is to retain the individual character and 
setting of settlements.  All of the appeal scheme outside the allocated site 
falls within the ILCG.  To the extent that the policy also performs a landscape 
function i.e. safeguard the open and undeveloped character of the area, I 
have considered that above.  On its southern boundary, the additional 
landscaped areas and the extended area for the rugby club given that it is not 
built development would not represent encroachment.  Similarly, use of the 
ILCG in this area of the scheme would not result in the merging of the 
settlements and Borden and Sittingbourne would still have their separate 
characters and identity. 

11.30� The inclusion of land to the north-west of the allocated site would reduce the 
gap between Sittingbourne and Chestnut Street.  The gap between the 
eastern edge of Chestnut Street and the residential development would at its 
nearest be some 390m as opposed to some 570m for development on the 
allocated site [LPA10 Appendix D].  The Chestnut Street roundabout would be 
some 90m from the first property on Chestnut Street (Tudor Rose Public 
House) and the LR would be some 275m from the nearest property on School 
Lane [LPA 10 Appendix D].  Whilst the effect of this loss of separation would 
be mitigated by the proposed landscaping, existing planting, the topography 
of the intervening area and the scale of the agricultural buildings, the ICLG in 
this area would be eroded and there would be conflict with Policy DM 25 
[5.40]. 

11.31� The lpa express concern that the LR through its design and the traffic it is 
intended to carry would dominate and detract from the character and 
appearance of the development.  That said, Policy MU 3 (6a) appears to 
envisage some form of LR between Borden Lane and Wises Lane, which, in 
my view, would need to be in the form of a distributor road.  Roads of the 
nature and scale of the proposed LR are not unusual in developments of this 
scale.  In my experience the highway requirements in terms of width and 
alignment can be married successfully with careful landscape design to 
ensure that it would complement the appearance of the development. 

11.32� Drawing all the above together, the appeal scheme would overall have a 
significant landscape and visual effect albeit a significant are of the appeal 
site is already allocated for development.  Those effects would mostly be 
experienced at the north-western end of the development.  Whilst the effects 
would reduce over time, particularly through the proposed extensive 
landscaping proposals, they would not disappear, and the degree of harm 
would be at the moderate adverse level and would be significant.   In terms 
of the ILCG, whilst the appeal scheme would not result in the merging of 
settlements, the extent of the separation between Sittingbourne and 
Chestnut Street would be significantly eroded through a permanent loss of 
open land within the gap.  
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11.33� The proposal would conflict with Policies DM 14, 24 and DM 25.  There would 
be no adverse effect on the character or appearance of the LGS as such there 
would be no conflict with Policy DM 18. 

Matter C – The implications for the supply of B&MV agricultural land. 

11.34� Policy DM 31 says that development on B&MV agricultural land will not be 
permitted unless; 1. the site is allocated for development in the LP; 2. there 
is no alternative site on land lower than Grade 3a or that the use of lower 
quality land would conflict with the objective of achieving sustainable 
development, and 3. the development would not adversely affect the viability 
of the remainder of the holding or lead to cumulative and significant losses of 
high quality land.  Framework paragraph 170b says that decisions should 
recognise the economic benefits of B&MV agricultural land. 

11.35� All the agricultural land within the allocated site and the appeal site is B&MV 
agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) [APP2 4.6 & 4.7].  However, as some 
70% of the appeal site is allocated for development, the principle of this loss 
has been established [CD B1 paragraphs 8.05 & 8.247].  Development 
outside the allocation would result in the loss of some 13.8ha of Grade 2 
land.  As this area is not allocated in the LP, there is conflict with criterion 1 
of Policy DM 31.  The additional land represents about 1% of the current farm 
holding and its benefit to agriculture is estimated at some £13,400 per 
annum [APP2 paragraph 5.26].  Having regard to the scale of the reduction, 
this would not affect the viability of the remaining holding [APP2 paragraphs 
5.13 & 5.15].   

11.36� The appellants estimate that the additional land lost would increase the 
cumulative loss of B&MV land within the LP area by some 4%.  Given that 
some 48% of the agricultural land in Swale is high quality land, that is not, 
on its own, significant.  The lpa also refer to the “isolation or sterilisation” of 
an area of land outside the site boundary (south-east of the electricity sub-
station) and collectively there would be an accumulated loss of high-quality 
land [LPA1 paragraph 4.65]. 

11.37� The evidence is that this orphaned parcel would be used by the agricultural 
holding to meet requirements under the Basic Payment Scheme and the 
future Environmental Land Management Scheme for greening and wildlife 
habitats [APP2 paragraph 5.14].  As such, it would not be permanently lost to 
agricultural production.  In any event, the lpa does not apply the full test set 
out in Policy DM 31 criterion 3, which refers to “…accumulated and significant 
losses…”  Significance is not addressed by the lpa and on the evidence before 
me the loss of the additional land from agriculture would not be cumulatively 
significant.  For the above reasons the use of the additional land would not 
conflict with Criterion 2 and 3 of Policy DM 31.  Conflict with criterion 1 of 
Policy DM 31 is to be weighed in the planning balance.�  
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Matter D – Whether the development would meet the housing needs of the 
area including the provision of affordable housing. 

11.38� The DAS sets out an indicative dwelling mix of 6.4% 1/2-bed flats; 7% 2-
bed; 33.5% 3-bed; 51.9% 4-bed and 1.3% 5-bed dwellings [CD A10 page 
93].  The dwelling mix for Phase 1a (full application) is 11 (14%) 1/2- bed, 
25 (31%) 3-bed and 44 (55%) 4-bed dwellings.   

11.39� The overarching objective of Policy CP 3 is to deliver a wide choice of high-
quality homes.  Criterion 4 requires development to provide AH in accordance 
with Policy DM 8.  Criterion 5 requires development to achieve a mix of 
housing types reflecting the SHMA [CD 20].  LP paragraph 4.2.26 highlights 
the largest growth in demand would come from single-person and lone parent 
households and that new owner-occupied accommodation should be 2/3-
bedroom dwellings and new private rented housing should be 3/4-bedrooms. 
Policy MU 3 criterion 9 seeks the provision of a mix of housing in line with 
Policy CP 3.  Framework paragraph 61 indicates that within the context of 
significantly boosting the supply of homes, the type and tenure of housing 
need should be reflected in planning policies. 

11.40� Under the quality and purpose of housing, the LP identified main issues and 
purposes and objectives of housing projects by postcode area [CD C2 page 
95 Table 5.3.1].  The appeal site spans 2 postcode areas, the land north of 
Cryalls Lane and a substantial area west of Wises Lane is within postal area 
ME10 – town of Sittingbourne and the remainder of the site is within ME 9 – 
rural parts of Sittingbourne.  The ME10 area, is identified as having the 
opportunity to provide a mix of quality housing types and sizes, prices are 
affordable and there is a reasonable level of demand from a range of 
consumers.  The area south of the A2 is seen as more prosperous/desirable 
with generally higher house prices.  In this area, the objectives are extending 
or rebalancing the housing stock, market offer and appeal with design playing 
a leading role to achieve this.  Within more prosperous areas, the objective is 
to not change an area’s housing offer with design playing a role in enhancing 
existing characteristics. Within the ME9 area, the aspiration is to develop 
good quality family housing to maintain the area’s housing offer with design 
playing a role in enhancing existing characteristics. 

Market Housing 

11.41� Concern about dwelling mix is a recurring thread in representations made by 
BPC, Brad and interested persons both at the time of the application and for 
the inquiry [7.10, 8.15 & 16, 9.26, 9.46, 9.47, 9.49, 9.52, 9.54 & 9.56].  The 
dwelling mix is driven by the results of a viability appraisal that shows a mix 
favouring larger dwellings is necessary to pay for the on and off-site 
infrastructure.  A scheme with a greater number of smaller units would not be 
viable [CD A21].  The viability appraisal has been independently assessed and 
the results were not challenged at the time of the application and are not 
challenged now (CD A42).  Most of the application is in outline and whilst the 
overall dwelling mix would be subject to further consideration at the reserved 
matters stages the appellants qualified this, saying that a mix that favoured 
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1/2-bed market homes could potentially affect the overall amount of AH 
provided [8.16]. 

11.42� The appellants accept that the proposed dwelling mix departs from Policies 
CP 3 and MU 3 and in the planning balance this would attract negative 
weight.  In determining the weight to be attached to this departure, the 
factors to be borne in mind are that Policy CP 3 is a Borough-wide policy and 
the area specific purposes and objectives of housing projects are contained at 
LP Table 5.3.1. 

Affordable Housing 

11.43� The LP identifies, “… a considerable unmet need for affordable housing...” and 
that position has not changed since the plan was adopted [CD C2 paragraph 
7.3.3].  Policy DM 8 requires, where appropriate, urban extensions to 
Sittingbourne to provide 10% AH and in rural areas 40%.  The development 
proposes up to 675 dwellings of which 80 would be outside the allocated site 
and in the rural area.  The full policy requirement for AH would be 92.  
Further to a Viability Appraisal, which the lpa does not dispute, the appellants 
propose 81 (12%) for the whole scheme of which 11 would be included in 
Phase 1a comprising 3, 1-bed flats, 6, 2-bed flats and 2, 2-bed houses.  
Consistent with Policy DM 8, the tenure split would be 90% affordable/social 
rent and 10% intermediate product. [10.23].   The S106 Agreement provides 
for an Affordable Housing Viability Review no later than the occupation of the 
400th dwelling.  This is to ensure that if the development achieves a surplus, 
additional AH would be provided up to a maximum of 92. 

11.44� A housing scheme for the allocated site, based on the minimum 564 dwellings 
referred to, would be required to provide 56 affordable homes.  Thus, overall, 
whilst the appeal scheme would not provide a level of AH consistent with a 
strict application of Policy DM 8, it would provide 25 more than would be 
achieved on the allocated site, with the potential for additional AH up to a 
Policy DM 8 policy compliant level.  The proposed provision of AH would 
conflict with Policy DM 8.      

Matter E – The Effect on Heritage Assets  

11.45� The location of LBs and CAs within the vicinity of the appeal scheme are 
shown at CD A17.  The detailed boundaries of the 4 CAs, Chestnut Street, 
The Street, Harman’ Corner and Hearts Delight are shown at LPA16 Appendix 
C.  Other than the effect of the Chestnut Street roundabout and the LR 
approach to it on significant key features of the Chestnut Street CA, its 
setting and the setting of LBs within it, the lpa identified that its objections 
relate to the harmful effect of traffic/rat running on HAs in Borden, Chestnut 
Street, Harman’s Corner and Hearts Delight [6.47-6.48].   

11.46� S66 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires the decision maker to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving a LB or its setting.  S72 (1) requires that in respect of any building 
or other land in a CA, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 
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11.47� Policy DM 32 indicates that development affecting a LB or its setting and any 
features of special architectural or historic interest will be permitted provided 
that these features are preserved.  The supporting text to Policy DM 33 notes 
that the character of CAs can be fragile, and their distinctive quality and 
character can be damaged by, amongst other things, increased traffic.  Policy 
DM 33 seeks to ensure that development affecting the setting of a CA will 
preserve or enhance features that contribute positively to its special character 
or appearance. 

11.48� Framework paragraphs 193 indicates that when considering the impact on the 
significance of a designated HA, great weight should be given to the assets 
conservation.  Paragraph 194 highlights that any harm to the significance of a 
designated HA from development within its setting requires clear and 
convincing justification.  Paragraph 196 indicates that where development 
would lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated 
HA, that harm should be weighed against the public benefits of a proposal.  
This balancing exercise is important given the lpa’s acknowledgement that, 
the tilted balance is engaged save potentially for matters relating to HAs 
[6.10].  Framework paragraph 11 (di) indicates that the tilted balance would 
be disengaged if Framework policies that protect assets of importance, i.e. 
designated HAs, provide a clear reason for refusing a development. 

11.49� The appellants acknowledge that, “traffic movements across the historic 
environment is capable of constitute a setting or indirect impact and b) is 
capable of causing harm as a consequence of greater visual activity, 
undermining, for example, the contemplation and enjoyment of an asset or 
introducing intrusive environmental noise.” [APP15 paragraph 5.3].  The 
appellants accept that the effect of traffic on a designated HA engages the 
duty under S66(1).  However, in relation to CAs, the appellants submit it is a 
matter dealt with by policy and that the statutory test applied by S72(1) is 
not engaged [5.55].  I agree that the potential impact of traffic on a CA is a 
matter for policy, i.e. the application of Policy DM 33 and Framework 
paragraphs 190 and 194 and it does not engage S72 (1) in that it does not 
relate to any building or other land in a CA. 

11.50� Historic England’s good practice guidance on The Setting of Heritage Assets 
indicates that in assessing effects on the significance or ability to appreciate a 
HA, the wider effects of a development must be considered which can include 
traffic [CD C7].  However, for such an assessment to be reliable, it relies on 
the actual magnitude of change.  However, in the heritage and highways 
evidence, the highest the lpa’s evidence goes is to assert that the 
development is, “…likely to lead to a significant increase in rat-running 
through the Chestnut Street, Borden and Hearts Delight conservation 
areas…”.  This is a qualitative measure of magnitude not the quantitative 
measure necessary to undertake an assessment of the impact of traffic flows 
on HAs.  Moreover, the lpa’s evidence advises that concerns about rat 
running are likely to be confined to the situation before the opening of the M2 
Junction 5 improvements [LPA16 Appendix B paragraph 68]. 
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11.51� A submission made earlier by the lpa, sums up, in my view, a fundamental 
issue with its heritage case.  The submission was that, “Significance is the 
product of both sensitivity and magnitude and if either or both are 
lacking/unreliable then significance is also unreliable…” [1.13].  Here, if the 
degree of harm is substituted for significance, the significance of an HA is 
substituted for sensitivity and magnitude is the number of vehicle 
movements, then attempting to apply this formula exposes a fundamental 
and significant weakness in the lpa’s case.  Without a quantitative measure of 
the magnitude of traffic, the degree of harm asserted by the lpa is unreliable 
and should be treated with caution.   

The Street CA and associated Listed Buildings 

11.52� The CA Appraisal highlights 2 of the several LBs in the village as significant 
characteristics of the CA.  These are the Church of St Peter and Paul 
(Grade 1) and Borden Hall (Grade 2*) [CD A17 LB1 & LB2].  The Church is a 
12th century flint church that retains a significant amount of its original fabric 
and form. Borden Hall is a 15th century medieval house with 17th century 
additions and includes a Grade 2 listed dovecote in the grounds. These 
buildings have high historic and architectural significance.  The setting of the 
Church is formed by the elevated churchyard retained by a flint wall, group 
value with Borden Hall and the historic street pattern at the centre of Borden. 
The setting of Borden Hall, which is set back from Wises Lane, is formed by 
its associated courtyard buildings, its grounds to the north, east and west, 
the Church and the open land to the north. 

11.53� Also, within the CA, the lpa identifies harm to a group of 3 Grade 2 LBs, Oak 
House, Street Farmhouse, and Apple Tree Cottage and The Cottage [CD A17 
LBs 7, 8 & 9].  Oak House is an 18th century house constructed in chequered 
brick with a plain tile roof.  The architectural and historic significance of this 
building relates to its distinctive appearance and its early links to the 
development of Borden. The setting of Oak House is formed by its position on 
Wises Lane and rear garden.  Street Farmhouse forms part of a row of 16th 
century buildings with historic associations with Leeds Priory with some 
surviving original fabric. The buildings are timber framed with exposed 
plaster infill and partly clad in flint and red brick from the 17th and 19th 
centuries.  Apple Tree Cottage and The Cottage are a pair of 17th century 
timber framed cottages with red brick infill.  The significance of these 
buildings is architectural and historic, given their former use as the Parish 
Workhouse.  Their setting is formed by their rear gardens, their position 
fronting on to the narrow and winding Pond Farm Road and their relationship 
with the Churchyard wall.  

11.54� Outside the CA, on the north-eastern edge of Borden, is Thatch Cottage 
(Grade 2), a 17th century timber framed building with a thatch roof which has 
architectural and historic significance.  However, its historic significance as an 
outlier to the village core has been largely lost through modern infill 
development.  The setting of this building is formed by a well screened 
garden, the relationship to Wises Lane, a narrow rural lane, and open fields 
to the north.   
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11.55� The CA Appraisal summarise the key elements of the CA’s significance as, 
“…traditional village scene: an historic church, an old ‘manor house’ 
surrounded by large mature trees, picturesque timber-framed buildings and 
other cottages grouped along the village street, a public house and a village 
greenspace.” (CA Appraisal, CD C10 paragraph 21). The lpa identifies the 
most significant aspects of the CA’s setting as open agricultural fields 
bordering the CA, the narrow and enclosed lanes approaching the village and 
views northwards. 

11.56� The lpa concludes that increased traffic movements would have a moderate61 
adverse effect, at the lower end of the scale of less than substantial harm, on 
the CA, its setting, the setting of the Church and the group of Grade 2 LBs 
comprising Oak House, Street Farmhouse, and Apple Tree Cottage and The 
Cottage and a minor adverse effect on the setting and significance of Thatch 
Cottage [LPA16 Appendix B paragraph 74; 5.59].  The lpa concludes that 
Borden Hall would not be affected by the traffic impacts it alleges.  The lpa’s 
matrix of effect categorises a Moderate Effect as changes to some of the key 
significant features of HA and considerable change to the significant 
components of its setting and a Minor Effect as slight changes to the key 
significant features of a HA and slight change to the significant components of 
its setting [LPA16 Appendix B page 10]. 

11.57� Based on a scenario that the M2 Junction 5 improvements are not complete, 
the HoP’s report provides insight into potential traffic levels [CD B1 8.203-
207].  The forecast for the Street CA in the AM peak is a net reduction; 420 
vehicles or 7 vehicles per minute (VPM) with development as opposed to 433 
vehicles, 7.23 VPM without the development.  Given that traffic reduces, it is 
contradictory to suggest that there would be adverse changes to some of the 
key significant features of these HAs and considerable change to the 
significant components of their setting. In terms of impacts from traffic, the 
effect would be neutral. 

11.58� The open land to the north contributes to the setting of the CA and Borden 
Hall.  There are publicly accessible vantage points, particularly the Recreation 
Ground, where the development would be seen from.  In addition, there 
would be views obtained from within the grounds of Borden Hall.  From these 
mostly elevated locations, the new built-up settlement edge of Sittingbourne 
would be visible, albeit it would be heavy filtered by the landscaping on its 
southern boundary and materially no closer than the allocated site.  Given 
the degree of separation and the scale of proposed boundary screening 
context, the development would not affect the setting and significance of 
either the CA or Borden Hall. 

Harman’s CA and associated Listed Buildings 

11.59� The CA appraisal identifies that the buildings at Harman’s Corner provide 
physical evidence of wealthy past times, that the enclave of historic 
properties is an important indicator of Borden’s long history and a pleasing 

 
 
61 This is taken from LPA16 Appendix B – Heritage Assessment rather than Ms Rouse’s Proof-of-Evidence where she uses Medium.   
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contrast with the suburban character of surrounding development.   The most 
significant aspects of the setting of the CA are the surviving open land on the 
eastern side, Bannister Hill, a narrow country lane to the south and The 
Street.  The lpa identify 4 Grade 2 LBs, (Bloumfield, Harman’s Corner, 241 
Borden Lane, and 245/247 Borden Lane) that would be affected. 

11.60� Bloumfield is an 18th century timber framed house.  Harman's Corner is a 
17th century timber framed house, clad with white painted weatherboard. It 
has architectural significance as a surviving 17th century example of Kentish 
vernacular.  241 Borden Lane is a 19th century house built in yellow brick with 
a slate roof.  The historic significance all 3 LBs is their relationship to the 
development of Harman's Corner.  245/247 Borden Lane is an example of a 
15th Century Wealden Hall with surviving original fabric. It has architectural 
significance as a surviving 15th century example of Kentish vernacular and 
historic significance as the earliest surviving development at Harman's 
Corner.  The significance of their settings relates to the narrow 
fenced/hedged front gardens abutting a narrow pavement, their position at 
the junction of Borden Lane, Bannister Hill and The Street, their rear gardens 
and the relationship between the historic buildings. 

11.61� The lpa concludes that increased traffic movements would have a moderate62 
adverse effect, at the lower end of the less than substantial scale, on the CA, 
its setting and the settings of Bloumfield, Harman’s Corner, 241 Borden Lane, 
and 245/247 Borden Lane.  The forecast impact of traffic on Harman’s Corner 
CA in the AM peak is a net reduction; 307 vehicles or 5 VPM with 
development as opposed to 347 vehicles, 6VPM without the development [CD 
B1 8.203-207].  With a traffic reduction, it is contradictory to suggest that 
there would be changes to some of the key significant features of these HAs 
and considerable change to the significant components of their setting.  In 
terms of traffic, the effect would be neutral.  Given the substantial 
separation, comprising mostly modern housing on both sides of Borden Lane, 
between the appeal site and the Harman’s Corner CA, the proposed 
development would not affect the setting and significance of either the CA or 
any of its LBs. 

Hearts Delight CA and associated Listed Buildings  

11.62� The CA appraisal identifies that the key features here are the relationship of 
the buildings with the landscape and the use of locally derived materials such 
as timber, flint and clay suggesting a close affinity with the landscape.   The 
lpa identifies the most significant aspects of the setting of the CA as, large 
arable fields relieved by sparse hedgerows and the narrow, tranquil and rural 
Hearts Delight Road to the north and south. The lpa identifies 2 Grade 2 LBs 
(Sharps House and Filmer House) that would be affected. 

11.63� Sharps House is a 17th century timber frame property with thatched roof has 
architectural and historic significance as a surviving example of 17th century 
Kentish vernacular style and as part of the early development of the hamlet.  

 
 
62 This is taken from LPA16 Appendix B – Heritage Assessment rather than Ms Rouse’s Proof-of-Evidence where she uses Medium.   
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Filmer House is a 15th century timber framed house with 16th and 17th century 
components. Its architectural and historic significance is as a surviving 
example of how houses developed between the 15th and 17th centuries as 
part of the early development of the hamlet.  The setting of these buildings 
consists primarily of the rural landscape to the east and west of Hearts 
Delight Road. The LBs make a positive contribution for their group value, 
given their proximity, the similarly of materials, and that they date from a 
similar period and represent the historical development of the area.   

11.64� The lpa concludes that increased traffic movements would have a moderate 
adverse63 effect, at the lower end of the less than substantial scale, on the 
CA, its setting and the settings of Sharps House and Filmer House. The HoP’s 
report does not contain an assessment of the Hearts Delight CA or forecast 
the level of traffic movements.  However, given that access to Hearts Delight 
is through Harman’s Corner, it is reasonable to conclude that there would be 
reductions in traffic.  Therefore, it is contradictory to suggest that there 
would be changes to some of the key significant features of these HAs and 
considerable change to the significant components of their setting. In terms 
of traffic impacts, the effect would be neutral.  Given the substantial 
separation between the appeal site and the Hearts Delight CA, the 
development would not affect the setting and significance of either the CA or 
the LBs. 

Chestnut Street CA and associated Listed Buildings 

11.65� A significant feature of the Chestnut Street CA is the group of LBs. These are 
4 medieval timber framed houses on the southern side of Chestnut Street 
between 220 and 240m to the west of the appeal site. They are the Hook’s 
Hole - Grade 2*, Olde - Grade 2, Tudor Rose/Dumbles Cottage - Grade 2, and 
Oldestede - Grade 2*. 

11.66� Hook's Hole is a Wealden hall house dating from the 15th century with an 
exposed timber frame and hipped roof of high historical and architectural 
significance with a large proportion of surviving original fabric.  Olde House 
and Tudor Rose/Dumbles Cottage are 16th century timber-framed houses.  
They have architectural and historic significance as surviving timber-framed 
16th century houses representing the earliest development in the hamlet of 
Chestnut Street.  Oldestede, is a 15th century exposed timber framed house 
with 17th century additions of high historical and architectural interest as a 
large 17th century property with surviving original fabric. 

11.67� The immediate setting of the LBs is formed by their separate plots, gardens 
and driveways which face directly on to Chestnut Street. The houses are set 
back and slightly below the level of the road.  Whilst shrubs/trees and in the 
case of Hook’s Hole a substantial boundary hedge, screen them from view, 
the character and architectural details of these buildings, and their 
relationship, is appreciated from the pavement on the north side of the road.  

 
 
63 This is taken from LPA16 Appendix B – Heritage Assessment rather than Ms Rouse’s Proof-of-Evidence where she uses Medium.    
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The immediate setting of Hook's Hole also includes the surviving historic farm 
buildings with which it is associated.  

11.68� The wider setting of the LBs varies significantly.  There is a relationship to 
Chestnut Street with their frontages facing towards the road to make a visual 
impression, opposite the later 18th and 19th century cottages.  Chestnut 
Street was a country road rather than a lane, and the construction of the 
A249 has restored this character.  The wider setting of Oldestede includes 
land to the south and west.  The wider setting of Tudor Rose/Dumbles 
Cottage and Olde includes open land to the south. Given the positions of 
Oldestede, Tudor Rose/Dumbles and Olde, the distance to the appeal site and 
intervening landscaping features the appeal site does not, in my view, 
contribute to the setting or significance of these 3 properties. 

11.69� Located on the corner of Chestnut Street and School Lane, the wider setting 
of Hook’s Hole is formed by School Lane to the east, the paddock facing 
Chestnut Street which runs up to the electricity substation, the large modern 
agricultural buildings and open land to the south.  Given the position, scale 
and visual impact of the large agricultural buildings, the open land beyond to 
the south-east and that part of the appeal site beyond does not contribute to 
the setting or significance of Hook’s Hole.  However, the paddock to east of 
School Lane does play an incidental element in its significance and a limited 
contribution to its setting. 

11.70� The setting of the CA comprises Chestnut Street to the west and east. 
Westwards there are open views to the south and of modern infilling on the 
north side of the road.  To the east, the 19th century settlement plan 
continues as far as the Tudor Rose Public House. Beyond the road is bounded 
by trees screening the A249 on the northern side and to the south the open 
paddock and a dense group of trees as far as the electricity sub-station.  

11.71� The setting on the eastern side is formed by School Lane, a narrow country 
lane rising-up the valley side, defined by roadside hedgerows. On the north-
eastern side are the large modern agricultural buildings surrounded by the 
paddock, and a field to the south that has a rural appearance. The setting on 
the northern side is formed by the A249, which severs Chestnut Street from 
part of its rural hinterland.  The CA appraisal identifies that "the road is in a 
cutting at this point so that visually the traffic is hidden and rather less 
intrusive than would otherwise be the case."  

11.72� The lpa concludes that increased traffic movements would have a moderate 
adverse64 effect, at the lower end of the less than substantial scale of harm, 
on the CA, its setting and the settings of Hook’s Hole, Olde, Tudor 
Rose/Dumbles Cottage, and Oldestede. The forecast impact of traffic on the 
Chestnut Street CA in the AM peak is 520 vehicles or 9 VPM with 
development as opposed to 347 vehicles, 6 VPM without the development 
[CD B1 8.203-207].  At the times of my visits (when there was free flowing 

 
 
64 This is taken from LPA16 Appendix B – Heritage Assessment rather than her Proof-of-Evidence where she uses Medium.   
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traffic on the A249) Chestnut Street through the CA was a busy road such 
that it could not be regarded as a tranquil area.  Whilst the change in traffic 
levels with the development, would be material, given the degree of 
screening that already exists and the setback of the LBs from the road, the 
change in traffic volume would not materially affect the ability to appreciate 
their architectural or historic significance. Accordingly, in this context, I 
consider there would be a negligible impact on the CA its setting and the 
settings of Hooks Hole, Olde, Tudor Rose/Dumbles Cottage, and Oldestede.  
On the lpa’s scale of effects this equates to a “very minor change” [LPA16 
Appendix B paragraph 6]. 

11.73� Regarding the LR and the Chestnut Street roundabout, the lpa says that this 
would be within 90m of the edge of the CA [LPA15 paragraph 6.4.6.].  This in 
my view, is a significant under estimation of the proposed separation.  The 
plan produced by the lpa at LPA10 Appendix D indicates that the gap from 
the Tudor Rose Public House to the roundabout would be about 90m. 
However, the CA boundary plan shows the eastern boundary running along 
the eastern edge of School Lane and northwards beyond Chestnut Street 
[LPA 16 Appendix C].  I estimate that the separation to the roundabout would 
be around double the lpa’s figure, which would have a material impact on the 
magnitude of effect. 

11.74� The roundabout and LR would be a significant engineering operation resulting 
in the removal of most of the existing dense deciduous planting on the 
southern side of Chestnut Street.  The planting that would be lost would be 
replaced by a wider belt of landscaping to screen the roundabout.  Currently 
from the area of the proposed roundabout, looking westwards, the buildings 
on the edge of the CA are barely visible through a combination of the 
alignment of the road and the dense planting on its southern side.   Even 
when this area of planting is removed, and before it matures, views of the 
buildings, particularly, the LBs would be filtered by a combination of the 
alignment of the road, a mature tree with a substantial canopy located at the 
western end of the paddock and tall, dense hedge planting on the roadside 
boundaries of Hook’s Hole. 

11.75� Views eastwards from the CA would change, with the main impact restricted 
to views from the area around the junction of Chestnut Street and School 
Lane.  The impact would largely be on the amount of open land that can 
currently be appreciated in the paddock at its eastern end next to Chestnut 
Street.  That said existing views of this area are already filtered by the 
substantial mature tree and affected by the substantial modern agricultural 
building in the foreground.  Given the degree of separation, the reduction in 
the degree and appreciation of openness of the agricultural field to the south-
east of the agricultural buildings would be negligible. 

11.76� Overall, using the lpa’s matrix of effect, in relation to traffic generation, there 
would be very minor changes and for the LR/roundabout there would be 
slight changes to the key significant features of the HAs and slight change to 
the significant components of their settings. The matrix of effect would 
identify this a minor/negligible effect [APP16 Appendix B paragraph 6].  
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Other Listed Buildings 

11.77� The lpa acknowledges that the narrow lanes and their character are not 
significant components of the setting of Cryalls Farmhouse (Grade 2) and 
Riddles House/Riddles Cottage (Grade 2) and as such neither building would 
be affected by traffic. [APP15 paragraph 7.61]. 

11.78� Cryalls Farmhouse, dating from the 18th century has architectural significance 
as a Georgian Farmhouse and although there is no longer any functional 
relationship to the agricultural land to the north-west its historical significance 
is through its relationship to the agricultural development of the area.  The 
setting of Cryalls Farmhouse comprises its own substantial and enclosed plot, 
modern suburban development to the north and east and scrubland/LGS to 
the south.  The main views of the farmhouse are restricted to glimpsed views 
from Cryalls Lane to the front and rear.  The Masterplan shows Cryalls Lane 
to the rear being retained with open/space landscaping between the lane and 
proposed housing.  To the south, a dense landscaped buffer would be 
retained between the densely planted curtilage of the house and the 
proposed LR.   Given the above factors and the existing enclosed setting of 
the farmhouse, the appellants’ assessment of a less than substantial impact 
at the lower end of the spectrum is overly cautious.  I consider there would 
be no effect from the proposed development on the setting of Cryalls 
Farmhouse or its architectural/historic significance. 

11.79� Riddles House/Riddles Cottage, located on the junction of Borden Lane and 
Riddles Lane, has architectural and historic significance as a 16th century 
building with some 17th century additions.  The setting of this building is the 2 
roads, the agricultural land to the north-east and south and the wooded 
scrubland/LGS to the north-west.  The introduction of the roundabout onto 
Borden Lane to the north-east would be a material change to the character of 
its setting. This would result in less than substantial harm to the setting of 
Riddles Farmhouse. 

Conclusion on the Effect on Heritage Assets 

11.80� There would be no effect on, The Street, Harman’s Corner or Hearts Delight 
CAs, their settings and associated LBs and no effect on the setting or 
significance of Cryalls Farmhouse. There would be less than substantial harm 
at the lowest end of that category to the Chestnut Street CA, its setting and 
associated LBs and less than substantial harm, again at the lowest end of the 
scale to Riddles House/Riddles Cottage.  This would result in conflict with 
Policies DM 32 and 33. 

Matter F – The Implications for Biodiversity and Climate Change 

Climate Change 

11.81� Policy ST 1 seeks to meet the challenge of climate change through the 
promotion of sustainable design and construction, the expansion of renewable 
energy, the efficient use of natural resources and the management of 
emissions.  Policies CP 2 seeks to promote sustainable transport through the 
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location of new development in accordance with LP allocations which 
minimise the need to travel and facilitate sustainable transport.  Policy CP 3 
seeks to achieve sustainable and high-quality design.  Policy CP 4 seeks to 
ensure that development makes efficient and prudent use of natural 
resources including sensitively utilising landscape features, landform, 
biodiversity and climate change to maximise energy conservation and 
amenity.  Other than a reference back to Policy CP 4 in relation to a strong 
landscape framework, Policy MU 3 does not refer to climate change. 

11.82� Policy DM 19 requires development proposals to include measures to address 
and adapt to climate change in accordance with national planning policy and 
guidance, and where appropriate incorporate: 

1a -  use of materials and construction techniques which increase energy 
efficiency and thermal performance and reduce carbon emissions over 
the long term; 

1b – promotion of waste reduction, re-use, recycling and composting, where 
appropriate during both construction and the life of the development; 

1d – design buildings which would be adaptable to change and reuse over the 
long term and include features which enable energy efficient ways of 
living e.g. adequate drying space, cycle storage, home working and 
good daylighting; 

2 –  be located, orientated and designed to take advantage of opportunities 
for decentralised low and zero carbon energy, including passive solar 
design and, connect to existing and planned decentralised heat and/or 
power schemes; 

3 –  all new non-residential buildings will aim to reach a BREEAM “Good” 
standard or equivalent as a minimum.  All new non-residential buildings 
over 1,000sq. m GFA should achieve the BREEAM “Very Good” standard 
or equivalent.  

11.83� Although the lpa’s climate change witness65 referred to Policy DM 20, this, as 
worded, relates to the development of renewable and low carbon energy 
developments and is not, in my view, relevant in this case.  This approach is 
consistent with the approach adopted by the lpa’s planning witness66. 

11.84� Framework paragraphs 149 and 150 say that plans should take a proactive 
approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change and reduce emissions. 
The Climate Change Act 2008 as amended in 2019, set a legally binding 
target to achieve zero greenhouse gas emissions across the UK economy 
[Doc 29].  Any local requirements for the sustainability of buildings should 
reflect the Government’s policy for national technical standards.   Framework 
paragraph 153 indicates that new developments should be expected to take 

 
 
65 X-Examination of Mr Chant-Hall. 
66 X-Examination of Mr Rushe. 
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account of landform, layout, orientation massing and landscaping to minimise 
energy consumption. 

11.85� PPG on Climate Change reiterates that addressing climate change is one of 
the Framework’s core land-use principles that should underpin plan and 
decision making.  In taking planning decisions attention should be paid to 
integrating adaption and mitigation approaches including maximising summer 
cooling through avoiding solar gain, district heating networks and 
multifunctioning green infrastructure.  PPG identifies that a lpa can set 
performance standards for new housing that are higher than Building 
Regulations (BRs), but only up to the equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes and no restriction on energy performance standards 
above BRs for non-housing developments. 

11.86� In June 2019, the Council adopted a CCD which includes, engagement with 
businesses, organisations and residents to make the Borough carbon neutral 
by 2030, to undertake actions including spatial and transport planning to 
make fewer journeys necessary, and to improve the energy efficiency of new 
homes and buildings [CD D29].  In a response, the Minister of State for 
Business, Energy and Clean Growth, wrote that the Government welcomed 
the Council’s commitment to meeting the climate change challenge [Doc 29]. 

11.87� The Minister’s letter includes an Annex which identifies some of the actions 
the Government was taking to combat climate change.  The annex identified; 

x� that in determining planning appeals, whilst the passing of a climate 
emergency motion would be a material consideration, reiterated that 
planning law required applications to be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise;  

x� consultation on stronger BRs to pave the way for the Future Homes 
Standard. The 2020 changes aim to cut carbon emissions by almost a third 
and a proposal that new homes built to the Future Homes Standard from 
2025 should have carbon dioxide emissions 75-80% lower than those built 
to current building standards; 

x� whilst lpa’s can set standards that exceed the requirements in the BRs, this 
is to be amended so that a lpa cannot set standards that go beyond the 
new BR minimum.  The ability to set minimum renewable requirements 
would not be affected. 

11.88� The appellants’ Sustainability and Energy Statement acknowledges that the 
scheme has been designed to meet current BRs standards and achieve a 
reduction in carbon dioxide emissions compared to BRs Part L [CD A77].  The 
estimated reduction in carbon dioxide emissions would be 2% for Phase 1a 
and 2% for the Masterplan site. [CD A77 page 17].  The BREEAM 2014 tool 
shows that with an overall score of 58.7%, the primary school would achieve 
a BREAM Performance Rating of Very Good.  To achieve a Very Good rating a 
building requires a score of between 55 and 69. 
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11.89� In terms of Policy DM 19 and the relevant criteria, it appears to me that in 
meeting and bettering the current BRs standards, albeit by only 2%, the 
appellants have satisfied criterion 1a.  Compliance with criterion 1b could be 
met by imposing relevant planning conditions in relating to the construction 
and operational phases.  Criterion 1d refers to designs that will be adaptable 
to change over the long term and include energy efficient ways of living with 
several examples.  In terms of these examples i.e. drying space, cycle 
storage, home working and good daylighting, whilst there is criticism, 
particularly from BRAD about the use of outdated suburban design themes 
and queries over adaptability, the Phase 1a scheme would comply with 
criterion 1d and the remainder of the scheme would be the subject of 
reserved matters applications. 

11.90� In terms of criterion 2 it appears to me that the buildings in Phase 1a have 
been designed and orientated to take account of passive solar energy i.e. 
solar gain.  Currently, no low/zero carbon energy schemes or decentralised 
heat and/or power schemes exist or are being planned that this development 
could take advantage of.  Other opportunities for low/zero carbon sources of 
heat/energy, are considered in the Sustainability and Energy Statement and 
discounted on the basis that either they are not appropriate, or attention 
would be focussed on improvements to the building fabric performance.  
Albeit at the lower end of the range, the primary school would achieve the 
BREEAM “Very Good” rating and as such would meet Criterion 3.  Whilst the 
lpa may seek the building to achieve higher scores, this part of the 
development meets what the policy requires. 

11.91� In terms of other Policy DM 19 criteria, particularly 1d (a mixed-use 
development which is accessible by non-car modes) the criticism is that it is 
located and designed to be car reliant.  The bulk of the site falls within the 
allocated site, which the LPI found was an appropriate and sustainable 
location for residential development.  The supporting text to the allocation 
recognises that the site is located close to a good range of services and public 
transport choices [CD C2 paragraph 6.6.51].  The Masterplan provides for 
commercial facilities to serve the development and whilst the proposal no 
longer includes a GP surgery that is as a result of the requirements of the 
CCG and not a downgrading of the proposed facilities by the appellants 
[8.31]. 

11.92� The design of the scheme provides for pedestrian and cycle access utilising, 
upgrading and expanding the existing PROW.  The onsite highway design and 
offsite highway improvements provide the opportunity for public transport to 
access the area.  The fact that the S106 Agreement does not provide, as 
some schemes in other lpas have done, for contributions to dedicated or 
redirected bus services is not something to be laid at the door of the 
appellants [8.26].  As far as I am aware, they were never asked, and I 
understand it is not an approach that this HA adopts.  The S106 does provide 
for the submission of a Travel Plan, which the HA considers acceptable, to 
encourage a modal shift in transport terms.  All these matters are the subject 
of a comprehensive suite of planning conditions.    
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11.93� I have considerable sympathy with the thrust of submissions that the 
appellants have done the bare minimum and have not pushed the design 
process beyond the standard estate layout [8.30]. However, taken in the 
round, the development meets the energy efficiency standards required by 
current BRs and would be compliant with Policy DM 19.  As far as the 
appellants are concerned that is where the matter ends. 

11.94� The above, highlights the conundrum regarding climate change [6.70].  On 
one hand, whilst it is recognised that BRs and local/national policy lag behind 
current thinking, S38(6) of the Act requires that applications are to be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise [Doc 29].  However, on the other hand, 
there is increasing acknowledgment and recognition at local, national and 
international level that Climate Change is an emergency and the need to act 
is urgent [6.62-6.64]. 

11.95� The lpa’s case is essentially predicated on the idea that all local and national 
policy and guidance needs updating and that the decision maker should not 
apply the current set of standards.  The appellants highlight the difficulty for 
the decision maker in adopting that approach, that there is a plan-led system 
where it is not possible or desirable to dip into the “Black Box” and predict 
what policies might apply and then apply them. 

11.96� Whilst I have some sympathy with that argument, the climate change 
emergency is a material consideration and the need for action increases daily.  
The commitment is to carbon neutrality locally by 2030 and nationally by 
2050 and the promotion of stronger BRs to pave the way for the Future 
Homes Standard. The BRs changes aim to cut carbon emissions by almost a 
third and new homes from 2025 should have carbon dioxide emissions 75-
80% lower than those built to current standards.  This points to a clear 
direction of travel and the significant weight to be attached to tackling climate 
change as a material consideration. 

11.97� The planning regime has a role to play and cannot leave climate change to 
other regimes to deal with particularly when those regimes have not kept 
pace with the requirement to take urgent and material action. In this context 
the appellants estimated reduction in carbon dioxide of 2% for Phase 1a and 
2% for the Masterplan site when seen in the context of the problem and the 
direction of travel bears no comparison [CD A77 page 17 & Doc 29 Annex].   
In this context, the lpa’s SC 11 and SPCC12 are a reasonable and necessary 
response to the scale and urgency of the climate change emergency [10.4 & 
Annex B]. The appellants do not accept either condition particularly SPCC12 
as a pre-commencement [10.4].  These conditions require a 4-stage 
approach to reducing carbon emissions.  SC11 requires that dwellings in 
Phase 1a would be constructed to achieve at least a 50% reduction in the 
Dwelling Emission Rate compared to the target fabric energy efficiency rates 
required by Part L1A of the BRs and a reduction in carbon emissions of at 
least 50% compared to the target emission rate as required under Part L of 
the BRs 2013. 
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11.98� SPCC12 requires that: 

x� any dwelling within a reserved matters phase approved between 2020 
and 2023 (inclusive), would need to show a reduction in carbon emissions 
of at least 50% compared to the target emission rate as required under 
Part L of the BRs 2013; 

x� any dwelling within a reserved matters phase approved between 2024 
and 2027, would need to show a reduction in carbon emissions of at least 
75% compared to the target emission rate as required under Part L of the 
BRs 2013; and 

x� any dwelling within a reserved matters phase approved in or after 2028, 
would need to show a reduction in carbon emissions of 100% (Zero 
Carbon) compared to the target emission rate as required under Part L of 
the BRs 2013.   

11.99� Drawing the above together, whilst on-balance the proposal would not 
conflict with Policy DM 19, the scale and urgency of the climate change 
emergency is such that it would constitute a material consideration of 
significant weight to support  the imposition of conditions to mitigate the 
impact of the development. 

Biodiversity 

11.100�Policy DM 28 seeks to ensure that development will conserve, enhance and 
extend biodiversity, minimise any adverse impacts and compensate where 
impacts cannot be mitigated and where possible provide for net gains in 
biodiversity.  Policy DM 29 seeks to ensure the protection, enhancement and 
management of hedges.  Policy MU 3, criterion 1, refers to a net gain in 
biodiversity as part of an integrated landscape and ecological strategy.  

11.101�Framework paragraph 170 indicates that decisions should contribute to and 
enhance the natural environment by, amongst other things, minimising 
impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity.  Framework paragraph 
175d, encourages opportunities for biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments, especially where this can secure measurable net gains for 
biodiversity. 

11.102�The LP does not refer to measurable net gain, therefore whether there is 
compliance with the policy is a matter of professional judgement.  Whilst the 
Framework refers to “…measurable net gains…” it does not define that 
measure or how it should be measured.  PPG, whilst indicating that several 
metrics to measure and monitor aspects of wider environmental net gain are 
under development67, it does not specify a figure.  Thus, whether there is 
compliance with national policy is the subject of professional judgement. 

11.103�The 2019-2020 Environment Bill refers to the biodiversity gain objective and 
indicates that this would be met if the biodiversity value attributable to the 

 
 
67 Natural Environment PPG Paragraph 028 Reference ID: 8-028-20190721. 
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development exceeds the pre-development biodiversity value of the onsite 
habitat by at least the relevant percentage, which currently is set at 10% 
[Doc 45].  Notwithstanding the lpa’s submission, as I understand it the Bill 
has only recently passed its first reading and a date for a second reading has 
yet to be set [6.57].  Thus, whilst the Bill points to the direction of travel, it 
has a considerable way to go before receiving Royal Assent and being 
enacted. 

11.104�The lpa take issue with the appellants’ ecological survey work suggesting it is 
an inadequate basis for reaching a “…proper ecological assessment…”.  An 
example of this is an absence of surveys in relation to the Dormouse, a 
matter I will return to later.  Guidance on the scale and nature of relevant 
survey work is found in 3 areas, ODPM Circular 06/200568, PPG69 and 
professional guidance produced by the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management70.  The thrust of Circular advice and PPG is that 
surveys for protected species should not be required unless there is a 
reasonable likelihood of the species being present and affected by the 
development and assessments should be proportionate.   Professional 
guidance indicates that an ecological impact assessment can be undertaken 
without detailed survey information for a given ecological feature, where the 
outcomes of the survey can be reasonably predicted, or would make no 
material difference to the assessment of likely significant effects, and 
appropriate mitigation can be designed and secured on the basis of the 
information available. [5.73 & 5.74]. 

11.105�KCC’s Ecological Advice Service, a source of independent professional advice 
for lpas, reviewed the ecological information and following requests for 
further information and clarification reassessed the evidence concluding that 
the, “…submitted ecological information…provides a good understanding of 
the ecological interest of the site…” and that with the imposition of relevant 
conditions, “…the ecological impact associated with the proposed 
development can be mitigated…” [CD A40].  Nothing has changed [5.70]. 

11.106�In relation to roosting bats, badgers, overwintering birds and amphibians, the 
lpa confirmed that it took no objection [5.71].   Dormouse and reptiles were 
scoped out of the survey on the basis that habitats were sub-optimal and 
were likely either not present or unlikely to be affected.  Such an approach is 
consistent with both national and professional advice [5.72 & 5.73] and the 
weight of evidence particularly in relation to the suitability of the site as a 
habitat or foraging area for the Dormouse and the precautionary approach 
adopted as evidenced in the ES [CD A11 paragraphs 11.131-11.168; APP11 
paragraphs 2.4-2.6].  In addition, the appellants have agreed a suite of 
conditions 58 to 62 that provide for the updating of baseline surveys for 
breeding birds, bats, reptiles and Dormouse, the provision of a Construction 

 
 
68 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. 
69 Natural Environment PPG Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 8-018-20190721. 
70 Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. 
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Ecological Management Plan and a Landscape and Ecological Management 
Plan.  These are comprehensive and would provide substantial mitigation. 

11.107�An issue has been taken with the potential impact on Skylarks and the 
appropriateness of the mitigation [6.53 & 54; 8.38].  The appellants have 
submitted a mitigation strategy that provides for the creation of Skylark plots 
on land adjacent to the appeal site and is a matter that can be dealt with by a 
condition [APP11 paragraphs 3.1-3.5 & Appendix R3; 5.82].  Whilst the 
proposed replacement area is sub-optimal, it is recognised that it is not 
always possible to provide replacement on a 1 to 1 basis and that the 
provision of Skylark plots does have beneficial impact [5.81].  KCC’s 
assessment of the proposed mitigation concluded that it is acceptable and on 
balance I have no reason to disagree. 

11.108�Net gain, albeit there is no measure of what that is, is LP and national policy.  
To demonstrate net gain, the appellants have used the beta version of the 
DEFRA Biodiversity Metric 2.0, whose use comes with strong caveats [5.83].   
The first run of the metric shows an enhancement of some 15.9% [APP10 
Appendix 6 Table A3].  When sensitivity tested to address concerns raised by 
the lpa, the Metric returns an enhancement of some 12.9% [APP12 
paragraph 2.2 & Appendix R4].  In my view, these differences show some of 
the issues raised about the reliability of the beta version and reiterate that 
the metric and its outputs need to be interpreted alongside ecological 
expertise and common sense [CD C32 paragraph 2.22 & 5.83].  The lpa’s 
own quantitative assessment returns a 20% net loss of biodiversity [LPA12 
paragraph 3.2.10].  Unfortunately, the lpa has not shown how that result has 
been reached and it must be treated with considerable caution [5.85]. 

11.109�Notwithstanding the issues surrounding the use of the Metric, the appellants’ 
running of the model does return a net gain consistent with the level 
suggested in the emerging Environment Bill.  However, as the caveats 
indicate, the output should be interpreted alongside professional judgement 
and common sense.  The appeal scheme provides for a comprehensive 
landscaping scheme that is not only designed to mitigate the landscape and 
visual impacts of the development but would, through the comprehensive 
suite of planning conditions relating to biodiversity, provide material 
biodiversity enhancement.  Moreover, the significant contributions that future 
residents would make through the landscaping of their gardens to biodiversity 
should not be ignored.  It is widely recognised that domestic gardens can 
have a significant beneficial impact on enhancing biodiversity.  Drawing all 
the above together, I consider that the proposed scheme would lead to a 
material increase in biodiversity.    

Special Protection Areas 

11.110�Although not functionally linked to the Medway Estuary and Marshes, The 
Swale Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site and the Thames 
Estuary and Marshes SPA and Ramsar Site, the appeal site is located within 
the 6km zone of influence of these areas.  These wetland sites are classified 
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for their waders and waterfowl, which are rare or vulnerable and as areas 
that form a critically important network for birds on migration.  

11.111�Research indicates that additional dwellings are likely to result in additional 
recreational activity, causing disturbance to protected bird species on the 
SPAs and Ramsar Sites.  Thus, development proposals including the appeal 
site within the 6km zone of influence could lead to increased recreational 
pressure and in combination could have a likely significant impact on the 
integrity of the SPAs and Ramsar Sites.  Natural England indicate that without 
appropriate mitigation the scheme would have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SPAs, Ramsar Site and SSSI [CD A40 page 28]. 

11.112�The North Kent Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy 
(SAMMS) sets out a strategy to resolve disturbance issues to wintering birds 
on the North Kent Marshes, focusing on the European Protected Sites and 
Ramsar Sites and their internationally important bird interest features.  The 
suite of strategic mitigation measures is delivered through the Bird Wise 
project, a partnership of local authorities and conservation organisations in 
North Kent, to ensure that development, considered in-combination, does not 
have an adverse effect on the integrity of the European sites [CD D45].  A 
per-dwelling tariff has been calculated using the total cost of delivering the 
mitigation measures in-perpetuity and the planned number of additional 
dwellings expected to be built in North Kent.  Natural England has worked 
with the north Kent lpas to support them in preparing the SAMMS and the 
underpinning evidence base.  Natural England agree that the mitigation 
measures to ensure additional impacts from recreational disturbance to the 
SPAs and Ramsar Sites are ecologically sound.   

11.113�The appellants’ reports include a wintering birds survey, which shows, given 
its distance from the SPA, the relative abundance of suitable grassland and 
arable fields closer to the SPA, and the physical separation which disconnects 
the SPAs and the site, that the appeal site does not support such species. The 
appellants refer to the open space measures proposed as part of the 
development and recreational areas closer proximity the SPAs.  On this basis, 
the appellants conclude that adverse impacts on the SPA would be unlikely. 
Notwithstanding this, the appellants have agreed to make financial payments 
under SAMMS through a S106 agreement [10.30].  

11.114�Based on the submitted evidence and the financial contributions being 
secured to the North Kent SAMMS, I conclude that suitable mitigation can be 
provided.  Accordingly, the appeal scheme would not have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of the Medway Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area 
and Ramsar Site, The Swale Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site and, 
Thames Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area and Ramsar Site. 

Conclusion on Biodiversity 

11.115�The scheme would not have an adverse effect on biodiversity and on the 
balance of probabilities would result in a biodiversity net gain.  The 
development would not conflict with the objectives of Policy DM 28 and Policy 
MU 3 and national policy.    
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Matter G – The Implications for Community Facilities and Infrastructure 

11.116�Although not referred to in the putative RfR, Policy CP 6 indicates that 
development proposals will be expected to deliver timely infrastructure, 
safeguard existing community services and facilities, and provide for utility 
provisions including digital infrastructure.  Putative RfR 2g refers to the 
failure of the S106 Agreement to sufficiently mitigate off-site impacts of the 
development on the surrounding areas including impacts on local amenities 
such a Borden Parish Hall, the adult fitness equipment in the Playstool 
Recreation Ground in Borden and the adjacent woodland.  In addition, the 
contributions to the improvements to facilities at Old Bordenians and Gore 
Court provide for benefit to the wider community [10.22] 

11.117�Regarding community facilities specifically referred to in the putative RfR, the 
S106 Agreement provides £40,000 for the management and maintenance of 
the Borden Nature Reserve, £42,000 for the provision and maintenance of 
adult fitness equipment and £7,500 towards the maintenance of woodland at 
the Playstool Recreation Ground [10.22b, e & f].  These matters addressed 
concerns raised by BPC regarding planning obligations [Doc 16]. 

11.118�Borden Parish Hall is a well-used facility and there is little scope to provide 
additional facilities.  However, the S106 Agreement makes provision for 
financial contributions to the provision of community facilities off-site at the 
Sittingbourne Hub, the New House Youth Centre and community facilities at 
the on-site Sports Club and Community Building [10.22i, j, k & p & 10.31).  
The Agreement provides for the establishment of a Management Committee 
for the Sports Club and Community Building, which would include a Council 
officer and Councillors from the Borough and Borden Parish Councils.  The 
purpose of the Management Committee is to ensure that the building would 
be available for wider community uses independent of the sports use. The lpa 
confirmed that the concerns identified in putative RfR 2g were dealt with 
through the S106 Agreement.     

11.119�SCs 10, 49 and 50 relate to the connections to, protection of and, where 
necessary, diversions to the public sewerage system [10.3 & 10.15].  SC16 
provides for the installation of telecommunications infrastructure and high-
speed fibre optic connections to all buildings within the development [10.6]. 

11.120�Existing pressures on healthcare facilities, particularly primary care, and the 
deletion of a medical facility included in an early iteration of the planning 
application are significant concerns of residents [8.31 & Section 9].  Although 
acknowledging the pressure on existing GP facilities the CCG does not want a 
medical facility to be provided on the site.  Rather the CCG seeks a financial 
contribution of £360 per resident towards expanding existing facilities within 
the vicinity of the development [CD A40 page 110].  The S106 Agreement 
provides a contribution of £86,292 for Phase 1a and thereafter a contribution 
of £360 per person [10.22c].  Given the CCGs position on this issue, the 
absence of a health facility in this application should not weigh against it. 

11.121�Having regard to the above, the appeal scheme makes acceptable provision 
for community infrastructure and there would be no conflict with Policy CP 6.  
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Matter H – Air Quality  

11.122�Policy DM 6 (2d) indicates that when assessing the impacts on the highway 
network, development proposals will integrate air quality management and 
environmental quality into the location and design of and access to 
development and demonstrate that proposals do not worsen air quality to an 
unacceptable degree taking into account cumulative impact likely on Air 
Quality Management Areas.  Framework paragraph 181 indicates that 
decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant 
limit values or national objectives for pollutants considering the presence of 
AQMAs and Clean Air Zones.   Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate 
impacts should be identified such as traffic and travel management, green 
infrastructure provision and enhancement.  

11.123�The Government published an Air Quality Strategy in 2007 which sets out 
measures to improve and protect air quality and how the obligations 
contained in EU Directives are to be met [CD D9].  The AQS sets standards 
and objectives for the main air pollutants of which NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are 
relevant to this case.  The Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 and the EU 
Directive 2008/50/EC set legally binding limits for NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 The 
annual limits for NO2 are 40ug,m

3, for PM10 the limit is 50ug,m
3 and for PM2.5 the 

limit is 25ug,m
3 [APP6 Appendix A]. 

11.124�Air Quality Planning Guidance (Mitigation Option A) 2015 was published by 
the Kent and Medway Air Quality Partnership [CD D10]. The guidance uses a 
method for assessing the air quality impacts of a development which includes 
the quantification of impacts, calculation of damage costs, and the 
identification of mitigation measures to be implemented to negate the impact 
of development on air quality.  Table 1 provides a classification magnitude of 
impact on air quality ranging from Imperceptible to Very High and Table 2 
sets out the planning requirements and outcomes by magnitude [CD A11 
page 10 and 11].  The guidance also contains recommendations for 
appropriate mitigation measures.  Swale has produced an Air Quality Action 
Plan (2018 – 2022) outlining the actions to be taken to improve air quality. 
[Doc 24].  Relevant actions include, development control, promoting travel 
alternatives and transport planning and infrastructure. 

11.125�New development will impact on air quality and finding the allocated site 
sound the impacts on air quality were considered and that the need to protect 
air quality had been balanced appropriately with the overall benefits of the 
strategy [5.25].  The modelling of air quality impacts undertaken by the 
appellants accords with current best practice and guidelines.  This conclusion 
is supported by independent consultants commissioned by the lpa and the 
Council’s own technical officer [CD A34 & CD B1 paragraphs 8.230/231].  On 
this basis, I consider the predicted outcomes are a sound basis for 
determining the impact on local air quality. 

11.126�A key area of concern is the potential impact on receptors on the A2 at 
Keycol Hill to the north-west of the Key Street roundabout where several 
residential receptor points are assessed [APP5 Table 1 & Figure 1 Points 16, 
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17, 24, 25 & 26].  Here, without development, the predicted Annual Mean 
NO2 concentrations are close to but do not exceed the statutory limit of 
40ug/m

3.  For these receptor points, the impact of the development at the 
opening year would make no meaningful difference in predicted levels, such 
that the development would not materially change the existing situation 
[APP5 Table 8].  Elsewhere for NO2 levels, a Medium Adverse effect i.e. more 
than 1% difference between the objective and predicted level impacts are 
predicted for 4 receptor points (11, 12, 13 & 14) on Wises Lane, a receptor 
on Chestnut Street (23) and a receptor on Borden Lane (1).  All other 
receptor locations would show beneficial reductions in NO2 levels.  For PM10 
levels only one receptor (13) on Wises Lane would show a Medium Adverse 
effect, the remainder would experience Low/Imperceptible changes [APP5 
Table 9].  For PM2.5 levels only one receptor (13) on Wises Lane would show a 
Medium Adverse effect with the remainder experiencing Low/Imperceptible 
change [APP5 Table 10]. 

11.127�Given some receptors would experience Medium Adverse or 
Low/Imperceptible effects, the Kent and Medway Air Quality Guidance 
identifies the planning requirement as mitigation to include reducing exposure 
through various measures, emissions reduction technologies and/or 
development redesign and the minimum mitigation for the development 
scheme [ CD D10 Table 2].   The standard mitigation for all residential 
developments requires that all gas-fired boilers are to meet a minimum 
standard of less than 40mgNOx/kWh and the provision of 1 electric vehicle 
charging point per dwelling with dedicated car parking or 1 charging point per 
10 spaces of unallocated parking.  The emissions mitigation statement should 
show the mitigation proposed to be equivalent to the value of the emissions 
calculation and to provide for the minimisation of dust emissions from 
construction.  

11.128�The changes in the Damage Cost calculations from the ES, through the 
updated ES to the appellant’s evidence to the inquiry rather than 
demonstrating inconsistency reflect changes in the estimated number of 
annual trips generated by the development, the impact that this has on the 
annual NOx and PM10 levels and material changes in the Damage Cost 
estimates published by DEFRA.  For example, in 2015 NOx

71 was priced at 
£18,18272 per tonne as opposed to £8,343 per tonne in 2019.  Based on the 
evidence before me, I consider the appellants’ use of the Central Damage 
Cost figure to be reasonable resulting in a robust Damage Cost calculation 
[APP5 paragraph 5.28]. 

11.129�During the construction phases of the development best practice measures 
and a planning condition requiring a Construction Management Plan would 
mitigate air quality impacts during construction [APP6 Appendix H].  In terms 
of appropriate mitigation, the provision of the LR and off-site highway 

 
 
71 Transport - Urban Small.   
72 Inspector’s Note, the figure of £28,788 per tonne quoted by the lpa at 6.43 refers to the 2015 Central figure for Transport Urban 

Medium. 
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improvements at the Key Street and the Stockbury roundabouts, would result 
in beneficial impacts at most of the key receptors [APP5 paragraphs 5.29 to 
5.38].  In line with the Kent and Medway Air Quality Guidance, the 
development would include the provision of electric vehicle charging points 
and gas boilers to meet the minimum standard of less than 40 mgNO2/kWh.  
The provision of a Travel Plan would include mechanisms to discourage high 
emission vehicle use and encourage the uptake of low emission technologies, 
information on alternative sustainable travel options, the provision of travel 
incentives, providing cycle parking.  The Travel Plan is estimated at achieving 
at least a 5% shift.  Providing and improving cycle links and the green 
infrastructure would contribute to absorbing pollutants. 

11.130�Post mitigation, whilst there would be no material changes in the key areas at 
Key Street and Wises Lane, there would be no worsening of air quality and in 
most locations there would be a beneficial effect and overall predicted 
concentrations would be well below i.e. less than 75% of the relevant 
objective levels.  Whilst I agree that the introduction of low emission gas 
boilers would not directly impact on mitigating air pollution from vehicles, it 
does form part of the local air quality management strategy and is therefore 
reasonable to include this within the mitigation.  Similarly, whilst the green 
infrastructure is largely included within the scheme for landscape and visual 
impact reasons, and its impact on air quality would not be immediate it is not 
unreasonable to include these.  In any event even if these elements are 
removed from the costs of mitigation, the remainder would still far exceed 
the estimated Damage Cost based on the DEFRA model.  Similarly, if the 
appellants had used the DEFRA High Damage Cost figures, the value of the 
mitigation measures would still exceed the estimated Damage Costs [5.30]. 

11.131�The lpa sums its concerns up as an acknowledgement that air quality 
objectives would not be breached but that additional pollution is being 
introduced [6.46].  However, that is a position that has already been 
accepted by the LP allocation.  Inevitably, new development will impact on air 
quality.  However, it appears to me that the approach being adopted both by 
the lpa and BRAD points ultimately to a no-development scenario, which 
given the need for new dwellings is an unrealistic argument.  This 
development with the LR and direct access onto the A249 would result in 
reductions in traffic on the existing A2 and the Key Street roundabout with 
consequent decreases in congestion and improvements in air quality through 
reduced vehicle emissions.  Whilst the development would involve changes in 
air quality at the appeal site through vehicle and dwelling emissions where no 
houses currently exist and traffic levels are lower, with the direct mitigation 
measures and conditions to reduce dwelling emissions it is reasonable to 
conclude that air quality levels would be well below the objective limits [8.33 
& 8.34].  Thus, whilst the effects of the development could, simplistically, be 
described as redistribution, the objective of Policy DM 6 (2d) that “…proposals 
do not worsen air quality to an unacceptable degree…”.  
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Matter I - The implications for neighbours’ living Conditions  

11.132�Whilst the lpa has identified some potential issues relating to traffic and air 
quality impacts and are dealt with above, the more general neighbours’ 
issues do not form part if its case [6.75].  The concerns about this aspect of 
the development arise from residents’ representations made at the time of 
the application and relate the impact on residents in Dental Close and Wises 
Lane in terms of a loss of privacy, light and outlook largely from the Phase 1a 
and proposed dwellings to the east including on the land to the east outside 
the allocated site. 

11.133�Phase 1a is wholly within the allocated site.  Whilst most existing dwellings 
would lose their outlook over the agricultural field, the LP Development 
Concepts Plan shows that the principle of built development to the rear of 
houses on Dental Close and on the southern side of Wises Lane along with a 
point of primary vehicular access is acceptable [CD C2 page 178].  The layout 
plan for Phase 1a shows adequate separation between the proposed dwellings 
on Phase 1a and the existing dwellings such that there would be no loss of 
privacy or light [CD A74].  The remainder of the land to the east and south of 
Dental Close forms part of the outline application.  As part of a reserved 
matters application, the lpa could ensure adequate separation to avoid 
adverse effects on existing residents. 

11.134�For the above reasons, there would be no adverse effect on the living 
conditions of adjoining residents.   

Matter J – the supply of land for housing and the implications for the 
application of planning policy. 

11.135�Framework paragraph 59 sets out the objective of significantly boosting the 
supply of homes.  The Framework requires lpas to identify a 5-year supply of 
deliverable sites including an appropriate buffer.  The HLS position is a matter 
that was not discussed at the inquiry but rather was dealt with by way of 
Position Statements (Docs 47 & 48). The lpa accepts that by virtue of the 
Framework’s HDT and the associated 20% buffer that the HLS stands at some 
4.6-years [6.10 & Doc 47].  The appellants submit that given slippage in the 
delivery of some sites the HLS position has not improved and may have 
deteriorated since the 2017/18 Statement of Housing Land supply was 
prepared.   What is agreed is that the absence of a 5-year HLS engages the 
Framework paragraph 11(d) “tilted balance” save potentially for issues 
relating to heritage, Framework Footnote 6.    

11.136�There is still disagreement in the way that balance is to be applied.  The 
appellants say that the delivery of a substantial number of market and 
affordable homes attracts substantial weight [5.89].  The lpa say that the 
weight to be attached to the relevant development plan policies is tempered 
by the steps the lpa is taking to address the deficit. The lpa has published a 
Housing Delivery Test Action Plan featuring: a review of the LP with 
consultation in early 2020 including progressing 4 new communities or 
strategic sites that would collectively provide for some 20,000 new homes 
and infrastructure with a view to adopting the plan in 2023; a SHLA update; 
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working with partners to secure funding for road improvements; continuing to 
monitor the HLS and to continue to make use of Planning Performance 
Agreements to ensure the timely decision making [CD C19].  

Matter k – Benefits associated with the development. 

11.137�Whether or not the allocated site is deliverable, I consider that in carrying out 
the planning balance it is necessary to adopt a position where the full benefits 
of the proposed development are weighed against all the harms and not, as 
the lpa appears to have done, weigh the net benefits of the additional 
development against the gross harms [5.92] .  

11.138�The development would result in economic benefits [CD A46].   Here, the use 
of Gross Value Added73 is, in my experience, an accepted tool to show the 
potential economic benefits of a scheme.  

11.139�During the 10-year construction phase an average of 140 jobs per month 
would be created with a GVA of some £59m.  In the construction supply 
chain, some 98 indirect jobs would be supported with a GVA of some £46m.  
The total GVA for the development would be in the region of some £105m. 

11.140�The proposed retail/commercial facilities could support a total of some 24 
full-time equivalent jobs, the primary school a total of 33 jobs.  The 
relocation of the rugby club would result in the relocation of some part-time 
staff from Gore Court.  However, the more intensive use of the new building 
by both the rugby club and the wider community uses proposed would have 
the potential for both full and part-time employment. 

11.141�Future residents could generate economic growth of some £31m GVA and 
some £13.4m of commercial expenditure.  Even accepting the lpa’s 
submission that a true reflection of the GVA attributed to economically active 
residents would be some 50% of the appellants estimate, the contribution 
would be a material sum [LPA18 paragraphs 6.19-6.24].  A New Homes 
Bonus of some £4.8m would be provided and £64,500 per annum in business 
rates. Based on the property bands used, the likely contribution of council tax 
payments is disputed.  However, there would be a material contribution to 
the local economy [CD A46 paragraph 3.16 & LPA18 paragraphs 6.15-6.18].  

11.142�Whilst the construction period would generate short to medium term 
economic benefits and allowing for the caveats raised by the lpa, I consider 
the total economic benefits of the development would have a positive effect 
on the local economy and attracts substantial weight. 

11.143�The scheme would deliver a significant amount of market and affordable 
housing of up to 675 dwellings of which 81 would be affordable homes.  
Whilst criterion 5 of Policy CP5 requires development to achieve a mix of 
house types consistent with the SHMA, this is a Borough wide policy and 
should not be applied rigidly to every site.  Moreover, the policy needs to be 

 
 
73 Measure of the value of goods and services produced in an area, industry or sector of an economy 
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read in the context of the quality and purposes of housing identified in the LP.  
For the area of the appeal site, which appears to be generally identified as, “a 
more prosperous area”, the objective is not to change an area’s housing offer 
[CD C2 Table 5.3.1].  Moreover, whilst the lpa may have to make choices, the 
bulk of the scheme is in outline, and given the extended period over which 
the development would take place there is the opportunity to assess the 
housing mix against identified need [8.16].  That said, notwithstanding, the 
possible tension within Policy CP 3, the appellants acknowledge that the 
housing mix as proposed attracts some negative weight [8.16]. 

11.144�There is an acknowledged need for affordable homes and the numbers 
proposed (81), would be below that required using the ratios set by 
Policy DM 8.  However, the S106 Agreement provides for an Affordable 
Housing Viability Review to identify whether the development achieves a 
surplus, which would trigger a requirement to provide additional affordable 
homes up to the Policy maximum of 92.  Part of the viability exercise related 
to the cost of off-site highway works particularly to the Key Street 
roundabout and the link to the A249.  Since then the HIF scheme relating to 
these works has been approved, which could in theory release funds.  Clearly 
the viability exercise would have to be redone at the appropriate trigger point 
provided for by the conditions, but there appears to be a strong likelihood 
that additional affordable housing could be provided to reflect LP 
requirements. 

11.145�Recognising that Policy CP 3 is a Borough-wide policy, the potential tensions, 
within it and given the considerable unmet need for affordable housing, I 
consider the contribution of the scheme in relation to the provision of housing 
attracts significant weight. 

11.146�The creation of a link between Borden Lane and Chestnut Street with access 
onto the southbound A249 has been identified to provide benefits [ Appendix 
PB4 paragraphs 29-31; 5.14 & 5.22-5.23].  Following a sustainability 
assessment, the benefits were identified as providing more significant 
improvements to the Key Street/A249 and the Key Street roundabout, the LR 
would assist in mitigating current conditions on the A2 east of Key Street and 
would reduce the attractiveness of rat-running alternative to the A249 
through the rural area.  Mitigating congestion on the A2 and the provision of 
an alternative route would contribute to improving air quality along this key 
route into and out of Sittingbourne [CD A40 page 172].  I consider these 
positive benefits attract substantial weight. 

11.147�The provision of facilities for Sittingbourne Rugby Football Club provides for 
positive social benefits.  The club share facilities with hockey and cricket 
clubs.  The playing pitches for the Rugby Club are divorced from the shared 
clubhouse and their use involves a significant walk for both players and 
spectators.  The remoteness of the pitches means that junior rugby coaching 
takes place on the grassed area to the front of the clubhouse.  This area is 
also used as a cricket square and outfield.  Given the nature of these sports, I 
have no doubt that this dual use results in conflict between the clubs and 
affects the ability of both to develop. The dedicated facilities at the appeal 
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site would allow the rugby club to flourish and provide a greater contribution 
to the community.  I consider these positive benefits attract substantial 
weight. 

11.148�Taking all the economic and social benefits together, I conclude that the 
public benefits of the appeal proposal should be accorded substantial 
weight in the overall planning balance. 

The Planning Balance and Conclusions 

11.149�Given the agreed absence of a 5-year HLS, the Framework paragraph 11 
tilted balance applies unless the policies in the Framework regarding the 
protection of HAs provide a clear a reason for refusing the development 
(Footnote 6). 

11.150�There would be no effect on, The Street, Harman’s Corner or Hearts Delight 
CAs, their settings and associated LBs and no effect on the setting or 
significance of Cryalls Farmhouse. There would be less than substantial harm 
at the lowest end of that category to the Chestnut Street CA, its setting and 
associated LBs and less than substantial harm, again at the lowest end of 
that category to Riddles House/Riddles Cottage and conflict with Policies 
DM 32 and 33.   

11.151�Framework paragraph 196 says that where a development proposal would 
lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated HA, that 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. Having 
regard to the substantial weight attaching to the public benefits of this 
proposal, I conclude they outweigh the finding of less than substantial harm.  
Accordingly, the Framework paragraph 11 tilted balance is not disengaged in 
this case.  That said, Framework paragraph 193 advises that when 
considering the impact of a proposal on the significance of a designated HA, 
great weight should be attached to the asset’s conservation irrespective of 
the level of harm.  Accordingly, in the planning balance, the finding of less 
than substantial harm to the designated HAs is conflict with Policies DM 32 
and 33 attracts substantial negative weight. 

11.152�Subject to the implementation of mitigation measures that are the subject of 
planning conditions and the S106 Agreement I conclude that this proposal 
would not have an unacceptable effect on the safety and free of traffic on the 
local or strategic highway network.  As such the proposal would not conflict 
with Policy DM 6, DM 26, criterion 6 of Policy MU 3 and Framework paragraph 
109.  In the planning balance, this matter is neutral. 

11.153�The appeal scheme would result in moderate adverse landscape and visual 
effects.  Those effects would be experienced at the north-western end of the 
development.  Whilst the appeal scheme would not result in the merging of 
the settlements, the extent of the separation between Sittingbourne and 
Chestnut Street would be significantly reduced through a permanent loss of 
open land within the ILCG.  The impact of the LR through the housing 
development is a matter that could be controlled through conditions and the 
approval of reserved matters.  I conclude that the provision of a LR would not 
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unacceptably affect the character and appearance of the development or 
have an unacceptable impact on the LGS. 

11.154�The moderate adverse landscape and visual effects of the proposal would 
conflict with Policies DM 14, 24 and DM 25.  Notwithstanding that in this case 
the tilted balance would apply, I consider given the objectives of these 
policies, I accord them significant weight.  As such in the planning balance 
the conflict with Policies DM 14, 24 and DM 25 attract significant negative 
weight.  

11.155�The proposal involves B&MV agricultural land that is not allocated in the LP 
for development there would be some conflict with Policy DM 31.  That said, I 
conclude that the proposal would not adversely affect the viability of the 
remaining holding or that it would result in the accumulated and significant 
loss of B&MV agricultural land.  In these circumstances I conclude the 
proposal would not conflict with Policy DM 31. In the planning balance, this 
matter is neutral. 

11.156�The proposal would conflict with Policy CP 5 relating to delivering a wide 
choice of homes and Policy DM 8 relating to the provision of affordable 
homes. 

11.157�The proposal would not have an adverse impact on biodiversity and 
demonstrates a net gain.  As such I conclude that the proposal would not 
conflict with Policies DM 28, DM 29 and criterion 1 of Policy MU 3.  In the 
planning balance, this matter is neutral. 

11.158�The proposal provides for acceptable levels of community facilities and 
infrastructure and would not conflict with Policy CP 6.   The proposal would 
not have an adverse effect on neighbours’ living conditions.  In the planning 
balance, these matters are neutral. 

11.159�The proposal would not result in a worsening of air quality and with the 
implementation of the LR, off-site highway improvements and the damage 
mitigation measures, which involve electric vehicle charging points, Travel 
Plan measures and low emission boilers would result in an overall 
improvement in air quality.  These measures would be significantly reinforced 
by the imposition of SC 11 and SPCC 12 [10.4]. As such the proposal would 
not conflict with Policy DM 6 2(d). In the planning balance, this matter is 
neutral. 

11.160�The appeal site includes land that is already allocated in the LP as a 
sustainable location for residential development.  With the implementation of 
the off-site highway works, the Travel Plan and the improvement of existing 
pedestrian links, I consider the proposed development would be sustainable.  
The design and layout of Phase 1a is acceptable and the remaining 
development would be controlled through the reserved matters applications 
and conditions.  In this context I conclude that the proposal would not conflict 
with Policies ST1 and Policies CP2, 3 and 4.  In the planning balance, these 
matters are neutral. 
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11.161�BPC, BRAD and residents all express concern that the failure to produce a 
Masterplan in conjunction with relevant stakeholders before the application 
was submitted conflicts with Policy MU 3.  Criterion 6 of the policy and the 
supporting text at paragraph 6.6.46, indicate that a Masterplan/development 
brief is required.   However, what the policy, particularly criterion 6, is not 
specific on are timings or that a Masterplan should be adopted prior to the 
submission of an application.   In this case, consistent with the lpa’s normal 
procedures and the Framework, the application was the subject of pre-
application consultation with the local community and various named 
consultees [CD A44, CD B1 paragraph 8.13].  I have considerable sympathy 
with the obvious frustration of residents who display a strong desire to be 
deeply involved in the future of their area and have been alienated.  The 
appellants have missed a significant opportunity to harness the skill and 
enthusiasm of these residents.  However, the submission of a 
Masterplan/development brief with the outline application is not in breach of 
Policy MU 3. 

11.162�Taking into account the conflict with Policies CP 5 and DM 8 and the 
substantial negative weight I attach to the conflict with Policies DM 32 and 33 
and the significant negative weight to the conflict with Policies DM 14, 24 , 
25, I consider that the substantial weight that attaches to the economic 
benefits of the proposal, the substantial benefits that would flow from the 
provision of a LR, the substantial benefits flowing from the relocation of the 
Rugby Club and the significant benefits arising from the provision of market 
and affordable housing significantly and demonstrably outweigh the conflict 
with the development plan and the Framework when taken as a whole.  
Accordingly, on balance I conclude that the appeal should be allowed. 

Conditions and S106 Agreement  

11.163�SCs 1 to 9, SPCC10, SC13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, SPCC20, SC21, 22, 23, 28, 
SPCC29, SC31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, SPCC45, 
SC46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, SPCC54, SCs 55, 56, 57, SPCCs 58, 59, 60, 
61 , 62, SCs 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 73 & 74  should be imposed for 
the reasons specified [Section 10].  Where necessary and appropriate, I have 
amended the conditions in the interests of precision and enforceability. 

11.164�S 11 and SPCC12 relate to seeking reductions in carbon emissions.  The 
appellants object to the imposition of these conditions.  The reasonableness 
and necessity for these conditions is discussed at paragraphs 11.92-11.95 
above and should be imposed for those reasons.  SC14 seeks for the primary 
school a BREEAM Excellent Performance Rating, and whilst the appellants 
have no objection in principle, in the absence of a Policy justification to 
underpin this change, it is considered unreasonable.  Whilst Policy DM 19 
seeks the Very Good rating as a minimum, having regard to the discussion 
and conclusion in the section on climate change above, I consider a 
requirement to achieve a BREEAM Excellent Performance Rating is reasonable 
and necessary. These conditions are Condition 11, 12 and 14 in Annex B. 
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11.165�Given the limited effect of traffic on the Chestnut CA, I consider that SC24 is 
unnecessary.  SCs25 and 26 set a trigger point for when that part of the LR 
between Wises Lane and Chestnut Street is available for traffic and the 
roundabout is open for use.  Based on an assessment of the TA and TAA, the 
HA set the trigger point at 200 dwellings and has not altered that view.  The 
lpa has requested that the trigger is set at 160 dwellings, however, the 
highways evidence does not, in my view, support a reduction.  SC26 relates 
to that part of the LR between Wises Lane and Borden Lane and is modified in 
the interest of clarity.  SC30 relates to the re-provision of the bus layby that 
serves Westlands School. Given that the layby would be within that part of 
the site covered by the outline application, the suggested amendment by the 
appellants is reasonable to allow flexibility as part of the design process. 

11.166�SPCC42 is a pre-commencement condition relating to the timing and 
implementation of the advance planting.  The appellants do not object to the 
principle of this condition.  Rather an amendment is suggested to provide for 
implementation at the earliest opportunity to avoid potential damage to the 
planting during construction.  Provision of advance planting is a key element 
of the landscape and visual impact mitigation and a condition is necessary.  
However, I consider the appellant’s suggestion would render the condition 
vague.  Submitting a timetable for implementation with the advance 
landscaping scheme, would, in my view, allow for the necessary flexibility to 
avoid damage but would also provide certainty in terms of implementation.  
The revised condition is at Annex B Condition 41. 

11.167�SPCC63 relates to the submissions of details to show the achievement of a 
biodiversity net gain of 10% using the DEFRA 2.0 Metric.  The evidence 
submitted by the appellants and the suite of conditions agreed would, in my 
view, ensure that net biodiversity gains would be achieved.  In these 
circumstances and in the absence of a minimum statutory figure or a 
minimum level within local or national planning policy, I consider the 
condition to be unnecessary. 

11.168�SCPC72 includes the repetition of work that the appellants have carried for 
the inquiry to predict emissions levels and to calculate the Damage Cost 
Value.  In this context, the appellant’s suggested amendment requiring the 
submission of a scheme identifying mitigation measures in line with local 
guidance is considered reasonable and necessary.  

11.169�The contents of the S106 Agreement accord with the requirements of CIL 
Regulation 122 and Framework guidance.  I have taken the contents into 
account when coming to my conclusion. 

Recommendations 

11.170�That the appeal is allowed, and planning permission granted subject to the 
conditions contained in Annex B. 

11.171�Condition 12 is pre-commencement condition that the appellants object to 
[10.4 & 11.164].  Condition 41 is a pre-commencement condition that the 
appellants do not object to in principle subject to an amendment [10.13 & 
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11.166].  I consider the revised wording, which differs from the appellants’ 
suggestion, for Condition 41 achieves the lpa’s and appellant’s objective for 
this condition. 

11.172�In the event that the Secretary of State agrees with my recommendation and 
wishes to include Conditions 12 and 41, as set out in Annex B, the appellants 
will need to give their written approval to the wording of those conditions, in 
accordance with the provisions of The Town and Country Planning (Pre-
commencement Conditions) Regulations 2018 SI 2018 No. 566.  I have 
already given my reasons why I consider those conditions, as worded, should 
be included. 

 

George Baird 
Inspector 
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ANNEX A  
 
PUTATIVE REASONS FOR REFUSAL 
 
1. That the Transport Assessment submitted with the application fails to adequately 

address the highways impacts arising from the development, in particular a lack of 
clarity regarding key elements of the traffic proposals, flaws in the modelling work, 
lack of consideration of rat running and the impact on the wider local road 
network, inadequate environmental assessment work, and the failure to provide 
adequate and appropriate mitigation. As such, the application fails to demonstrate 
that the scheme would not cause unacceptable highway impacts, contrary to 
policies DM6, DM26 and MU3 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local 
Plan, and paragraphs 108 and 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

2. That notwithstanding reason 1, the alleged benefits of the development, including 
the claimed highways benefits purported in the application, are significantly and 
demonstrably outweighed by the harm that would be caused if this development 
went ahead, which includes:  

a) Harm to the Landscape arising from the development of land within the open 
countryside beyond the site allocation, contrary to Policy DM24 of Bearing 
Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan, the Swale Landscape Character 
and Biodiversity Appraisal SPD 2011 and paragraph 170 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework; 

b)  Development of land within an Important Local Countryside Gap, contrary to 
Policy DM25 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan; 

c)  The loss of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land through development 
beyond the site allocation, including the likely isolation / sterilisation of such 
land outside the application site to the east of the Electricity Distribution Site 
on Chestnut Street, contrary to Policy DM31 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale 
Borough Local Plan and paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework;  

d) The failure to provide a Policy-compliant level of affordable housing, contrary 
to Policy DM8 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan, and 
paragraph 62 of the National Planning Policy Framework; 

e)  Failure to demonstrate that the site would provide an appropriate mix of 
housing to meet the housing needs for Swale, including a failure to 
demonstrate that the development would provide housing to meet the needs 
of specific groups, contrary to Policy CP3 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale 
Borough Local Plan and paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework; 

f) The use of a Local Distributor spine road through the site which, by virtue of 
its design and predicted function to carry significant traffic flows (above and 
beyond those generated by the development) would dominate and detract 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 128 
 
 
 

from the character and appearance of the development, rather than 
complement it, in a way that reflects good design, contrary to Policies CP4 and 
MU3 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan, and paragraphs 
110 and 127 of the National Planning Policy Framework; 

g) Failure of the proposed S106 agreement to sufficiently mitigate the off-site 
impacts of the development on the surrounding area, including impacts on 
local amenities, such as Borden Parish Hall, the adult play equipment in the 
Playstool, and the Woodland Area in Borden, contrary to paragraphs 54 and 56 
of the National Planning Policy Framework; 

h)  The development would not be compatible with the Lpa’s Climate Change 
Emergency declaration, including but not restricted to adverse impacts upon 
biodiversity within the site contrary to Policy DM28 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The 
Swale Borough Local Plan; and paragraphs 150 and 175 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

i) The harm to heritage assets through the generation of significant vehicle 
movements that would arise from the proposal (including the diversion of local 
traffic above and beyond movements generated by the new development 
itself) , and including impacts arising from rat-running through the surrounding 
area, in particular in Borden and Chestnut Street, contrary to Policies DM32 
and DM33 of Bearing Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan, and 
paragraphs 193-196 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 3. That the Air Quality modelling submitted with the application is inadequate, the 
negative impact of existing air quality exceeds guidelines for health, and the 
additional negative impact of the proposed development underestimates the 
likely true impact on health. This would be contrary to Policy DM6 of Bearing 
Fruits 2031: The Swale Borough Local Plan, and paragraph 181 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
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ANNEX B – SUGGESTED CONDITIONS 
 
1. The detailed element (referred to subsequently as Phase 1A and as shown on 

drawing 1733.10.A4) of the development to which this permission relates must 
be begun not later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date on 
which the permission is granted. 

 
2. Before the first submission of reserved matters, a phasing plan for delivery of 

the development, including the associated highways infrastructure, open space, 
landscaped buffers and sports/community facilities, shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The development shall then 
be implemented strictly in accordance with the approved phasing scheme, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority. 

 
3. Details relating to the layout, scale and appearance of the proposed building(s) 

(“reserved matters”) within a relevant phase (other than Phase 1A), and the 
landscaping of the site within that phase, shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority before any development within that 
phase is commenced. 

 
4. The first application for approval of reserved matters referred to in Condition 3 

above must be made not later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the 
date of this permission; and the last application for approval of reserved 
matters referred to in Condition 3 above must be made not later than the 
expiration of 10 years beginning with the date of this permission.  

 
5. The first phase of the development for which outline permission is hereby 

granted must be begun not later than the expiration of 2 years from the date of 
approval of the first of the reserved matters to be approved. 

 
6. Each subsequent application for reserved matters approval for any phase of the 

development shall be commenced within 2 years of the date of the approval for 
each reserved matter for that approved phase. 

 
7.� The detailed element (phase 1A) of the development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the following approved plans: 2574-313 Rev G, 1733 
P230.01.B, 1733.P231.01 A,  1733.P341.02.A, 1733.P341.03, 1733.P341.01.C, 
1733.K3.01, 1733.K2.01 A, 1733.H485.01 Rev C, 1733.H470.01A, 
1733.H469.01 Rev B, 1733.H455.01, 1733.H455-5E, 1733.H433.01 Rev B, 
1733.H431.01 Rev B,  1733.H421.01 Rev B, 1733.H417.01D, 1733.H406.01, 
1733.H385.01, 1733.G.02 Rev A, 1733.G.01 Rev A, 1733.BS.01, 1733.B.03, 
1733.B.01 Rev A, 1733.9B.01 Rev B, 1733.10 A4, 1733.09 Rev D, 1733.03A, 
1733.01 Rev A4, 14657C Landscape Proposals sheets 1 of 4, 2 of 4, 3 of 4 and 
4 of 4. 
 

8. The reserved matters details submitted pursuant to condition 2 shall accord with 
the Masterplan Parameter Plans, Building Heights Parameter Plan 2574-304 Rev 
P; Land Use Parameter Plan 2574-300 Rev N; Density Parameter Plan 2574-303 
Rev P; Route Infrastructure Parameter Plan 2574-302 Rev S; David Williams 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 130 
 
 
 

Landscape Consultancy Indicative Landscape Strategy Plan (Addendum LVIA 
Figure 10.8, Drawing No L8 Revision E (For the avoidance of doubt this replaced 
the Landscape and Ecology Masterplan previously submitted). 

 
9. No more than 180 dwellings shall be occupied until the community facility/rugby 

clubhouse and associated pitches have been completed and made available for 
use. 

 
10. No development, other than as required by Condition 22, in any phase shall 

commence until details of an indicative timetable for the connection of that 
phase or part of that phase to the public sewerage system has been submitted 
to local planning authority. No dwelling in any phase shall be occupied unless in 
accordance with the approved timetable. 

 
11. The dwellings hereby approved in Phase 1A shall be constructed to achieve the 

following sustainability measures: at least a 50% reduction in Dwelling Emission 
Rate compared to the target fabric energy efficiency rates as required under 
Part L1A of the Building Regulations 2013 (as Amended); a reduction in carbon 
emissions of at least 50% compared to the target emission rate as required 
under Part L of the Building Regulation. Prior to the construction of any dwelling 
within Phase 1A, details of the measures to be undertaken to secure compliance 
with this condition shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

 
12. Prior to the construction of any dwelling in a subsequent phase (other than 

Phase 1A), a scheme of sustainable design and construction measures for the 
dwellings within that phase shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. This shall demonstrate: (a) a reduction in carbon 
emissions of at least 50% compared to the target emission rate as required 
under Part L of the Building Regulations 2013 (as amended) for any dwelling 
within a reserved matters phase approved between the years 2020 and 2023 
(inclusive); b) a reduction in carbon emissions of at least 75% compared to the 
target emission rate as required under Part L of the Building Regulations 2013 
(as amended) for any dwelling within a reserved matters phase approved 
between the years 2024 and 2027 (inclusive) and (c) a reduction in carbon 
emissions of 100% (Zero Carbon) compared to the target emission rate as 
required under Part L of the Building Regulations 2013 (as amended) for any 
dwelling within a reserved matters phase approved in or after the year 2028.  
The development in each phase shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

  
13. The residential development hereby permitted shall be designed to achieve a 

water consumption rate of no more than 110 litres per person per day, and no 
residential unit(s) shall be occupied until details of the measures used to 
achieve the rate for that unit(s) have been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. 
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14. The non-residential buildings shall be constructed to a minimum of BREEAM new 
construction “Excellent” Standard or an equivalent standard, and prior to the 
first use of the building the relevant certification shall be submitted to the local 
planning authority for each individual non-residential building confirming that 
the required standard has been achieved.  

 
15. No development (other than as required under condition 22) shall take place in 

any phase (including Phase 1A) until details of the existing site levels, proposed 
site levels (including any levels changes to areas to be used as open space, 
landscaped buffer areas  and  highways), and proposed finished floor levels for 
buildings in that phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority and the development shall be completed strictly in 
accordance with the approved levels. 

 
16. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place within 

a relevant phase (including Phase 1A) until details have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority for the installation of fixed 
telecommunication infrastructure and High Speed Fibre Optic (minimal internal 
speed of 100mb) connections to multi point destinations and all buildings 
including residential, commercial and community within that phase. The ducting 
details shall provide sufficient capacity, including duct sizing to cater for all 
future phases of the development. The infrastructure shall be laid out in 
accordance with the approved details and at the same time as other services 
during the construction process. 

 
17. Notwithstanding the Phase 1A detailed drawings no development beyond the 

construction of foundations within phase 1A shall take place until the following 
measures to minimise the risk of crime have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority revised plans providing ground floor 
windows on the side elevations of dwellings with on-plot parking spaces.  The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

 
18. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place within 

Phase 1A until written details and samples of the materials to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces of the building(s) hereby permitted have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. This 
shall include a sample panel to demonstrate the appearance of the feature 
brickwork proposed on the buildings. 

 
19. Details of any means of enclosure to be erected between any dwelling and road 

frontages within Phase 1A shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority and erected prior to the occupation of that dwelling 
within Phase 1A.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Class A, Part 2, Schedule 2 
to the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015 (as amended) no gates, fences, walls or other means of enclosure 
shall be erected or provided in advance of any dwelling fronting on a highway, 
other than those specifically shown on the approved plans. 
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20. No development in any phase (including Phase 1A) shall take place, including 
any works of demolition, until a Construction Management Plan (CMP) has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
approved CMP shall be implemented and adhered to throughout the entire 
construction period. The CMP shall provide details of: 

 
• measures to manage HGV movements to deter use of the Strategic Road 

Network during peak hours (0800-0900 and 1700-1800 hours); 
• measures to ensure that loose loads arriving / departing from the site are 

sheeted; 
• the means of access for vehicles during construction and the routeing of 

construction and delivery vehicles to and from the site, including temporary 
traffic management and signage; 

• parking and turning areas for construction and delivery vehicles and site 
personnel; 

• loading and unloading of plant, materials and waste; 
• storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 
•  the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative 

displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate; 
•  wheel washing facilities and measures to deal with mud or spills on the 

highway; 
•  measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction; 
• a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition and 

construction works.  
 
21. No construction work audible at the site boundary (for the avoidance of doubt to 

include piling) in connection with the development (including Phase 1A) shall 
take place on any Sunday or Bank Holiday, nor on any other day except 
between the following times: Monday to Friday 0730–1900 hours, Saturdays 
0730–1300 hours unless in association with an emergency or with the prior 
written approval of the local planning authority. 

 
22. No dwelling within Phase 1A shall be occupied until the highway works north of 

No 35 Wises Lane, as shown on the Wises Lane – Site Access drawing 13-042-
038C (or as otherwise agreed) have been completed. 

  
23. No dwelling shall be occupied until a binding agreement has been entered into 

with the Highway Authorities relating to the part of the highway connection 
between Wises Lane and Chestnut Street that crosses Highways England land. 
The agreement shall include and identify areas of land for associated screening 
landscaping consistent with the David Williams Landscape Consultancy 
Indicative Landscape Strategy Plan (Addendum LVIA Figure 10.8, Drawing No 
L8 Revision E). The agreement shall secure the areas for landscaping in 
perpetuity (such landscaping to be subject to condition 26). 

 
24. No more than 160 dwellings shall be occupied until the length of the internal 

spine road between Wises Lane and Chestnut Street has been constructed to an 
adoptable standard and made available for public use. 

 



 
Report APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate       Page 133 
 
 
 

25. Full details of the design of the roundabout to be installed on Chestnut Street, 
(as currently shown on drawing 13-042-045D), and associated screening 
landscaping (which shall include details of species, size, density of planting, and 
an implementation and long-term maintenance schedule) shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. No more than 160 
dwellings shall be occupied until the roundabout as approved is constructed to 
an adoptable standard and open for public use.  

 
26. No more than 421 dwellings shall be occupied within the development until the 

spine road between Wises Lane and Borden Lane and the roundabout 
connection to Borden Lane has been constructed to an adoptable standard and 
made available for public use.  

 
27. No more than 100 dwellings shall be occupied until a Section 278 Agreement 

has been entered into with the Highway Authority for delivery of a detailed 
scheme for signalisation at the junction of Wises Lane and the A2 London Road. 
All associated works shall be completed within 18 months of being served notice 
to commence by the Highway Authority provided always that such notice is not 
served prior to the occupation of the 150th dwelling and not later than the 
occupation of the 500th dwelling. 

 
28. No development (other than required under condition 22) shall be commenced 

until a scheme to demonstrate the retention and phasing of road connections 
during the construction process has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. The scheme shall be designed to ensure the 
retention of a link between Wises Lane and Borden Lane, via Cryalls Lane (and 
connecting roads beyond the site) throughout the duration of the development, 
until the proposed spine road between Wises Lane and Borden Lane has been 
constructed to an adoptable standard and made available for public use. 

 
29. The layout of the reserved matters for those phases to the south of the 

boundary with Westlands School shall include the provision of bus layby facilities 
(of commensurate capacity to the existing layby on the A2) on the spine road to 
provide pick up and drop off facilities, such layby facilities to be sited a 
maximum distance of 200 metres from the boundary with Westlands School.  

 
30. No more than 80 dwellings shall be occupied within the development until the 

following off-site highways works have been completed: works to Borden Lane, 
as shown on drawing 13-042-071 Rev A; works to Wises Lane (south) as shown 
on drawing 13-042—044 REV E and improvements for pedestrian crossing at 
the A2/Adelaide Drive junction as shown on drawing 13-042-073. 

 
31. No more than 421 units shall be occupied until the off-site highways works to 

Homewood Avenue/Borden Lane/Adelaide Drive, as shown on drawing 13-042-
80 REV A have been completed. 

 
32. No more than 150 dwellings shall be occupied until off site highway 

improvements to the A249 Junction with the A2 Keycol Hill/Key Street (known 
locally as the Key Street Roundabout) have been completed and opened to 
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public traffic in accordance with C&A Drawing No. 13-042-081 Rev A (Proposed 
Key Street Roundabout Interim Scheme) or such other scheme of works 
substantially to the same effect, as may be approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. 

 
33. No development within any phase (including Phase 1A) shall be occupied or first 

used until detailed travel plans for that phase, to be based upon the principles 
as set out in the Framework Travel Plan, have been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the local planning authority. The Travel Plans shall be implemented 
in accordance with the approved details. 

 
34. Any reserved matters application(s) relating to layout including residential or 

commercial buildings, shall include details of all types of vehicle parking 
proposed. Prior to the occupation of any dwelling/building within that reserved 
matters parcel, the parking areas relating to that dwelling/building shall be 
completed in accordance with the approved details and retained for their 
intended purpose thereafter.  

 
35. For the purposes of the detailed (Phase 1A) scheme, the area shown on the 

approved plans as car parking space shall be kept available for such use at all 
times and no permanent development, whether permitted by the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as 
amended) (or any order revoking or re-enacting that Order) or not, shall be 
carried out on the land so shown (other than the erection of a private garage or 
garages) or in such a position as to preclude vehicular access thereto; such land 
and access thereto shall be provided prior to the occupation of the dwelling(s) 
hereby permitted. 

  
36. Any reserved matters application(s) relating to layout that include residential or 

non-residential buildings, shall be accompanied by details of facilities for the 
covered secure parking of bicycles for use in connection with those buildings. 
Prior to the occupation of any dwelling/building the cycle parking facilities for 
that dwelling/building shall have been provided in accordance with the approved 
details and they shall be retained thereafter for their intended purpose.  

 
37. The proposed estate road, footways, footpaths, verges, street tree planting, 

junctions, street lighting (to include measures to limit light spill and use of 
lighting to minimise impacts upon wildlife), sewers, drains, retaining walls, 
service routes, surface water outfall, vehicle overhang margins, embankments, 
visibility splays, accesses, carriageway gradients, driveway gradients, car 
parking and street furniture, as appropriate, shall be constructed and laid out in 
each phase (including Phase 1A) in accordance with details to be submitted and 
approved by the local planning authority in writing before their construction 
begins in that phase and in accordance with a schedule of house completion and 
an implementation programme for the agreed works, also to be submitted to 
the local planning authority for approval in writing. 

 
38. Prior to the occupation of any dwelling or other building, the following works 

between the dwelling or building and the adopted highway shall be provided; i) 
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Footways and/or footpaths, with the exception of the wearing course; 
ii) carriageways, with the exception of the wearing course but including a 
turning facility, highway drainage, visibility splays, street lighting, street 
nameplates and highway structures (if any). 

 
39. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place in 

Phase 1A until full design details for the internal spine road within that phase, to 
include details of  roadside tree planting and verge details, surface materials, 
and details of chicanes, crossing points and build out margins and which shall 
include provision of a formal crossing facility to be either a Zebra or Toucan 
crossing, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The crossing facility shall be installed prior to first opening of the 
spine road within Phase 1A. 

 
40. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place in any 

phase until detailed drawings of the internal spine road within that phase, to 
include details of tree planting and verge details, surface materials, and details 
of chicanes, crossing points (including controlled crossing points) and build out 
margins have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details.  

 
41. No development (other than as required under condition 22) shall take place 

until a detailed scheme of and a timetable for the implementation of advance 
soft landscaping has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  This shall incorporate: 

 
x� the areas proposed for advance planting, as shown on the Indicative 

Landscape Strategy Plan by David Williams Landscape Consultancy and 
referred to as Figure 10.8, drawing L8 Revision E, and a legal mechanism has 
been secured for the long-term use and retention of this land for landscaping; 
 

x� the soft landscaping scheme  shall include proposed trees, shrubs and other 
features, planting schedules of plants (which shall include native species and 
of a type that will encourage wildlife and biodiversity), noting species, plant 
sizes and numbers where appropriate, measures to prevent tree vandalism, 
and measures to protect the advance planting from construction on the 
remainder of the site for the duration of such works; 
 

x� details of the advance planting for the access road and proposed junction with 
Chestnut Street, shown as AA-BB on the Indicative Landscape Strategy Plan, 
shall take into account and indicate relevant working and operational 
constraints, changes in landform, measures to mitigate impacts upon the 
Borden Chestnut Street Conservation Area and associated Listed Buildings, 
and engineering requirements associated with the proposed road and 
roundabout.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
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42.  Upon completion of the advance landscaping works, any trees or shrubs that are 
removed, dying, being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased within 
ten years of planting shall be replaced with trees or shrubs of such size and 
species as may be agreed in writing with the local planning authority, and within 
the next planting season. 

43. The sports pitches hereby permitted shall be grass pitches only and shall not be 
illuminated.  

 
44. No development (other than as required under condition 22) in any phase 

(including Phase 1A) shall take place until full details of all existing trees and/or 
hedges in that phase, details of any trees or hedges proposed for removal, and  
measures to protect any trees or hedges shown to be retained, have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Such 
details shall include: 

  
1.�a plan showing the location of and allocating a reference number to each 

existing tree and hedge on the site to be retained and indicating the crown 
spread of each tree, and extent of any hedge, and identifying those trees and 
hedges to be removed; 

2.�details of the size, species, diameter, approximate height and an assessment 
of the general state of health and stability of each retained tree and hedge; 

3.�details of any proposed arboricultural works required to any retained tree or 
hedge; 

4.�details of any alterations in ground levels and of the position of any 
excavation or other engineering works within the crown spread of any 
retained tree; 

5.�details of the specification and position of fencing and of any other measures 
to be taken for the protection of any retained tree or hedge from damage 
before or during the course of development. 

 
 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 

and the approved protection measures shall be installed in full prior to the 
commencement of any development and retained for the duration of 
construction works. No works, access, or storage within the protected areas 
shall take place, unless specifically approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  In this condition “retained tree or hedge” means any existing tree or 
hedge which is to be retained in accordance with the drawing referred to in (a) 
above. 

 
45. Notwithstanding the submitted plans, no development beyond the construction 

of foundations shall take place within Phase 1A until full details of both hard and 
soft landscape works proposed within the curtilage of any dwelling or flat have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
These details shall include existing trees, shrubs and other features, planting 
schedules of plants, noting species (which shall be native species and of a type 
that will encourage wildlife and biodiversity), plant sizes and numbers where 
appropriate, means of enclosure, hard surfacing materials, and an 
implementation programme.  
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46. The hard and soft landscape works within Phase 1A shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details under condition 46.  The works shall be 
carried out prior to the occupation of any dwelling within Phase 1A or in 
accordance with the programme agreed in writing with the local planning 
authority. 

47. Upon completion of the approved landscaping scheme within Phase 1A, any 
trees or shrubs that are removed, dying, being severely damaged or becoming 
seriously diseased within 5 years of planting shall be replaced with trees or 
shrubs of such size and species as may be agreed in writing with the local 
planning authority, and within whatever planting season is agreed. 

 
48. No development (other than as required under condition 22) in any phase 

(including Phase 1A) shall commence until details of measures to protect/divert 
public sewers within that phase have been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. 

 
49. No development (other than as required under condition 22) shall commence in 

any phase until a detailed sustainable surface water drainage scheme for each 
phase (including Phase 1A), compliant with the complete drainage strategy as 
approved (Flood Risk Assessment and Addendum to Flood Risk Assessment 
dated May 2018), has been submitted to (and approved in writing by) the local 
planning authority. The detailed drainage scheme shall demonstrate that the 
surface water generated by this development (for all rainfall durations and 
intensities up to and including the climate change adjusted critical 100-year 
storm) can be accommodated and disposed of within the curtilage of the site 
without increase to flood risk on or off-site. The drainage scheme shall also 
demonstrate that silt and pollutants resulting from the site use and construction 
can be adequately managed to ensure there is no pollution risk to receiving 
waters. The drainage scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details prior to first occupation of each phase of the development (or 
within an agreed implementation schedule). 

 
50. No building hereby permitted in any phase (including Phase 1A) shall be 

occupied until an operation and maintenance manual for the proposed 
sustainable drainage scheme is submitted to (and approved in writing) by the 
local planning authority. The manual at a minimum shall include the following 
details: 
1.�A description of the drainage system and its key components; 
2.�A general arrangement plan with the location of drainage measures and 

critical features clearly marked; 
3.�An approximate timetable for the implementation of the drainage system; 
4.�Details of the future maintenance requirements of each drainage or SuDS 

component, and the frequency of such inspections and maintenance 
activities; 

5.�Details of who will undertake inspections and maintenance activities, 
including the arrangements for adoption by any public body or statutory 
undertaker, or any other arrangements to secure the operation of the 
sustainable drainage system throughout its lifetime. 
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 The drainage scheme as approved shall subsequently be constructed and 
maintained in accordance with these details. 

 
51. No building in any phase (including Phase 1A) of the development hereby 

permitted shall be occupied until a Verification Report pertaining to the surface 
water drainage system for that phase or part of that phase, carried out by a 
suitably qualified professional, which demonstrates the suitable modelled 
operation of the drainage system such that flood risk is appropriately managed, 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
The Report shall contain information and evidence (including photographs) of 
earthworks; details and locations of inlets, outlets and control structures; extent 
of planting; details of materials utilised in construction including subsoil, topsoil, 
aggregate and membrane liners; full as built drawings; and topographical 
survey of ‘as constructed’ features. 

 
52. No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground is permitted other than 

with the written consent of the local planning authority. The development shall 
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  

 
53. No development (other than as required under condition 22) within any phase 

(including Phase 1A) approved by this permission shall be commenced prior to a 
contaminated land assessment (and associated remediation strategy if relevant) 
for that phase, being submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority, comprising: 

 
i.� a desk study and conceptual model, based on the historical uses of the site 

and proposed end-uses, and professional opinion as to whether further 
investigative works are required; 

ii.� a site investigation strategy, based on the results of the desk study, shall be 
approved by the local planning authority prior to any intrusive investigations 
commencing on site; 

iii.� An investigation, including relevant soil, soil gas, surface and groundwater 
sampling, carried out by a suitably qualified and accredited 
consultant/contractor in accordance with a Quality Assured sampling and 
analysis methodology; 

iv.� a site investigation report detailing all investigative works and sampling on 
site, together with the results of analyses, risk assessment to any receptors 
and a proposed remediation strategy which shall be of such a nature as to 
render harmless the identified contamination given the proposed end-use of 
the site and surrounding environment, including any controlled waters; 

v.� a verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order 
to demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (iii) are 
complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of 
pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

 
Any changes to these components require the written consent of the local 
planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved. 
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54. Before any part or agreed phase of the development is occupied, all remediation 
works identified in the contaminated land assessment and approved by the local 
planning authority shall be carried out in full (or in phases as agreed in writing 
by the local planning authority) on site under a quality assured scheme to 
demonstrate compliance with the proposed methodology and best practice 
guidance. If, during the works, contamination is encountered which has not 
previously been identified, then no further development (unless otherwise 
agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be carried out until a 
remediation strategy detailing how this contamination will be dealt with has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.  

 
55. Prior to any part of the permitted development being occupied a verification 

report for that phase demonstrating the completion of works set out in the 
approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall be 
submitted to, and approved in writing, by the local planning authority. The 
report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance 
with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation 
criteria have been met.   

 
56. Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be 

permitted other than with the express written consent of the local planning 
authority, which may be given for those parts of the site where it has been 
demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to groundwater. The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  

 
57. No development (other than as required under condition 22) in any phase 

(including Phase 1A) shall be commenced until a scheme of gas protection 
measures necessary for that phase, to protect the development from gas 
concentrations arising from the adjacent former landfill site (now Borden Nature 
Reserve), has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. Such measures shall be based upon further monitoring and 
assessment of gas concentrations, the details of which shall be submitted with 
the scheme. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

 
58. No development shall take place (including any ground works, site or vegetation 

clearance) until an ecological report containing the following updated baseline 
surveys has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority:  

 
1.�Breeding bird survey. A breeding bird survey following Government standing 

advice and the method set out in the Baseline Ecological Appraisal, for all the 
areas of site not originally surveyed;  

2.�Breeding bird survey. A breeding bird survey following Government standing 
advice and the method set out in the Baseline Ecological Appraisal for all 
proposed skylark mitigation area(s); 
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3.�Bat activity survey. A bat activity survey should be undertaken following 
Government standing advice and the method for ‘low suitability sites’ set out 
in the Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists (Collins, 2016); 

4.�Reptile survey. A reptile ‘presence’ survey should be undertaken following 
Government standing advice and the method set out in Froglife Advice Sheet 
10: Reptile Survey (Froglife, 1999); 

5.�Dormouse survey. A dormouse survey should be undertaken following 
Government standing advice and the method set out in The Dormouse 
Conservation handbook (English Nature, 2006). 

 
59. No development shall take place in any phase (including Phase 1A) (including 

any ground works, site or vegetation clearance) until an updated Badger survey 
for that phase has been undertaken (within 6 months prior to commencement of 
development of that phase) and a report submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. 

 
60. No development (other than as required under condition 22) shall take place 

(including any ground works, site or vegetation clearance) until a revised 
skylark mitigation strategy has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority and a legal agreement has been secured to deliver 
any off-site mitigation required. This mitigation strategy should be informed by 
appropriate update baseline surveys and in line with the guidance set out by the 
RSPB and under Countryside Stewardship’s option AB4 for Skylark plots. The 
mitigation strategy must include but not necessarily be limited to: 

 
1.�the location of the mitigation site(s); 
2.�the method of creation within the mitigation site(s); 
3.�the management methods (for 10 years) for the mitigation site(s); 
4.�a mechanism to secure the mitigation for the 10-year period.   

 
 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
61. No development shall take place (including any ground works, site or vegetation 

clearance) until a site-wide Construction Ecological Management Plan (CEMP) 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
The CEMP should describe measures that should be adopted to safeguard 
retained on-site and off-site ecological features and to mitigate any adverse 
effects on habitats and species during site preparation, demolition and 
construction works. The CEMP shall be designed and used to inform and guide 
the development of the scheme on the ground, and raise awareness of 
ecological constraints during construction works, in order to protect and 
enhance the existing ecology of the Site. It should include detailed measures 
across all phases including timing and methods of works and relevant mapping 
and set out any requirements for update surveys during the construction period. 
It should set out the details of the person responsible for the implementation of 
the CEMP, sign off procedures, and include the appointment of an Ecological 
Clerk of Works. The measures shall be consistent with all ecological mitigation 
required during construction set out within the Environmental Impact 
Assessment.  
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62. Within 6 months of the commencement of development of any phase (including 

Phase 1A), a detailed Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority for that 
phase. The detailed LEMP shall be updated at each phase to incorporate and 
review approved management plans for earlier phases, and upon development 
of the last phase shall provide a single detailed LEMP for the entire 
development.  This shall be carried out by experienced ecologists, and shall 
contain, but not necessarily be limited to, the following information for that 
phase: 

  
1.� A review of existing specific species surveys undertaken; 
2.� Description and evaluation of features to be managed; 
3.� Ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence management; 
4.� Location and details of habitats to be created and managed to mitigate and 

enhance biodiversity; 
5.� Aims and objectives of management; 
6.� Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives; 
7.� Prescriptions for management actions, together with a plan of management 

compartments; 
8.� Map showing the management compartments for any mitigation or 

enhancement areas; 
9.� Preparation of a work schedule to implement the LEMP in each phase, 

(including an annual work plan capable of being rolled forward over a thirty-
year period); 

10.�Details of the body or organisation responsible for implementation of the 
plan; 

11.�Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures. 
 
 The detailed LEMP shall set out (where the results from monitoring show that 

conservation aims and objectives of the LEMPs are not being met) how 
contingencies and/or remedial action will be identified, agreed and implemented 
for that phase so that the development still delivers the fully functioning 
biodiversity objectives of the originally approved scheme. The development in 
each phase shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

 
63. Public Footpath ZR119 shall be upgraded to a width of no less than 3 metres 

and surfaced in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. No occupation of any dwelling within a 
phase containing the public footpath shall take place until the length of Public 
Footpath ZR119 within the site has been dedicated as a Public Bridleway, 
(through the provision of the Highways Act 1980 (s25 or s26)), and the 
upgrading has taken place in accordance with the approved details.   

 
64. No dwellings or buildings shall be occupied in any phase (including Phase 1A) 

until a scheme for the surfacing of all Public Rights of Way (PROWs) within that 
phase has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority, and such approved works have been completed. All PRoWs must be of 
a width of no less than 2.5 metres.  
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65. The layout and landscaping of the reserved matters for the phase of 

development (as approved under condition 2) adjacent to Cryalls Farmhouse, 
shall incorporate an area of open space and landscaping to the south and west 
of Cryalls Farmhouse, such area to be no less in size than as shown on the 
illustrative masterplan drawing 2574-401 Rev J.  

 
66. Before the submission of reserved matters for any phase (excluding Phase 1A), 

the applicant (or their agents or successors in title) shall secure and have 
reported a programme of archaeological field evaluation works for that phase, in 
accordance with a specification and written timetable which has been submitted 
to and approved by the local planning authority. 

 
67. Following completion of archaeological evaluation works for the site (or parts of 

the site that have been  agreed with the local planning authority, no 
development shall take place in any phase (including Phase 1A) until the 
applicant or their agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation 
of any safeguarding measures to ensure preservation in situ of important 
archaeological remains and/or further archaeological investigation and recording 
for that phase in accordance with a specification and timetable which has been 
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. 

 
68. Within 6 months of the completion of archaeological works on any part of the 

site, for that part of the site a Post-Excavation Assessment Report shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The Post-
Excavation Assessment Report shall be in accordance with Kent County 
Council’s requirements and include: a description and assessment of the results 
of all archaeological investigations that have been undertaken in that part (or 
parts) of the development; an Updated Project Design outlining measures to 
analyse and publish the findings of the archaeological investigations, together 
with an implementation strategy and timetable for the same; a scheme detailing 
the arrangements for providing and maintaining an archaeological site archive 
and its deposition following completion. The measures outlined in the Post-
Excavation Assessment Report shall be implemented in full and in accordance 
with the agreed timings.  

 
69. Before development commences (other than as required under condition 22), a 

soil management strategy for the site shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The Strategy shall be undertaken by an 
appropriately experienced soil specialist and shall provide details for soil 
handling (including when soils are dry enough to be handled), soil storage, 
measures to retain and safeguard soil resources on the site. The strategy shall 
be designed to accord with in the Defra advice – “Construction Code of Practice 
for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites (including accompanying 
Toolbox Talks)”. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

 
70. No development (other than as required under condition 22) shall be 

commenced until further details of the scheme of air quality mitigation has been 
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submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
scheme shall provide: 

 
i.� a costed scheme of mitigation measures, to be not less than the equivalent 

value of the calculated damage cost value.  This should follow the 
recommendations within the Kent & Medway Air Quality Partnership Air 
Quality Planning Guidance; and 
 

ii.�a timetable for implementation of the proposed mitigation. 
 

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved scheme. 
 
71. No dwelling in any phase (including phase 1A) shall be occupied until a scheme 

for electric vehicle charging within that phase has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority, and such scheme shall 
include as a minimum: 

 
(a)�active electric vehicle charging points to all dwellings with parking facilities 

within their curtilage; 
(b)�active electric vehicle charging points to be provided to a minimum of 10% 

of all other residential parking spaces within that Phase; 
(c)� active electric vehicle charging points to be provided to a minimum of 10% 

of all non-residential parking spaces within any phase. 
 
 No dwelling/building shall be occupied/used until the electric vehicle charging 

point for that dwelling or building has been installed (whether for an individual 
property or a communal point). 

 
72. No gas boilers shall be fitted in the dwellings hereby permitted other than a low 

emission boiler of a minimum standard of <40mgNOx/kWh. No dwellings in any 
phase (including Phase 1A) shall be occupied until details of the boilers to be 
installed in that phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority, and the development shall be carried out in accordance 
with such details.  
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ANNEX C – APPEARANCES & DOCUMENTS  
 
APPEARANCES 
 
FOR THE APPELLANT 
 
Zack Simons of Counsel instructed by Montagu Evans LLP. 
 
He called: 
 

Alastair Field BA (Hons), MSc, PIEMA, MBIAC, MI Soil Sci. 
Director, Reading Agricultural Consultants Ltd. 
 
Alison Banks MSc, BSc (Hons), MIAQM. 
Air Quality Team Leader, Entran. 
 
Daniel Maughan BSc (Hons), MCIEEM. 
Associate Ecologist at Aspect Ecology. 
 
Dr Chris Miele MRTPI, IHBC. 
Partner (Historic Environment), Montagu Evans LLP. 
 
David Williams BA (Hons), Dip (Hons) LA, MLI. 

 Principal and Owner of David Williams Landscape Consultancy Limited.  
 

Paul Burley BA (Hons), MPhil, MRTPI. 
Partner (Town Planning), Montagu Evans LLP. 
 
John Wilde BEng (Hons) MCIHT. 

 Director of C&A Consulting Engineers Ltd. 

Conditions & S106 Session 

 Gemma Penny. 
 ASB Law. 
   
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 

William Upton QC, instructed by Cheryl Parks, Mid Kent Legal Services 
 
He called: 
 

Greg Chant-Hall BSc (Hons), CEnv, MCIOB, FIEMA, FRSA, MCIWM, ACIBSE. 
Chief Operating Officer, Carbon Free Group CIC. 
 
Bruce Bamber BSc, MA, MSc, CMILT, MCIHT. 
Director, Railton TPC Ltd. 
 
Professor Stephen Peckham. 
Professor of Health Policy and Director of the University of Kent’s Centre for Health 
Service Studies; Professor of Health Policy at the London School of Hygiene and 
Tropical Medicine. 
 
Jon Etchells MA, BPhil, CMLI. 
Director, Jon Etchells Consulting Limited. 
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Peter Newbold, CEcol, MCIEEM, MEnvSci. 
Principal Ecologist, BSG Ecology Ltd. 
 
Emma Rouse, MCIfA, MA, BA (Hons). 
Principal, Wyvern Heritage and Landscape Consultancy. 
 
Kieran Rushe, BA (Hons) Geog, DipTP, MRTPI. 
Planning Director, Peter Brett Associates (part of Stantec). 

 
Conditions & S106 Session 

 
 C Parks. 
 Mid Kent Legal Services. 
 
 Andrew Byrne. 
 Senior Planning Officer, Swale Borough Lpa. 
 
 Colin Finch. 
 Principal Transport & Development Planner, Kent County Lpa Highways. 
 
FOR BORDEN PARISH COUNCIL 
 
Clive Moys of Counsel, instructed by Ms Julie Miller CiLCA, Parish Clerk. 
 
He called: 

 
Clive Sims 
Vice Chairman, Borden Parish Council. 

 
Conditions & S106 Session 

 
 Jeremy Bolas 
 Chairman Borden Parish Council. 
 
FOR BORDEN RESIDENTS AGAINST (over) DEVELOPMENT 
 
Lisa Foster, Richard Buxton Solicitors.  
 
She called: 

 
John Burrell MA, AA, Dip RIBA, MSAI, FRSA. 
Principal, Burrell Foley Fischer Architects and Urban Designers. 

 
INTERESTED PERSONS  
 
Mr Downs  Sittingbourne Rugby Union Football Club. 
Cllr Truelove  Homewood Ward, Leader and Cabinet Member for Finance. 
Cllr Hampshire Borden and Grove Park Ward. 
Cllr Baldock  Borden and Grove Park Ward, Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member 

for Planning. 
Cllr Valentine  Boughton and Courtenay Ward, Cabinet Member for Environment. 
Cllr Bonney  West Downs Ward, Cabinet Member for Economy & Property. 
Cllr Palmer Hartlip, Newington and Upchurch Ward, Cabinet Member for Community. 
Mr Johnson  Resident. 
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Mr Browning  Resident. 
Mr J Emery  Resident. 
Mr B Jemmett  Resident. 
Ms Butler   Resident. 
Mr G Broughton Resident. 
Mr P Aspin  Resident. 
Mr Wallace  Resident. 
Mr Cope  Resident.     
Mrs J Davidson Resident. 
Mr K B Hicks  Resident.  
Mrs G Aspin  Resident. 
Mr J Sutton  Resident. 
Mr S Palmer  Resident. 
 
DOCUMENTS 
 
1.� Appellants’ Opening Submissions. 
2.� Appellants’ Closing Submissions. 
3.� Appellants’ application for an award of costs & Response. 
4.� LPA’s Opening Submissions. 
5.� LPA’s Closing Submissions. 
6.� LPA’s response to the application for costs. 
7.� Borden Parish Council Opening Submissions. 
8.� Borden Parish Council Closing Submissions. 
9.� Borden Residents Against (over) Development Opening Submissions. 
10.� Borden Residents Against (over) Development Closing Submissions. 
11.� LPA list of suggested conditions and reasons. 
12.� Appellants’ list of suggested conditions and reasons. 
13.� Appellants’ agreement to pre-commencement conditions. 
14.� Completed S106 Agreement. 
15.� LPA CIL Compliance Schedule. 
16.� Planning Obligations requested by Borden Parish Council. 
17.� Statement by Mr Down Sittingbourne Rugby Union Football Club. 
18.� Statement by Cllr Truelove. 
19.� Statement by Cllr. Hampshire.  
20.� Statement by Cllr Bonney. 
21.� Statement by Cllr Baldock. 
22.� Statement by Cllr. Valentine. 
23.� Statement by Cllr Palmer. 
24.� Swale Borough Council Air Quality Action Plan (2018-2022). 
25.� Agreed Note on Air Quality Assessment. 
26.� Court of Appeal – Zipporah Lisle-Mainwaring & Niall Carroll and Secretary of State for 

Communities & Local Government & Niall Carroll [2017] EWCA Civ 1315. 
27.� Planning Court - James Hall & Company and City of Bradford Metropolitan District Lpa 

and Co-operative Group Limited, Dalehead Properties Limited [2019] EWHC 2899 
(Admin). 

28.� Extract from the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
29.� Copy of a letter dated 29 October 2019 from Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng MP, Minister of 

State for Business, Energy and Clean Growth to Cllr Truelove. 
30.� Extract from M2 J5 Improvements, Highways England Statement of Case, October 2019. 
31.� Appellants’ Note on Highways England J5 Statement of Case. 
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32.� LPA response to Appellants’ Note on Highways England J5 Statement of Case. 
33.� Appellants’ response to LPA response on Highways England J5 Statement of Case. 
34.� Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic 1993, Institute of 

Environmental Assessment. 
35.� Copy of letter dated 10 October 2019 from The Planning Inspectorate to the appellants 

re Regulation 25 of the EIA 2017 Regulations request. 
36.� Copy of Letter dated 1 November 2019 from Entran to the Planning Inspectorate re 

Regulation 25 of the EIA 2017 Regulations request. 
37.� Copies of Emails from C Finch, Kent County Council to A Byrne, Swale Borough Council 

re proposed Borden Lane junction, 17 & 18 October 2019. 
38.� List of application plans showing Means of Access. 
39.� No document – see Doc 37. 
40.� Copy of representations by Cerda on behalf of Borden Parish Council 28 January 2019. 
41.� Plan produced by Borden Parish Council showing potential route from south of 

Sittingbourne to Chestnut Street via the Link Road. 
42.� Extract of Land Registry Plan, Highways England Land ownership on Chestnut Street. 
43.� Plan submitted by BRAD showing separation distance to Borden Village. 
44.� Copy of Appeal Decision APP/X1545/W/19/3230267. 
45.� Extract from draft Environment Bill. 
46.� LPA Statement on Housing Land Supply Position. 
47.� Appellant’s Housing Land Supply Position Statement. 
48.� Blewett v Derbyshire County Council [2003] EWHC 2775 (Admin). 
49.� Statement by Mr B Jemmett. 
50.� Statement by Ms Butler. 
51.� Statement by Mr G Broughton. 
52.� Statement by Mr Wallace. 
53.� Statement by Mr Cope.     
54.� Statement by Mr S Palmer. 
55.� Statement by J Maw.  
56.� Statement by E Dighton. 
57.� Statement by Mr D Christopher. 
58.� Statement by Mrs M Whitehead. 
59.� Statement by Mrs G Hooper. 
60.� Statement by Mrs G Aspin. 
61.� Statement by V Smith. 
62.� Statement by Mr P Aspin. 
63.� Representation by Kent Fire & Rescue Service dated 22/11/19. 
64.� Comments by Mr T Heyworth. 
65.� Comments by Mrs J Exley. 
66.� Bundle of responses following the letter of notification. 
67.� Statement of Common Ground. 

FOR THE APPELLANTS 
 
Mr Field - Agricultural Land  
 
APP1  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP2  - Proof of Evidence. 
APP3  - Appendices.   
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Ms Banks – Air Quality 
 
APP4  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP5  - Proof of Evidence. 
APP6  - Appendices. 
APP7  - Rebuttal Proof of Evidence. 
 
Mr Maughan – Ecology 
 
APP8   - Summary Proof of Evidence 
APP9  - Proof of Evidence, 
APP10  - Appendices. 
APP11  - First Rebuttal Proof of Evidence 
APP12  - Second Rebuttal Proof of Evidence. 
 
Dr Miele – Heritage 
 
APP13  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP14  - Proof of Evidence. 

 
Mr Williams – Landscape & Visual Impact 
 
APP15  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP16  - Proof of Appendices. 
APP17  - Appendices. 
APP18  - Rebuttal Proof of Evidence. 
 
Mr Burley – Planning 
 
APP19  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP20  - Proof of Evidence. 
APP21  - Appendices. 
 
Mr Wilde – Highways 
 
APP22  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
APP23  - Proof of Evidence. 
APP24  - Appendices. 
APP25  - Rebuttal Proof of Evidence. 
APP26  - Rebuttal Appendices. 
 
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 

Mr Chant-Hall – Climate Change 
 
LPA1  - Proof of Evidence & Appendices. 
 
Mr Bamber – Highways 
 
LPA2  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA3  - Proof of Evidence. 
LPA4  - Appendices. 
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Professor Peckham – Air Quality 
 
LPA5  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA6  - Proof of Evidence & Appendices. 
LPA7  - Rebuttal Proof of Evidence. 
 
Mr Etchells – Landscape & Visual Impact 
 
LPA8  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA9  - Proof of Evidence. 
LPA10  - Appendices. 
Mr Newbold – Ecology 
 
LPA11  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA12  - Proof of Evidence. 
LPA13  - Rebuttal Proof of Evidence & Appendices. 
 
Ms Rouse – Heritage 
 
LPA14  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA15  - Proof of Evidence. 
LPA16  - Appendices. 
 
Mr Rushe – Planning 
 
LPA17  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
LPA18  - Proof of Evidence. 
 
FOR BORDEN PARISH COUNCIL 
 
Mr Sims 
 
BPC1  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
BPC2  - Proof of Evidence. 
 
FOR BORDEN RESIDENTS AGAINST (over) DEVELOPMENT 
 
Mr Burrell – Urban Design 
 
BRAD1  - Summary Proof of Evidence. 
BRAD2  - Proof of Evidence & Appendices. 
 
 
CORE DOCUMENTS 
 
Series A – Planning History and The Appeal Scheme 
 
Application Documents 
 
A01 Site Location Plan (Rev G). 
A02 EIA Screening Opinion dated 13 July 2016, 16/504966. 
A03 EIA Scoping Opinion dated 14 July 2016, 16/504977. 
A04  Masterplan (ref: 2574-401 J). 
A05 Parameter Plan: Land Use (ref: 2574-300 N). 
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A06 Parameter Plan: Landscape and Ecology Strategy (ref: 2574-301 P). 
A07 Parameter Plan: Route Infrastructure (ref: 2574-302 S).  
A08 Parameter Plan: Density (ref: 2574-303 P). 
A09 Parameter Plan: Building Heights (ref: 2574-304 P).  
A10 Design and Access Statement (dated June 2018).    
A11 Environmental Statement Volume 1 – Main Text (September 2017).   
A12 Environmental Statement Volume 2 – Appendices (September 2017).   
A12(a) Appendix 5 The Proposed Development. 
A12(b) Appendix 7 Transport and Access.  
A12(c) Appendix 8 Air Quality.  
A12(d) Appendix 9 Noise and Vibration. 
A12(e) Appendix 10 Landscape and Visual Amenity.   
A12(f) Appendix 11 Ecology and Nature Conservation.    
A12(g) Appendix 12 Water Quality, Hydrology and Flood Risk.  
A12(h) Appendix 13 Soils, Geology and Contaminated Land.  
A12(i) Appendix 14 Archaeology. 
A12(j) Appendix 15 Built Heritage.    
A13 Agricultural Land Classification and Soil Resources Statement (Sept 2017).   
A14 Arboricultural Impact Assessment (September 2017).   
A15 Environmental Statement Addendum: Updated Air Quality Chapter (May 2018).    
A16 Environmental Statement Addendum: Built Heritage (May 2018).   
A17 Environmental Statement Addendum: Built Heritage Map (May 2018).   
A18 Environmental Statement Addendum: LVIA (June 2018). 
A19 Environmental Statement Addendum: Ecology Chapter Updated Badger Survey 

Results (June 2018).   
A20 Transport Assessment Addendum (May 2018).  
A21 Viability Report (2 July 2018). 
A22 Technical Note 6 – Outstanding Transport Matters (July 2018).  
A23 Framework Travel Plan (July 2018).  
A24 Applicant’s Response to Highways England dated 2 August 2018.  
A25 Cryalls Lane Proposed Access Junction Drawing (13-042-46 D) July 2017. 
A26 Wises Lane (South) Proposed Access Junction (13-042-47 D) July 2017. 
A27 Chestnut Street Roundabout Access Initial Scheme (13-042-074) July 2018. 
A28 Borden Lane Access Compact Roundabout Access (13-042-40 C) July 2017. 
A29 Wises Lane – Site Access (13-042-38 C) April 2017. 
A30 Maylem Garden Access (13-042-044 E) June 2017. 
A31 Review of Borden Parish Council Air Quality Assessment 29 August 2018. 
A32 Air Quality Assessment Summary dated 2 October 2018. 
A33 Environmental Statement Addendum Summary 17 October 2018.   
A34 Phlorum Air Quality Evidence Review October 2018. 
A35 Environmental Statement Addendum December 2018.    
A36 Arboricultural Technical Note (Addendum to Submitted Arboricultural Impact 

Assessment) December 2018.   
A37 MUX1/MUX1a Comparative Traffic Analysis (January 2017).  
A38 Design Review Panel Comments 18 July 2017.   
A39 Street Scenes B 1733.SS.01. 
A43 Proposed Skylark Mitigation Plan (3825/SM1) August 2018. 
A44 Statement of Community Involvement September 2017. 
A45 Planning Statement (October 2017). 
A46 Economic Benefits Statement (September 2017). 
A47 1733.P230.01 B P230 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A48 1733.P341.01 C P341 D Elevations and Floor Plans.  
A49 1733.P341.02 A P341 Plot 13 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A50 1733.P341.03 P341 Plot 24 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
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A51 1733.P341.01 C P341 D Elevations and Floor Plans.  
A52 1733.K3.01 K3 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A53 1733.K2.01 A K2 Plans and Elevations.  
A54 1733.H485.01 C H485 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A55 1733.H470.01 A H70 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A56 1733.H469.01 B H469 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A57 1733.H455.01 H455 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A58 1733.H455-5 E Roof Layout. 
A59 1733.H433.01 B H433 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A60 1733.H431.01 B H431 Elevations and Floor Plans. 
A61 1733.H421.01 B H421 Plans and Elevations. 
A62 1733.H417.01 D H417 Plans and Elevations. 
A63 1733.406.01 H406 Plans and Elevations. 
A64 1733.H385.-1 H385 Plans and Elevations. 
A65 1733.G.02 A Car Ports Various Sizes. 
A66 1733.G.01 A Double Garages. 
A67 1733.BS.01 Bin Store. 
A68 1733.B.03 1.8m Close Boarded Fencing. 
A69 1733.B.01 A 1.8m Brick Wall. 
A70 1733.9B.01 B 9B Apartment Plans and Elevations. 
A71 1733.10 Planning Layout A4. 
A72 1733.09 D Parking Provision. 
A73 1733.03 A Materials and Boundary Treatments  
A74 1733.01 A4 Planning Layout – Coloured.  
A75 14657C Phase 1A Landscape Proposals (sheets 1-4). 
A76  ES Vol 3 Non-Technical Appendices (September 2017).   
A77 Sustainability and Energy Statement (September 2017). 
A78 Mineral Resource Assessment (August 2017). 
A79 Covering Letter (Dated 30 October 2017). 
A80 Application Form and Certificates. 
A81 Health Impact Assessment  
A82 EIA Scoping Opinion dated 20 October 2016, 16/506680. 
A83 Retail Uses Technical Note May 2018. 
A84 ES Addendum Information Explanation Note 7 June 2018. 
A85 Local Network Plan September 2018. 
A86 Geophysical Survey Report (September 2018). 
A87 Written Scheme of Archaeological Trial Trench Evaluation (August 2018). 
A88 Written Scheme of Investigation Geophysical Survey (August 2018). 
A89 Statement on Agricultural Land November 2018. 
A90 Chestnut Street/Key Street Proposals (13-042-045 Rev D). 
A91 Key Street Roundabout Proposals (13-042-081 Rev A). 
A92 Wises Lane A2 Signalisation (13-042-009 Rev D). 
A93 Adelaide Drive/Homewood Avenue / Borden Lane (13-042-080 Rev A). 
 
Consultation Responses 
 
A40 Planning Application Consultation Responses Bundle. 
A41 Huskisson Brown Consultation Response dated 4 January 2019.  
A42  Pathfinder Economic Viability Analysis for SBC dated 17 July 2018. 
  
Series B – Committee Reports, Minutes and SBC Reasons for Refusal 
 
B01 30 January 2019 Planning Committee Report.  
B02 30 January 2019 Planning Committee Minutes.   
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B03 29 August Extraordinary Planning Committee Report.   
B04 29 August Extraordinary Planning Committee Minutes.  
B05 Letter from Swale Borough Council dated 6 September 2019.  
B06 20 June 2019 Planning Committee Report.  
B07 20 June 2019 Planning Committee Minutes 
 
Series C – Planning Policy and Legislation 
  
C01 S66 & 72 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
C02 Adopted Local Plan (‘Bearing Fruits’) 2017 – Written Statement.  
C03 Adopted Local Plan (‘Bearing Fruits’) 2017 – Policies Map Extract (1 page).   
C04 National Planning Policy Framework (2019).   
C05 NPPG Extracts (various dates).  
C06 Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment - Historic 

Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning 2 (March 2015).   
C07 The Setting of Heritage Assets – Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in 

Planning Note 3 (Second Edition) (December 2017).  
C08 Extract of Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal 2011.  
C09 The Chestnut Street Borden Conservation Area Appraisal 1999.   
C10 The Street, Borden Conservation Area Appraisal 1999.  
C11 Harman’s Corner Borden Conservation Area Appraisal 1999.   
C12 Hearts Delight Conservation Area Appraisal 1999.   
C13 Design Council Building for Life 12 (2015). 
C14 Extract of Swale Urban Extension Landscape Capacity Study June 2010.  
C15 Statement of Housing Land Supply 2017/18 (February 2019).   
C16 Kent Design Guide 2006. 
C17 Kent Design Guide Review: Interim Guidance Note 3. 
C18 The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 

Order 2015 Extract. 
C19 Swale Borough Council Housing Delivery Test Action Plan August 2019. 
C20 Swale Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2014-15. 
C21 Planning and Energy Act 2008.  
C22 The Climate Change Act 2008.   
C23 UK Committee on Climate Change, UK Housing: Fit for the Future? 2019.   
C24 Technical Manual SD5078: BREEAM UK New Construction 2018.   
C25 Home Quality Mark ONE Technical Manual, England Scotland and Wales 2019.   
C26 2008 Local Plan Proposals Map (superseded).  
C27 Kent and Medway Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2016. 
C28 Kent and Medway Minerals and Waste Local Plan Proposals Map 2016. 
C29 National Design Guide 2019. 
C30 Swale Borough Council Open Spaces and Play Area Strategy 2018-2022.   
C31 Swale Borough Council Air Quality Action Plan (2018-2022) April 2019.  
C32 The Biodiversity Metric 2.0 User Guide 2019. 
 
Series D – Other Documents 
  
D01 Email from Paul Burley to Inspector re SBC’s Statement of Case.  
D02 LPA Response to D01.   
D03 Railton Report on behalf of Borden Parish Council.   
D04 Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 Photography and Photomontage in 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.   
D05 Swale Local Plan EiP – SBC/PS/123a. 
D06 Inspectors report into SBC Local Plan dated 20 June 2017.   
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D07 Land-Use Planning and Development Control: Planning for Air Quality (January 
2017) Extract pages 21, 25-30. 

D08 DEFRA Local Air Quality Management & Technical Guidance (TG16) (Feb 2018). 
D09 Defra, DOE, SE, WA. Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and 

Northern Ireland (2007).    
D10 Kent & Medway Air Quality Partnership. Air Quality Planning Guidance (December 

2015) Extract pages 6-15 and 18. 
D11 Extract of Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (1988), Agricultural Land 

Classification of England and Wales, Revised guidelines and criteria for grading the 
quality of agricultural land.    

D12 Technical Information Note TIN049 Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the 
best and most versatile agricultural land.    

D13 MAGIC website extract for SW Sittingbourne. 
D14 Extract of Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2009), 

Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction 
Sites.   

D15 ODPM Circ 06/2005.Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory 
Obligations and Their Impact Within the Planning System –August 2005.   

D16 Extract of Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.    
D17 Extract of BS 42020:2013 Biodiversity: Code of practice for planning and 

development, August 2013.   
D18 Paul Burley email dated 28 November 2018.  
D19 Housing Land Supply Position Statement.  
D20 DEFRA Air Quality Damage Cost Guidance (January 2019).   
D21 D Laxen and B Marner (2003) Analysis of the relationship between 1-hour and 

annual mean nitrogen dioxide at UK roadside and kerbside sites.  
D22 The Air Quality (England) Regulations 2000 – SI 2000 No. 928.   
D23 Institute of Air Quality Management (2014) Guidance on the assessment of dust 

from demolition and construction (Version 1.1) Extract (pages 11-28). 
D24  Landscape Capacity Assessment and Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (2016). 
D25 DWLC Rebuttal to D26.  
D26 Swale Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (May 2019). 
D27 Highways England M2 Junction 5 improvement scheme: Have your say, 

Consultation Leaflet Wednesday 6 September to Tuesday 17 October 2017. 
D28 Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and Management Historic England 

Advice Note 1 (Second Edition) 2019. 
D29 SBC Climate and Ecological Emergency Declaration 26 June 2019. 
D30 Collins, J. (ed.) (2016). Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice 

Guidelines (3rd edn) Extract. The Bat Conservation Trust, London. 
D31 Bright, P.W, Morris, P.A. and Mitchell-Jones, T. (2006). The Dormouse 

Conservation Handbook Second Edition Extract. English Nature, Peterborough. 
D32 HM Government (2018). A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the 

Environment Extract.  
D33 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) Extract  
D34 The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Extract. 
D35 CHSS Air Quality Report for Borden Parish Council 20 June 2018. 
D36 CHSS response to Entran review of Borden Parish Council Air Quality Assessment 

17 October 2018. 
D37 CHSS response to Phlorum Air Quality Evidence Review (undated). 
D38 SBC Technical Note on Air Quality and Transportation Matters 30.9.19. 
D39 SBC Clarification Letter on Ecology Matters dated 4 October 2019. 
D40 Statements of Heritage Significance: Historic England Advice Note 12 Historic 

England Advice Note 12 Published October 2019. 
D41 Tree Preservation Order TP-77-6. 
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D42 Tree Preservation Order TP-65-1. 
D43 SBC Clarification Note on Climate Change Matters dated 16 October 2019. 
D44 Paul Burley email to PINS dated 16 October 2019. 
D45 Bird Wise North Kent Mitigation Strategy January 2018.   
D46 Proposed Skylark Mitigation, Boundary Features November 2019 (3825/R3). 
D47  ECIA Guidelines September 2019 Extract. 
D48 Environment Agency Flood Map South West Sittingbourne. 
 
Series E – Relevant Case Law and Appeal Decisions 
 
E01 Barnwell v East Northamptonshire District Council [2014] EWCA Civ 137.   
E02 Jones v Mordue [2015] EWCA Civ 1243; [2016] 1 WLR 2682.   
E03 R (Williams) v Powys County Council [2017] EWCA Civ 427.   
E04 Hallam Land Management v SSCLG [2018] EWCA Civ 1808. 
E05 Wavendon Properties Limited and Secretary of State of Housing Communities and 

Local Government and Milton Keyes [2019] EWHC 1524 (Admin). 
E06 Gladman Developments v SSCLG, Swale Borough Council, and CPRE Kent [2019] 

EWCA Civ 1543. 
E07 Appeal decision APP/P0119/W/17/3189592 – Land South of Gloucester Road, 

Thornbury dated 14 May 2019. 
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RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT�
�
These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the 
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or 
making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or 
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, 
Strand,London,WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000). 
�
7KH�DWWDFKHG�GHFLVLRQ� LV� ILQDO�XQOHVV� LW� LV� VXFFHVVIXOO\�FKDOOHQJHG� LQ� WKH�&RXUWV��7KH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�
6WDWH�FDQQRW�DPHQG�RU�LQWHUSUHW�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��,W�PD\�EH�UHGHWHUPLQHG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�RQO\�
LI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�LV�TXDVKHG�E\�WKH�&RXUWV��+RZHYHU��LI�LW�LV�UHGHWHUPLQHG��LW�GRHV�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�IROORZ�
WKDW�WKH�RULJLQDO�GHFLVLRQ�ZLOO�EH�UHYHUVHG��
�
SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS�
�
7KH� GHFLVLRQ�PD\� EH� FKDOOHQJHG� E\�PDNLQJ� DQ� DSSOLFDWLRQ� IRU� SHUPLVVLRQ� WR� WKH� +LJK� &RXUW�
XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����RI�WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ�$FW�������WKH�7&3�$FW���
�
Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act 
:LWK� WKH� SHUPLVVLRQ�RI� WKH�+LJK�&RXUW� XQGHU� VHFWLRQ����� RI� WKH� 7&3�$FW�� GHFLVLRQV� RQ� FDOOHG�LQ�
DSSOLFDWLRQV�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ����RI� WKH�7&3�$FW��SODQQLQJ���DSSHDOV�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����SODQQLQJ��PD\�
EH�FKDOOHQJHG��$Q\�SHUVRQ�DJJULHYHG�E\�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�PD\�TXHVWLRQ�WKH�YDOLGLW\�RI� WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�
WKH�JURXQGV�WKDW�LW�LV�QRW�ZLWKLQ�WKH�SRZHUV�RI�WKH�$FW�RU�WKDW�DQ\�RI�WKH�UHOHYDQW�UHTXLUHPHQWV�KDYH�
QRW�EHHQ�FRPSOLHG�ZLWK�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��$Q�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU� OHDYH�XQGHU�WKLV�VHFWLRQ�PXVW�
EH�PDGH�ZLWKLQ�VL[�ZHHNV�IURP�WKH�GD\�DIWHU�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��
�
SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS  
 
Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act 
'HFLVLRQV�RQ�UHFRYHUHG�HQIRUFHPHQW�DSSHDOV�XQGHU�DOO�JURXQGV�FDQ�EH�FKDOOHQJHG�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����
RI� WKH�7&3�$FW��7R�FKDOOHQJH�WKH�HQIRUFHPHQW�GHFLVLRQ��SHUPLVVLRQ�PXVW� ILUVW�EH�REWDLQHG� IURP� WKH�
&RXUW�� ,I� WKH� &RXUW� GRHV� QRW� FRQVLGHU� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� DQ� DUJXDEOH� FDVH�� LW� PD\� UHIXVH� SHUPLVVLRQ��
$SSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�OHDYH�WR�PDNH�D�FKDOOHQJH�PXVW�EH�UHFHLYHG�E\�WKH�$GPLQLVWUDWLYH�&RXUW�ZLWKLQ����GD\V�
RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��XQOHVV�WKH�&RXUW�H[WHQGV�WKLV�SHULRG��
�
SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS�
�
$� FKDOOHQJH� WR� WKH� GHFLVLRQ� RQ� DQ� DSSOLFDWLRQ� IRU� DQ� DZDUG� RI� FRVWV� ZKLFK� LV� FRQQHFWHG� ZLWK� D�
GHFLVLRQ�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ����RU����RI� WKH�7&3�$FW�FDQ�EH�PDGH�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����RI� WKH�7&3�$FW� LI�
SHUPLVVLRQ�RI�WKH�+LJK�&RXUW�LV�JUDQWHG��
�
SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS�
�
:KHUH�DQ� LQTXLU\�RU�KHDULQJ�KDV�EHHQ�KHOG�DQ\�SHUVRQ�ZKR�LV�HQWLWOHG�WR�EH�QRWLILHG�RI� WKH�GHFLVLRQ�
KDV� D� VWDWXWRU\� ULJKW� WR� YLHZ� WKH� GRFXPHQWV�� SKRWRJUDSKV� DQG� SODQV� OLVWHG� LQ� WKH� DSSHQGL[� WR� WKH�
,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHSRUW�RI�WKH�LQTXLU\�RU�KHDULQJ�ZLWKLQ���ZHHNV�RI�WKH�GD\�DIWHU�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��,I�
\RX�DUH�VXFK�D�SHUVRQ�DQG�\RX�ZLVK�WR�YLHZ�WKH�GRFXPHQWV�\RX�VKRXOG�JHW�LQ�WRXFK�ZLWK�WKH�RIILFH�DW�
WKH�DGGUHVV�IURP�ZKLFK�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�ZDV� LVVXHG��DV�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH� OHWWHUKHDG�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ� OHWWHU��
TXRWLQJ�WKH�UHIHUHQFH�QXPEHU�DQG�VWDWLQJ�WKH�GD\�DQG�WLPH�\RX�ZLVK�WR�YLVLW��$W� OHDVW���GD\V�QRWLFH�
VKRXOG�EH�JLYHQ��LI�SRVVLEOH��
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972, SECTION 250(5)  
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990, SECTIONS 78 and 320  
APPEAL BY QUINN ESTATES LIMITED AND MULBERRY ESTATES 
(SITTINGBOURNE) LIMITED 
AT LAND AT SOUTH-WEST SITTINGBOURNE/WISES LANE, SITTINGBOURNE 
APPLICATION REF: 17/505711/HYBRID 
 
APPLICATION FOR A FULL AWARD OF COSTS 
�
��� ,�DP�GLUHFWHG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WR�UHIHU�WR�WKH�HQFORVHG�OHWWHU�QRWLI\LQJ�\RX�

RI�KLV�LQWHQWLRQ�WR�DJUHH�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�DERYH�
QDPHG�DSSHDO��

��� 7KLV�OHWWHU�GHDOV�ZLWK�4XLQQ�(VWDWHV�/LPLWHG�DQG�0XOEHUU\�(VWDWHV��6LWWLQJERXUQH��
/LPLWHG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�D�IXOO�DZDUG�RI�FRVWV�DJDLQVW�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO���7KH�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�DV�VXEPLWWHG�DQG�WKH�UHVSRQVH�RI�WKH�&RXQFLO�DUH�UHFRUGHG�LQ�WKH�
,QVSHFWRU¶V�&RVWV�5HSRUW��&5���D�FRS\�RI�ZKLFK�LV�HQFORVHG����

��� ,Q�SODQQLQJ�LQTXLULHV��WKH�SDUWLHV�DUH�QRUPDOO\�H[SHFWHG�WR�PHHW�WKHLU�RZQ�
H[SHQVHV��DQG�FRVWV�DUH�DZDUGHG�RQO\�RQ�JURXQGV�RI�XQUHDVRQDEOH�EHKDYLRXU�
UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�XQQHFHVVDU\�RU�ZDVWHG�H[SHQVH�LQ�WKH�DSSHDO�SURFHVV���7KH�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�FRVWV�KDV�EHHQ�FRQVLGHUHG�LQ�WKH�OLJKW�RI�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�3UDFWLFH�
*XLGDQFH��WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�&RVWV�5HSRUW��WKH�SDUWLHV¶�VXEPLVVLRQV�RQ�FRVWV��WKH�
LQTXLU\�SDSHUV�DQG�DOO�WKH�UHOHYDQW�FLUFXPVWDQFHV��

��� 7KH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�FRQFOXVLRQV�DQG�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�
DUH�VWDWHG�DW�SDUDJUDSKV�&5���������7KH�,QVSHFWRU�UHFRPPHQGHG�WKDW�D�SDUWLDO�



�

�

DZDUG�RI�FRVWV�LV�MXVWLILHG�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�WKDW�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\��/3$��
DFWHG�XQUHDVRQDEO\�E\�IDLOLQJ�WR�SURYLGH�FOHDU�DQG�SUHFLVH�SXWDWLYH�UHDVRQV�IRU�
UHIXVDO��LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�5I5����I����K��DQG��L���DQG�WKURXJK�GHOD\�LQ�SURGXFLQJ�WKRVH�
UHDVRQV�DQG�HQJDJLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�DSSHOODQWV�WR�DJUHH�PDWWHUV�RI�FRPPRQ�JURXQG�LQ�
D�WLPHO\�PDQQHU���7KH�,QVSHFWRU�FRQFOXGHG�WKDW�WKH�/3$¶V�XQUHDVRQDEOH�
EHKDYLRXU�UHVXOWHG�LQ�WKH�DSSHOODQWV�LQFXUULQJ�XQQHFHVVDU\�H[SHQVH��

��� +DYLQJ�FRQVLGHUHG�DOO�WKH�DYDLODEOH�HYLGHQFH��DQG�KDYLQJ�SDUWLFXODU�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�
3ODQQLQJ�3UDFWLFH�*XLGDQFH��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�DJUHHV�ZLWK�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�
FRQFOXVLRQV�LQ�KLV�UHSRUW�DQG�DFFHSWV�KLV�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV���$FFRUGLQJO\��KH�KDV�
GHFLGHG�WKDW�D�SDUWLDO DZDUG�RI�FRVWV��DV�VSHFLILHG�E\�WKH�,QVSHFWRU�DW�SDUDJUDSK�
&5����LV�ZDUUDQWHG�RQ�JURXQGV�RI�XQUHDVRQDEOH�EHKDYLRXU�RQ�WKH�SDUW�RI�6ZDOH�
%RURXJK�&RXQFLO��

��� $FFRUGLQJO\��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH��LQ�H[HUFLVH�RI�KLV�SRZHUV�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�
�������RI�WKH�/RFDO�*RYHUQPHQW�$FW������DQG�VHFWLRQV����DQG�����RI�WKH�7RZQ�
DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ�$FW�������+(5(%<�25'(56�WKDW�WKH�&RXQFLO�VKDOO�SD\�WR 
WKH�GHYHORSHU LWV�SDUWLDO�FRVWV�RI�WKH�LQTXLU\�SURFHHGLQJV��OLPLWHG�VROHO\�WR�WKH�
XQQHFHVVDU\�RU�ZDVWHG�H[SHQVH�LQFXUUHG�LQ�UHVSHFW�RI�WKH�&RXQFLO¶V�IDLOXUH�WR�
VXEVWDQWLDWH�SXWDWLYH�5I5����I����K��DQG��L���VXFK�FRVWV�WR�EH�WD[HG�LQ�GHIDXOW�RI�
DJUHHPHQW�DV�WR�WKH�DPRXQW�WKHUHRI��

��� <RX�DUH�LQYLWHG�WR�VXEPLW�WR�&RXQFLO�GHWDLOV�RI�WKRVH�FRVWV��ZLWK�D�YLHZ�WR�UHDFKLQJ�
DJUHHPHQW�RQ�WKH�DPRXQW���*XLGDQFH�RQ�KRZ�WKH�DPRXQW�LV�WR�EH�VHWWOHG�ZKHUH�
WKH�SDUWLHV�FDQQRW�DJUHH�RQ�D�VXP�LV�DW�SDUDJUDSK����RI�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�3UDFWLFH�
*XLGDQFH�RQ�DSSHDOV��DW�KWWS���WLQ\XUO�FRP�MD��R�Q��

Right to challenge the decision 

��� 7KLV�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�\RXU�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�DQ�DZDUG�RI�FRVWV�FDQ�EH�FKDOOHQJHG�XQGHU�
VHFWLRQ�����RI�WKH�7RZQ�DQG�&RXQWU\�3ODQQLQJ�$FW������LI�SHUPLVVLRQ�RI�WKH�+LJK�
&RXUW�LV�JUDQWHG��7KH�SURFHGXUH�WR�IROORZ�LV�LGHQWLFDO�WR�WKDW�IRU�FKDOOHQJLQJ�WKH�
VXEVWDQWLYH�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�WKLV�FDVH�DQG�DQ\�VXFK�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PXVW�EH�PDGH�ZLWKLQ�
VL[�ZHHNV�IURP�WKH�GD\�DIWHU�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�&RVWV�GHFLVLRQ��

��� $�FRS\�RI�WKLV�OHWWHU�KDV�EHHQ�VHQW�WR�6ZDOH�%RURXJK�&RXQFLO��

<RXUV�IDLWKIXOO\��
�
�
Philip Barber    
$XWKRULVHG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�WR�VLJQ�LQ�WKDW�EHKDOI�
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File Ref: APP/V2255/W/19/3233606 
Land at south-west Sittingbourne/Wises Lane, Sittingbourne 
 
x� The application is made under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, sections 78 and 

320, and the Local Government Act 1972, section 250(5). 
x� The application is made by Quinn Estates Limited and Mulberry Estates (Sittingbourne) 

Limited for a full award of costs against Swale Borough Council. 
x� The inquiry was in connection with an appeal against the failure of the Council to issue a 

notice of their decision within the prescribed period on an application for planning 
permission for: 
 
outline planning permission for up to 595 dwellings including affordable housing; a 2-form 
entry primary school with associated outdoor space and vehicle parking; local facilities 
comprising a Class A1 retail store of up to 480 sq. m GIA and up to 560 sq. m GIA of 
“flexible use” floorspace that can be used for one or more of the following uses – A1 
(retail), A2 (financial and professional services), A3 (restaurants and cafes), D1 (non-
residential institutions); a rugby clubhouse/community building up to 375 sq. m GIA, 3 
standard RFU sports pitches and associated vehicle parking; a link road between Borden 
Lane and Chestnut Street/A249; allotments: and formal and informal open space 
incorporating SUDS, new planting/landscaping and ecological enhancement works; and  
 
full planning permission for the erection of 80 dwellings including affordable housing, open 
space, associated access roads vehicle parking, associated services, infrastructure, 
landscaping and associated SUDS. 
 

Summary of Recommendation: The application for a full award of costs be 
granted in part. 
 

 
Preliminary Matters 
 
1.� I have prepared a separate report with a recommendation on the appellants’ 

appeal.  The application for a full award of costs was submitted by the 
appellants on 11 December 2019.  The inquiry was adjourned to permit the local 
planning authority (lpa) to respond in writing.  The lpa’s response was received 
on 19 December 2019 and the appellants’ final response was received on 23 
December 2019.  The inquiry was closed in writing on 23 December 2019.  
Copies of the appellants’ application and the lpa’s response are referred to in 
the documents list attached to my report (Docs 3 & 6).  

 
The Appellants’ Application 
 

The material points are: 
  

2.� The application was validated in November 2017 and during the lpa’s 
consideration of the application and in response to queries from the statutory 
consultees, the appellants provided a series of clarifications.  To assess matters 
and inform a decision, the lpa paid for technical expertise to review several of 
the technical assessments. These included independent reviews of the 
appellants’ landscape and visual assessment work, and air quality assessments 
(CDs A41 & A34).  The lpa engaged Kent County Council’s (KCC) Ecological 
Advice Service to advise on ecological matters.  Separately, KCC as highways 
authority (HA) and a statutory consultee provided extensive information to the 
lpa.  Against this background, it is a general theme of the lpa’s defence that, 
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without any attempt to explain or justify the reversal in its position, all that 
advice has now been cast aside. 
    

3.� By January 2019, all technical matters were resolved to the satisfaction of the 
Head of Planning (HoP) and his report recommended that planning permission 
should be granted (CD B1).  In reaching this decision, the HoP and its statutory 
consultees expressly dismissed the representations made on behalf of Borden 
Parish Council (BPC) by Railton on highways and by Professor Peckham on air 
quality.  This was referred to in the January 2019 Committee Report (CDs D3 & 
D35).  The lpa has since adopted these positions as its own despite them 
conflicting with the views of its own expert consultees and the HoP.  Again, 
there has been no attempt to explain or justify this radical change of position. 
 

4.� At the January 2019 meeting, Members resolved to grant consent subject to the 
completion of a S106 Agreement, with the Agreement returned to Members for 
a final decision (CD B2).  Following local elections in May 2019, the make-up of 
Planning Committee changed.  As the application had remained unchanged 
since the January meeting, it was this political agenda that resulted in the 
change of the lpa’s position.  A CIL compliant S106 Agreement was presented to 
Members in June 2019.  The Committee Minutes show that the Members, 
despite there being no new material considerations to take account of, 
determined that the entire application should return to them for deliberation 
(CD B6 & B7).  Following this decision, the appellants submitted their appeal 
against non-determination in July 2019. At an Extraordinary Planning 
Committee Meeting in August 2019, Members determined that if the appeal had 
not been made the application would have been refused (CDs B3 & B4). 

  
Unreasonable Conduct – Procedural 

 
5.� The lpa failed to co-operate with the appellants in a positive manner.  Despite a 

legal requirement for reasons for refusal to be clear and precise, the putative 
reasons for refusal (RfR) dated 6 September 2019 were vague and generalised.  
It was simply impossible for the appellants to know either from the putative 
RfRs, or from the lpa’s Statement of Case (SoC) which simply repeated the 
RfRs, what points the lpa was likely to be taking in its evidence. 

   
6.� The appellants submitted a list of clarification points to the Planning 

Inspectorate (PINS) on 20 September 2019 (Doc 3 Appendix 7). The aim of the 
appellants’ queries was to provide focussed evidence and to proceed with 
evidence as soon as possible before exchange of evidence was due on 
29 October 2019.  The request for clarification was repeated during the Case 
Management Conference on 24 September 2019. 
 

7.� The lpa provided clarification on transport and air quality matters on 
30 September 2019 (CD D2).  The appellants wrote to PINS on 3 October 2019 
to request clarification on the outstanding heritage, ecology and climate change 
issues (Doc 3 Appendix 8).  At this point, the appellants highlighted that proofs 
had been drafted without the benefit of clarifications being agreed on all 
matters, that the clarification response did not cover heritage, ecology or 
climate change issues, or the identity of the lpa’s witnesses.  The appellants 
advised that the lack of co-operation would be picked up in a subsequent 
application for cost (Doc 3 Appendix 8).  The lpa issued a clarification on 
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matters relating to ecology, heritage and climate change on 4 October 2019 so 
the appellants’ team understood, or at least, thought it had understood, the 
lpa’s case for the first time only a couple of weeks before proofs were to be 
exchanged (Doc 3 Appendix 9).  That is unreasonable behaviour, made worse 
because the lpa’s evidence does not conform to these clarifications. 

  
Delay in providing information or other failure to adhere to deadline 
 

8.� The lpa’s failure to provide clarifications of the putative RfR in good time meant 
that the appellants needed to draft evidence without any direction regarding the 
matters in dispute.  At the time of exchange on 29 October 2019, the lpa did 
not provide summary proofs of evidence on air quality or landscape matters 
despite each proof being substantially above the 1,500-word limitation set out 
within the Planning Appeals (England) Procedural Guide (August 2019) 
(Doc 3 Appendix 10).  The summaries were only provided on 5 and 
9 November. This meant that the appellant’s witness team were unable to draw 
upon a summary of the respective proofs, which were substantial and required a 
trawl through the evidence to understand the points of the case. 
   

9.� Further, the lpa provided a list of further documents that it intended to refer to 
in respect of the climate change putative RfR on 16 October 2019, which was 
less than 2 weeks before submission of evidence.  In response to this the 
appellants highlighted that the lpa’s evolving position on climate change and 
other matters was unreasonable as it was providing extra justification for a 
putative RfR that was not included in its SoC (Doc 3 Appendix 11). 

  
Not agreeing a Statement of Common Ground in a timely manner or not 
agreeing factual matters common to witnesses of both principal parties 
  

10.� To expedite the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG), the appellants prepared 
topic-based chapters that were sent to individual witnesses for agreement.   The 
appellants received late and/or insufficient responses from the lpa’s witness 
team which meant that a basic, and substantially incomplete, SoCG was 
submitted to PINS at the beginning of the inquiry.  The lack of engagement 
from the lpa and its witness team meant that the appellants’ team was forced to 
prepare significant additional evidence than would have been necessary were 
the material differences with the lpa identified before the inquiry.  The lpa’s 
reference to timings for submissions in this inquiry being a “Rosewell” case are 
irrelevant, the timelines were more than adequate to allow the lpa to define the 
putative RfR and instruct witnesses. 
    
Failing to provide precise putative RfR, delaying the appellants’ progress in 
preparing evidence through the need for multiple clarifications 
 

11.� The lack of clarity regarding the RfR and delays in received clarifications from 
the lpa to narrow the focus of evidence is dealt with above.  The lack of 
engagement by the lpa and its witness team resulted in unnecessary additional 
work being generated by the appellants.  For example, it was not clear from the 
putative RfRs: (i) what “key elements” of the traffic proposals are said to “lack 
clarity” or why, or what “flaws” in the modelling work are relied on; (ii) what 
impacts on biodiversity were of concern; (iii) what heritage assets were of 
concern and why; or (iv) what concerns there were on the air quality modelling. 
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12.� None of those deficiencies were cured by the lpa’s SoC, which simply repeated 
but did not elaborate on the putative RfRs.  Nor were they cured by the late 
“clarifications”.  In every case, the lpa’s witnesses provided evidence that went 
beyond the scope of those clarifications.  For example, the heritage witness 
gave evidence on the Heart’s Delight Conservation Area (CA); the ecology 
witness gave evidence on a range of species (bats, dormice, amphibians etc.); 
the highways witness built his whole case on challenges to the VISSIM 
modelling and the climate change witness referred to a range of planning 
policies which are, not referenced anywhere in the RfR, SoC or clarifications. 
 

13.� This has led to a need for significant rebuttal evidence and wasted inquiry time. 
The appellants had to prepare rebuttal evidence on matters of ecology (twice), 
air quality, transport and landscape, in response to the assertions made in the 
lpa’s evidence that were not identified in the putative RfR or SoC.  Indeed, in 
general, the appellants have been required to extend the scope of its evidence 
to deal with matters which, it turned out, were not in dispute, because of the 
vagaries of the lpa’s case, and because of the absence of engagement on an 
SoCG until after submission of evidence. 
 

14.� The above shows a lpa attempting to broaden the scope of the already-broad 
putative RfR by broadening its case very late in the day. That is unreasonable 
and has resulted in the appellants incurring additional costs.  The lpa’s response 
provides no answer to this key point. 

   
Unreasonable Conduct – Substantive 
 
RfR1 
 

15.� The lpa’s highways witness accepted there was no evidence from the lpa to 
suggest that the appeal scheme’s cumulative residual impact would be severe or 
that its impacts on highways safety would be unacceptable (Framework 
paragraph 109). That means there is, even on the lpa’s case, no basis to 
dismiss the appeal on highways grounds and the putative RfR has not been 
substantiated.  The failure to provide evidence to substantiate the reason is 
unreasonable and wasted substantial inquiry time and preparation time by the 
appellants.  The lpa’s concerns on rat-running could, it turned out, be dealt with 
by condition.  Thus, including rat-running points in the highways evidence is 
unreasonable. 
 

16.� The lpa’s highways witness failed to provide any evidence on the key premise of 
the lpa’s case, i.e. that the appeal scheme is said to be worse in highways terms 
than a Policy MU3 compliant scheme.  The highways witness acknowledged that 
evidence would have been “helpful”.  In fact, his failure to produce it was a 
glaring omission which meant that there was no evidential foundation to support 
most elements of the lpa’s case. 

 
RfR2(a) 

 
17.� The lpa’s approach is predicated on the assumption that a Policy MU 3 compliant 

scheme is deliverable (LPA18 paragraph 4.53).  The lpa has provided no 
evidence to support that, and what evidence there is suggests the opposite.  
The lpa submitted evidence to the Local Plan inquiry indicating that the 
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appellants’ alternative scheme, MUX1a (equivalent to the appeal scheme), is a 
better scheme.  However, it omitted that key fact from its planning evidence.   
The failure to provide evidence to substantiate the putative RfR is unreasonable 
and has wasted substantial inquiry time.  It also failed to follow well-established 
case law i.e. the principle that alternative schemes are irrelevant other than in 
exceptional circumstances where they are likely to come about (Doc 26). 
 
RfR2(d) 
 

18.� The lpa’s planning witness accepted that the putative RfR was predicated on the 
assumed delivery of the allocated site i.e. without the LR.  There is no evidence 
to support that proposition from the highways witness or any witnesses.  Failing 
to provide evidence to support a RfR is unreasonable conduct. 

 
RfR2(e)  
 

19.� The lpa’s planning witness accepted that points about housing mix and tenure 
could be addressed “later”, i.e. through reserved matters applications (LPA19 
paragraph 4.76). The attempt to justify a refusal based on matters that can be 
dealt with by condition is unreasonable. 

 
RfR2(f) 
 

20.� The approach of the lpa’s planning witness to this putative RfR relies on the 
assumption that a Policy MU 3 compliant scheme could come forward acceptably 
without the LR (LPA18 paragraphs 4.80 & 4.84).  Again, there is no evidence to 
support that proposition from the highways witness or any witness. Failing to 
provide evidence to support a putative RfR is unreasonable conduct. 

 
RfR2(h) 
 

21.� This putative RfR is vague and ambiguous, it resulted in the lpa’s ecology 
witness substantially expanding the scope of his evidence in the proof, far 
beyond the lpa’s original “clarifications”.  In any event, the RfR depends on the 
net gain argument which the lpa accepts can be acceptably resolved by planning 
condition.  As such, it should never have been a reason for refusal.  The lpa’s 
climate change witness’s request that the appeal be determined against future 
planning guidance was nonsensical, and not grounded in any relevant planning 
policy or law. The witness seeks the Secretary of State (SoS) to apply a series 
of policies and statutes which simply do not apply to this case. This approach is 
unreasonable. 
 
RfR2(i) 
 

22.� The heritage putative RfR was, totally unevidenced.  There was no evidence on 
the scale of vehicle movements which had been assessed. That made it 
impossible for the lpa’s heritage witness to quantify the level of any heritage 
effect, despite this being the basis of her complaint about the scheme.  In the 
proof, the witness relied on new heritage assets not referred to in the putative 
RfR, SoC or “clarifications”.   The putative RfR is predicated on “significant” 
vehicle movements - assertion without evidence. Neither heritage or highways 
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witnesses, nor anyone else for the lpa, has evidenced what “significant” means, 
or why it causes harm in heritage terms. 
 
RfR3 
 

23.� The lpa’s air quality witness did not even consider a comparison between a 
Policy MU 3 scheme and the appeal scheme.  Nor was there an attempt to 
express his conclusions with reference to what he accepted is the relevant 
planning guidance [CD D10]. That constitutes a failure to produce evidence to 
substantiate the reason, and that is unreasonable behaviour. To suggest that 
the witness was unable to give evidence on the “extent of the impact” on air 
quality or how that impact fell to be assessed under relevant guidance is 
untenable.  If that was the case, then the lpa should not have called him to give 
evidence.   
 

Conclusions  
 

24.� The lpa’s case is littered with vague, generalised and inaccurate assertions 
about the scheme’s impacts which are unsupported by objective analysis. The 
appellants do not accept the lpa’s response that “there is more than one way to 
assess” effects i.e. they can be assessed without any attempt at quantification  
Many of the concerns are unclear from any of the putative RfRs, the lpa’s SoC, 
or from the “clarifications” and are capable of being dealt with by condition if 
required. 
  

25.� The appellants have wasted an enormous amount of time responding to points 
which have been withdrawn, and rebutting points which were not set out in the 
putative RfRs.  Inquiry time has also been wasted because in the end, most of 
the issues in dispute were narrow, and many could be resolved by planning 
condition.  In the end, albeit the lpa accepted this was a “tilted balance” case 
under Framework paragraph 11(d)(ii), it failed to provide any evidence which 
seeks to address that balance properly, i.e. by weighing any benefits against 
any harms.  Overall, the time spent, and the time and effort devoted to the 
topics in writing the evidence, was unnecessary and unhelpful for a scheme 
which had a positive recommendation for approval, and which the Planning 
Committee in January 2019 resolved to approve. 
 

26.� The undeliverability of the allocated site did not emerge from the appellants’ 
rebuttal evidence on highway matters, it came from the HoP’s report.   
 

27.� For the above reasons, the SoS is requested to require the lpa to pay the 
appellants’ full costs associated with the appeal. 
 

Response by the Local Planning Authority 
 
The material points are: 
 

28.� The putative RfR have been substantiated, and the lpa has acted reasonably 
throughout, particularly when judged in the context of an appeal against non-
determination under the Rosewell Review procedures. 
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29.� Costs do not “follow the event”’, costs will only be awarded where a party has 
behaved unreasonably, and importantly that this has directly caused another 
party to incur unnecessary or wasted expense in the appeal process.  The 
decision maker may disagree with the submissions being made but can still 
accept that those submissions are reasonable to make.  It is also important to 
take account of the resources and time available to deal with the preparation of 
an appeal on a complex matter such as this.  To give some indication of scale, 
there were over 2000 documents related to the matter on the Council’s website 
when the appeal was submitted. 
 

The Background to the application and appeal 
 

30.� The appellants have glossed over the history leading up to the making of its 
appeal.   Despite being submitted in November 2017, the application was not 
ready for presentation to Members until January 2019.  There have been several 
necessary amendments, and further consultation on the additional information 
that was submitted.  The Masterplan and other drawings were replaced.  The 
version of the illustrative Masterplan submitted with the appeal in July 2019 was 
revision D and the final one at the inquiry was revision J. 
    

31.� The Environmental Statement (ES) had to be supplemented on several 
occasions.  The ES was submitted in September 2017 (CDs A11 & 12).  
Addendums to the ES were submitted in May and June 2018 (CDs A14 to A20).  
Following the substantial criticisms made of it, the Addendum Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment is a complete replacement.  The Transport 
Assessment Addendum (TAA) also relied upon new work, using the bespoke 
model, which superseded the work in the TA (CD A20).  The ES Addendum 
Summary October 2018 set out the assessments and findings of the ES 
addendum information in relation to air quality, ecology, landscape, archaeology 
and transport assessments (CD A33). A further ES Addendum was submitted in 
December 2018 (CD A35).  As this development is an Environmental Impact 
Assessment development, each of these revisions needed proper public 
consultation.  The appellants also agreed to extend the period for 
determination, which reflects the reasonable approach that both parties were 
taking in the circumstances. 
 

32.� Although not part of the specific costs’ submissions, there is a sour note where 
it refers to a “political agenda” resulting in a change of position, which was not 
pursued at the inquiry.  There is no substance in this point.  It would be a 
perverse basis for any award of costs to be made on the basis that the decision 
lies with elected Members and not with the officers. 
 

33.� The view of the lpa is that expressed by the Planning Committee, up until that 
point anything else is simply the view of the officers.  The Planning Committee 
reached its conclusions on all the matters before it, the application, the 
responses from the statutory consultees, including the Parish Councils, local 
objections and supporting representations.  It is clear from the HoP’s report that 
the recommendation to approve was a balanced one, and that several harmful 
impacts arising from the scheme had been identified, as well as its benefits. The 
Members were entitled to consider whether the weight to be given to the 
benefits and harmful impacts arising from the scheme should be applied in a 
different way to that of the HoP. That is how the planning system works. 
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34.� No final decision was made at the January 2019 meeting.  The Planning 
Committee in August 2019 disagreed about where the planning balance should 
be struck. The Members also responded to concerns about the level of 
information that had been provided, and the recent declaration of a climate 
change emergency. The Members’ decision was a reasonable response to the 
contentious proposal before them.  It is the Members who are asked to make 
these decisions and to be locally accountable for them. 
 

35.� It is important to bear in mind, that the inquiry process following the Rosewell 
Review has concertinaed the process and brought several deadlines forward.  
When it comes to judging the reasonableness of the lpa’s actions, and what it 
can be reasonably expected to do, this needs to be seen in the context of an 
appeal against non-determination.  By its very nature, the lpa is not starting 
from a defined position.  The appeal was made before the views of the Members 
were known.  The delay was not due to a lack of co-operation and officers could 
not “second guess” what the Members would decide. 
 

36.� The lpa was not able to agree what the common ground was on the significant 
considerations until it had taken the matter back to the decision-making 
committee.  Quite simply, it was starting from a position where it did not know 
what, if any, of the matters would be in dispute.  Once notified of the appeal, 
the lpa arranged an Extraordinary Planning Committee meeting at the earliest 
opportunity. 
 

37.� Following the decision that the matter would have been refused, some further 
delay was inevitable.  The lpa needed to ensure that it had substantial evidence 
in support of the putative RfR if they were going to be pursued at the appeal.  
The lpa needed time to seek relevant expert witnesses who were prepared to 
act.  The witnesses confirmed, that they only agreed to accept the lpa’s 
instructions having satisfied themselves that they could support the reasons 
relevant to their area.  As the Inspector will recall, it had not been possible to 
instruct some of those witnesses by the time of the CMC.  The lpa could not 
therefore provide much more detail on the specific topics until the expert 
witnesses had been able to comment on them.  It would be unreasonable to 
expect a party to provide details it was actively seeking but did not yet have. 
 
Unreasonable conduct – Procedural 
  
Lack of co-operation 
 

38.� The substance of this complaint is that the appellants asked for clarification.  
The putative RfR are clear and precise.  There are 3 main reasons, and 2 of 
them were about a lack of adequate information. The other is about the overall 
planning balance, and it sought to itemise the harms that needed to be 
considered.   Each reason for refusal refers to the headline points and policies.  
The appellants sought further clarification, and this was given when it was 
available. 
  

39.� The climate change topic is a fast-moving area, and the list of documents was 
amended at the earliest opportunity.  In the event, the appellants spent no time 
in their own evidence on this.  Rather, they simply take the point of principle, 
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that the Acts and considerations were not relevant to planning.  This is a point 
they made as early as 16 October 2019, in an email. 

 
40.� The CMC was a moment to take stock, and a sensible timetable for further 

action was set by the Inspector.  Despite what is said at paragraph 8 above, the 
appellants were told during the CMC that the lpa did not yet have a full quota of 
witnesses, and also that it needed to report the heritage, climate change and 
ecology matters back to the Members at their next meeting, 3 October 2019. 
These points were then clarified to the appellants on 4 October, in accordance 
with the agreement at the CMC.  The appellants’ sending of a further email on 
3 October was not relevant to this. The further points were set out in a written 
Technical Note on Air Quality and Highways, as was suggested at the CMC (CD 
D38).  Not all those points were answered, as the highways and air quality 
witnesses explained in their evidence at the inquiry. 
  

41.� The preparation of the evidence was able to proceed to the timetable, and the 
inquiry was able to proceed as scheduled.  The provision for rebuttal evidence 
also assisted.  The appellants try to rely upon the late identification by the lpa of 
its witnesses as part of its case relating to a lack of co-operation.  This is an 
unfair criticism in the circumstances of this appeal. The lpa was not able to 
approach potential witnesses until the putative RfRs had been provided by the 
Members. The lpa then had to find such witnesses to appear for it within a very 
compressed timescale. Several witnesses approached were unable to offer their 
services, due to the short timescales leading to the inquiry because of the new 
procedures following the Rosewell Review. This added delay to the process of 
appointing witnesses, but it would be wrong to suggest that this amounted to 
unreasonable behaviour by the lpa. 

  
Delay in providing summaries 
   

42.� The sole issue is that the summaries for the air quality and landscape matters 
were not provided separately.   It is common in a proof of evidence to provide a 
“Conclusions and Summary” section, and the separate summaries from the lpa’s 
highways and air quality witnesses simply draw on that.  The appellants would 
have been able to understand the case it had to meet from the proofs.   The 
allegation that some costs were wasted is rejected.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
 

43.� It is in the nature of the SoC that further documents can be added to the list.  
The intention behind the additions was to assist in the preparation of the proofs 
of evidence and to avoid the need for any late adjournment.  The fact that no 
additional time was spent on this by the appellants is demonstrated by the 
simple dismissal of the lpa’s case by the appellants’ planning witness in his 
proof and oral evidence.  The same point had been made by email and in the 
SoCG.  No new documents were referred to by the witnesses in their proofs. 

  
44.� As for the Core Documents list, it was sensible to treat this as a work in 

progress.  A certain tolerance had to be shown to enable this to happen.  For 
instance, the lpa’s planning witness had to update the references in his proof as 
the earlier numbering was changed by the appellants. The inquiry was provided 
with a full set. 
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Not agreeing the Statement of Common Ground 
  

45.� The appellants criticise the way in which the SoCG was agreed.  Whilst it is not 
accepted that the delays that occurred were unreasonable in the circumstances.  
The work that has been done has meant that this document is far more 
extensive than would normally be the case, and it has proved to be useful in 
shortening the time that has needed to be spent at the inquiry.  Such delays as 
there have been have not caused any unnecessary expense. 
    

46.� At its start, the inquiry had a series of proofs of evidence and some rebuttal 
evidence.  These did not seek to repeat areas where matters are not in dispute.  
Indeed, there is little in the proofs of evidence that is unnecessary, and the 
parties have proceeded on a sensible basis in producing the main evidence. 
There is no evidence to support the appellants’ assertion that they had to 
produce “significant additional evidence” in any proof (14). 

  
47.� The history of the SoCG shows that additional work was required, especially 

once it was decided to try to produce one between the witnesses on each topic.  
The first draft SoCG submitted by the appellants was substantially incomplete.  
The appellants advised in August that they were preparing a second draft.  This 
came some 6 weeks later and was still substantially incomplete.  This is the 
version that arrived just before the CMC, at which point it was agreed that 
topic-based proofs would be included. These topic areas were drafted by the 
appellant and there was substantial discussion. The timeline shows that the 
highways and landscape sections were still under discussion late in the process 
and had not been seen by the lpa as late as 7 November 2019.  The drafts also 
included assertions about the evidence that the lpa’s witnesses could not agree. 
 

48.� The timeline of work on the SoCG was: 
 

19 July - first Draft SoCG was submitted by the appellants with 
appeal bundle, the lpa’s stance on the appeal had not yet 
been determined; 

02 August - first draft quickly superseded.  Appellants advise that the 
SoCG needs further work and would be submitted in the 
next 2 weeks;  

17 September –  lpa’s SoC submitted in line with agreed deadline;  

19 September –  revised SoCG was received from the appellants, some 6 
weeks after the email of 2 August;  

24 September –  the CMC call was held, where the need for a topic-based 
SoCG was agreed;  

24 September -  a supplementary section for SoCG on Affordable Housing 
was received from the appellants; 

25 September –  the appellants requested clarification of the putative RfR;  

30 September –  as agreed at the CMC, the lpa circulated the Technical Note 
on Transport and Air Quality matters;  
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4 October –  the appellants provide a Housing Land Supply Position 
Statement. Lpa provide further clarity on heritage, climate 
change and ecology reasons; 

7 October -  appellants chasing response re SoCG; 

8 October –  lpa advise appellants with details of the witnesses to date 
for discussions to start on topic-based sections of SoCG;  

  appellants seek comments on S106 and SoCG.  Appellants 
advise that the topic-based sections on Ecology and 
Heritage would be submitted within a week;  

11 October –  lpa submits response to appellants’ Housing Land Supply 
position; 

16 October -  lpa submits further list of documents re climate change; 

 appellants complaining about lpa’s 16 October list; 

 lpa confirms details of climate change witness and 
confirmation that climate change SoCG sent to him; 

17 October –  lpa confirms it does not intend to call a viability witness;  

18 October –  appellants send first draft ecology SoCG; 

 lpa sends confirmation of remaining witnesses;  

29 October -  all proofs submitted in accordance with agreed deadline;  

1 November –  lpa sends tracked changes to main SoCG; 

 lpa provides response to SoCG sections on ecology, 
transport, heritage and air quality; 

4 November –  climate change section of SoCG supplied; 

 appellants decline lpa’s invitation to meet to discuss draft 
S106 obligations;  

7 November –  appellants circulate revised version of SoCG; 

  appellants advise that SoCG sections on highways and 
landscape not yet ready to submit to lpa;  

8 November –  lpa submits CIL compliance schedule to appellants. 

12 November –  lpa asks for appellants’ position on additional obligations 
sought; 

  appellants respond saying that a conference call on S106 
may be suitable way forward;  

12 November –  lpa submits draft list of planning conditions (further to 
those in committee report);   

14 November – appellants confirm to PINS that SoCG largely agreed;  

12/22 November –  series of emails between lpa and appellants picking up 
points on SoCG; 
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21 November –  appellants and SBC agree final drafting of landscape SoCG. 
 
Failing to provide precise putative reasons for refusal 
 

49.� As the SoC highlights, the appellants should have been aware of the highways 
case it had to meet.  The appellants would also have been aware of the Railton 
report since it has been available since October 2018.  It was the appellants’ 
choice to remain silent on it. 
 

50.� The appellants adopt the absurd position that if there is one additional item 
added by an expert witness, then the whole of their evidence is unreasonable.  
This ignores the professional obligations on expert witnesses to give their true 
opinion, and to set out the basis for their opinions and what they have and have 
not considered. The lpa’s heritage witness added evidence on the likely effect on 
Heart's Delight CA, as a matter of her judgment, and the appellant’ expert was 
able to deal with that point in oral evidence. 
 

51.� The lpa’s ecology witness reviewed the evidence about the alleged enhancement 
and gave his own evidence on the range of species that had been surveyed and 
the adequacy of that work (e.g. birds, bats, dormice, amphibians etc.).  Both 
the ecology witnesses knew and explained that Biodiversity net gain is about an 
assessment of the combination of habitats and species that are likely to be 
affected. 
 

52.� The lpa’s highways witness has been trying to understand the traffic modelling 
from the beginning and explained his concerns in his earlier report for BPC and 
in his proof of evidence.  The appellants knew that there were challenges to the 
model (VISSIM or otherwise) which would need to be explained by them.  The 
way that the lpa’s witness has chosen to explain it (and not explain it) has been 
the subject of detailed evidence. The list in the lpa’s SoC includes the reference 
to the Railton Transport and Highways Review dated October 2018 submitted as 
a response to the planning application on behalf of BPC and posted on the 
Council’s website on 23 October 2019. The first time that the appellants 
engaged with the criticisms made by this work was in their proof of evidence.  
Although the modelling results are presented as if they were “sensitivity tests”, 
they are the first time that points about the higher level of impacts have been 
assessed.  It was reasonable for the appellants to be required to do so.  
Furthermore, as the lpa’s highways witness stated, whilst he could accept that 
the results suggested that his concerns could be met, the issue remained that 
the modelling itself is a “black box” to the public and to those who seek to 
understand it. 
 

53.� The lpa’s climate change witness concentrates in his evidence on the way in 
which Policy DM 19 should be addressed, as did the Sol Environment report 
relied upon by the appellants (CD A77).  The other policy references in his proof 
are there as the LP is to be read as a whole.  No inquiry time was wasted on this 
as the appellants did not engage with the points in their evidence. 

 
54.� The way in which the inquiry progressed does not support the assertion that the 

appellants have “…been required to extend the scope of its evidence to deal 
with matters which, it turned out, were not in dispute”.  There was a failure in 
the application to address many areas, highways, air quality and ecology, that 
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needed to be addressed in evidence.  It was reasonable for the lpa to include 
this in their putative RfR. 
   

55.� It was sensible for provision to be made as part of the inquiry timetable for 
possible rebuttal proofs, and they were produced for different reasons for each 
topic.  It was reasonable for them to be produced and contrary to the 
appellants’ assertion they did save inquiry time. 
 

56.� The appellants’ first rebuttal on ecology was needed as the survey work was 
old, and clearly patchy, and biodiversity net gain requires a review of the 
species as well as the habitats affected.  The appellants’ second rebuttal 
reworked the DEFRA Metric in the light of reasonable criticisms made by the lpa.  
The lpa accepted the late production of this second rebuttal as a sensible 
measure that saved inquiry time and that the lpa had adequate time during the 
inquiry to review it. 
 

57.� As for air quality, both main witnesses had to produce new evidence in the light 
of the new monitoring data that had been collected.  As the SoCG recorded 
including the earlier versions, the lpa had to reserve its position on air quality as 
the appellants had updated the air quality assessment in its proof of evidence.  
As the inquiry heard, the appellants did not rely upon the earlier work.  Due to a 
change in circumstances, this new work used the real-world data that had been 
collected. Both main parties acted as reasonably as they could in such 
circumstances. 
 

58.� On highways, the main issue was about the lack of information that had been 
provided and the appellants’ highways rebuttal only partially answered the 
queries about the use of VISSIM and the assumptions that had been made.    
This was part of the ongoing debate about the lack of adequate information, on 
which the experts disagreed and on which discussions were held, very late in 
the day, given that the lpa’s expert had set out his points back in October 2018.  
As the lpa made clear, the appellants have still failed to resolve those concerns, 
and the lpa has done what it could to narrow the issues between the experts.  
Sometimes, there will always be reasonable differences, and this is one of those 
instances where the experts did not see eye to eye despite discussions. 
 

59.� On landscape, the rebuttal dealt with one very short point about to the 
possibility of a ‘T’ junction connecting the allocated site to Borden Lane rather 
than the possible roundabout.  This took very little inquiry time to deal with and 
could have been dealt with orally.  The necessary evidence was already before 
the inquiry. It was a point of detail and not a point that would be expected to be 
in a SoC. 
 

Unreasonable conduct – substantive 
    

60.� The appellants say that they have taken each putative RfR in turn.  However, 
there are several that have not been addressed and for which no award of costs 
is sought.  The lpa’s witnesses gave their professional opinion, as confirmed by 
their expert declaration.  Whilst their conclusions may not be accepted by the 
SoS, it was reasonable to reach a different view on the evidence.�  
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The relevance of Policy MU 3 
  

61.� The appellants are wrong in their criticism of the reliance by the lpa on the 
Policy MU 3 allocation as a comparison; this is a clear example of a reasonable 
difference of opinion between the parties.  The lpa’s case is a reasonable one.  
As there is a deliverable allocation in the LP, it is a baseline as the starting 
point.  It is an allocation in a recently adopted LP and tested through a LP 
inquiry.  To have ignored this would be undermining the plan-led system. It is 
then a proper approach to assess the additional elements to that and the 
advantages and disadvantages of developing additional land.  Those additions 
would need separate assessment on their own terms as was accepted by the 
appellants’ witnesses. 
 

62.� The appellants’ assertion that the Policy MU3 allocation was undeliverable was 
an opportunistic one, that emerged from the appellants’ highways rebuttal 
proof.  That assertion did not form part of the planning case as set out in the 
Planning Statement, the SoC and the appellants’ planning evidence and took on 
an unexpected  and perverse significance (Doc 5 paragraphs 11 to 17).  Despite 
saying that the allocation is undeliverable, the appellants still seek to rely on the 
fact that there is an allocation to assert that there is an “in principle” support in 
planning terms for their development.  Policy MU 3 was not in the original 
submission draft LP for several reasons, including its status as part of the 
existing Important Local Countryside Gap (ILCG).  The allocation in the LP was 
only made “on balance”, and as a choice between several competing sites, each 
of which was the subject of sustainability appraisal.  If it was not deliverable in 
highway terms, it would not have been allocated. 
   
Other issues 
    

63.� No criticism is made of some of the putative RfR.  RfR 2(b) refers to 
development of land within an ILCG.  As such landscape and planning evidence 
was required.  RfR2 (c) refers to the loss of B&MV agricultural land. Regardless 
of what conclusion is reached on this application for costs, the cost of this proof 
of evidence and attendance cannot be part of any wasted costs against the lpa. 
At the CMC it was made clear that this was a planning issue, and there was no 
need for an agricultural witness. Calling an agricultural witness was the 
appellants’ choice.  It was therefore appropriate for the lpa to ask a few 
questions for clarification.  Indeed, on the agricultural land point, the witness’s 
own evidence picked up omissions in earlier survey work, regarding the quality 
of the land at the north-western end of the appeal site. 
  

64.� RfR2 (g) refers to the failure of the proposed S106 agreement to provide 
adequate mitigation.  No criticism is made of the work done on this ground, 
which has required an alteration to the Agreement that the appellants had not 
previously accepted.  The work done on this cannot be part of any wasted costs. 

 
65.� RfR1 relates to highways where the appellants try to make the argument that 

there was no basis to dismiss the appeal on highways grounds.  This is a dismal 
failure to read what the putative RfR says on transport.   Most of the reason 
relates to the lack of information about the highways impact.  The lpa is in the 
position where there is an absence of the relevant information, and as such has 
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had to present a negative case i.e. that the application fails to demonstrate that 
the scheme would not cause unacceptable highway impacts. 
    

66.� The ES work remains inadequate and the lpa’s criticisms were reasonable, were 
explained in detail in the lpa’s highways evidence, and are shared, certainly at 
the Reg 25 stage, by those advising the SoS.   Rather than do the work 
requested, the appellants declined to provide the further information (Doc 36). 
 

67.� The way in which the lpa’s officers and the statutory consultees responded to 
the representations made on behalf of BPC by Railton on highways and 
Professor Peckham on air quality has been covered in evidence.  The appellants 
refer to the lpa “expressly” dismissing the “representations” made by Railton 
and by Professor Peckham.  This reflects the appellants’ continuing confusion 
over the HoP’s report to the Committee.  That report does not represent the 
view of the lpa, but rather the professional assessment of the HoP which he 
reports to the Committee for a decision.  Much of the information requested in 
the October 2018 Railton Report was only provided in the appellants’ proof of 
evidence, and not before. The criticism remains that the model is a “black box”’, 
and there are some demonstrable errors. 
 

68.� The allegation that rat-running could be dealt with by condition is an odd one, 
as the proposed condition is not accepted by the appellants. The lpa relied upon 
the evidence of its highway’s expert. This was based on his experience, the 
available traffic evidence, where the appellants had only looked at Chestnut 
Street (southbound), and no assessment anywhere of northbound flows, local 
objectors’ evidence and journey times.  The appellants may criticise him for not 
putting numbers on it, but that is not a ground for saying that he has acted 
unreasonably.  There is more than one way to assess the adverse effects.  The 
lpa’s highways witness did address the fundamental difference between the 
Policy MU 3 allocation and the appeal scheme in terms of the highway layout. 
 

69.� RfR2 (a) is harm to the landscape arising from the development of land within 
the open countryside beyond the allocated site.  This is an odd basis indeed for 
the appellants to suggest that the landscape evidence was advanced on the 
basis that the allocated site is deliverable and “that failure to provide evidence 
to substantiate the RfR was unreasonable and has wasted very substantial 
inquiry time”.  The adverse visual and landscape impacts of development in this 
area have always been controversial.  Given that it would be a larger, affect a 
larger area, and take up more of the existing open gap between the settlements 
it would have been necessary to assess the landscape and visual impacts of the 
appellant’s scheme. 
 

70.� It is also suggested that the lpa “failed to follow well-established case law (i.e. 
the principle that alternative schemes are irrelevant other than in exceptional 
circumstances where they are likely to come about.”.  The reference made it is 
to Lisle Mainwaring v Carroll [2017] EWCA Civ 1315; [2018] J.P.L. 194 
(Doc 26).   This is a point addressed in the planning evidence and submissions 
(Doc 5 paragraphs 11 to 17).  The submission made by the appellants that the 
Policy MU 3 allocation is not a material consideration is wrong in law.  It would 
be unreasonable to ignore the baseline, as set in the recently adopted LP. There 
is indeed no “one size fits all” rule about the relevance of alternative schemes, 
see paragraph 19 of the judgment, citing Sullivan LJ in Langley Park School for 
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Girls Governing Body.  This appeal scheme does cause harm.  There is an 
alternative scheme, set out in the allocation, which avoids some of the harm 
and reduces other harm.  Therefore, as a matter of fact and degree, the Policy 
MU 3 allocation is a material consideration or, as this is in the context of a costs 
application, it is reasonable to reach that conclusion. 
  

71.� What the appellants say about RfR2 (d) and affordable housing is a bad point. 
The lpa’s position is that providing the LR has led to the reduced provision of 
affordable housing was justified and explained by the lpa’s planning witness.   It 
does not rely on a comparison with the level of provision that might be made on 
a detailed scheme that met the terms of the Policy MU 3 allocation. The appeal 
scheme fails to deliver the full quantum of affordable housing required under 
Policy DM 8, and the appellants’ justification for this is based upon the 
additional costs of the LR to Chestnut Street. There is a simple difference 
between the lpa and appellants. The appellants take the position that there are 
wider highways benefits to the appeal scheme that outweigh a series of harmful 
impacts, including delivery of the full quota of affordable housing. The lpa’s 
position is that any such benefits do not outweigh these adverse impacts, 
including the failure to provide the full quota of affordable housing.  It is a 
matter of fact that the scheme does not deliver the level of affordable housing 
as required in Table 7.3.1 of Policy DM 8. It is part of the planning balance.  
 

72.� The putative RfR was clearly limited, and the supporting evidence was provided 
in the planning evidence.   It was confirmed at the CMC that no viability witness 
was likely to be required and on 17 October, the lpa advised the appellants that 
a viability witness would not be called.  The lpa acted reasonably and no costs 
were wasted on this point in any event. 
 

RfR2 (e) - an appropriate mix of housing 
 

73.� It is not understood why it is said that it is unreasonable to rely on this point. 
The housing mix is a major local issue, and this development does not provide 
an appropriate mix of housing.  The appellants in the planning evidence accept 
it is a negative point in the planning balance (APP20 paragraph 4.38).  It is also 
incorrect to say that this can just be varied as required at reserved matters 
stage.  Phase 1A is set, and the appellants’ viability evidence, says that later 
phases would not be viable if a greater number of smaller units were included 
(APP20 paragraph 4.35).  There is a reasonable expectation that this weighting 
of the mix towards larger units would continue to be relied upon by a developer 
under reserved matters applications. It would be wrong to simply dismiss this as 
a point to be dealt with under reserved matters, and it is reasonable for the lpa 
to make this criticism as part of this appeal. 
    
RfR2(f) - the effect of the LR on the character and appearance of the 
development. 
 

74.� It is not unreasonable to criticise the adverse effect on the urban design of this 
large housing development of a local distributor road.  It is a point made in the 
evidence by BRAD, and in the lpa’s planning evidence.  It is a point that is also 
clearly stated in Policy MU 3.   This part of the application for costs essentially 
refers back to the alleged unreasonableness of relying on the ability of the 
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allocated site to come forward.  It is not unreasonable to rely on that as a 
material planning consideration in this case. 
 

RfR 2 (h) - adverse impacts upon biodiversity within the site 
  

75.� The appellants’ criticisms are misconceived.  The general concerns remained, 
and the lpa provided such clarifications as it was able. The lpa’s witness acted 
reasonably in reviewing the survey evidence available and applying his 
professional judgment to it.  In any event, it would have been necessary to 
check if the 2016/17 surveys were complete and/or needed updating.  The 
appellants’ ecologist did not treat net gain as a requirement, but only as a 
preference and the evidence reflected that.  However, the appellants’ planning 
witness accepted that net gain is required on this site.  Unfortunately, the 
appellants’ planning witness was not present when the ecologist gave evidence, 
and it appears that he was not told what was said. 
  

76.� Once it is accepted that net gain is required, then it was essential to review the 
biodiversity evidence to demonstrate that there would be a net benefit.  As the 
appellants’ ecologist accepted, that requires one to look at the effect on the 
protected species as well as on the habitats.  The lpa’s ecologist was asked to 
give his professional view, and he reviewed the work that had been done and 
has informed the inquiry accordingly i.e. from the inadequate Skylark 
mitigation. 
 

77.� Net gain was not a matter that was simply to be dealt with by condition.  The 
appellants’ ecologist did not accept it as a policy requirement.  Furthermore, the 
appellants do not accept the condition that would use the Metric, or one that 
has a requirement to ensure that the gain is measurable. It remains disputed 
within the evidence whether a 10% net gain can be achieved within the site 
itself.   It was a topic on which evidence had to be called and tested.  It was 
reasonable for the lpa to do so. 
 

RfR2 (h) - adverse impacts upon climate change considerations. 
  

78.� The appellants mischaracterise what the lpa’s climate witness has said.  The 
witness has given evidence to describe the problem, to point out what the 
current policies fail to address, and then deal with how the appeal should deal 
with this as a material consideration.   It is the appellants who have taken an 
unreasonable stance, in limiting themselves to considering issues of policy 
alone.     The appellants’ comments on the SoCG from 8 October onwards also 
confirmed that their position was that the legislation relating to climate change 
is not relevant to planning.  The appellants assert that the Climate Change Act 
2008 “does not include any development control criteria and, therefore, is not 
relevant in this case.”  The lpa submits that it is a material planning 
consideration, and that new development should not be approved that is not fit 
for purpose (Doc 5 paragraphs 101-114).  Whilst the appellants’ approach is 
very blinkered, the lpa’s case was clear, reasonable and substantiated. 
�  
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RfR2 (i) - harm to heritage assets 
  

79.� The appellants’ assertion that the opinion of the lpa’s heritage expert is not 
reasonable is a poor point.  The lpa’s expert has given detailed evidence to 
substantiate this part of the putative RfR.  Both the lpa’s and appellants’ experts 
were in broad agreement on the analysis of the possible impacts on heritage 
interests.  The appellants’ expert agreed there would be impacts from the LR 
and the Chestnut Street roundabout that would necessitate the use of screening 
and a buffer. The evidence submitted with the scheme forecasts a significant 
increase in vehicle movements on Chestnut Street, which passes through the 
Chestnut Street Conservation Area and Listed Buildings (LB). The only 
substantial point of difference between the witnesses is about the other 
conclusions that can be drawn from the highways evidence.   Yet this is not a 
numbers game.  The extent to which the likely impact on heritage assets is 
“significant” is a matter of judgment.  Heritage evidence cannot be reduced to a 
score sheet.  Indeed, that is not what the appellants’ witness does; he exercised 
judgment.  It was reasonable for the lpa to rely upon the evidence of its expert 
in the same way. 
   
RfR3 - air quality modelling submitted with the application is inadequate 
   

80.� The evidence from the lpa’s expert was substantial, and addressed 3 main 
points – the bad modelling, the likely increase in pollution and its redistribution 
rather than its reduction and poor mitigation.  Whilst it may be possible to 
disagree with his conclusions, he has given detailed and specific evidence.  The 
extent of the impact, and its assessment under the PPG, was for others to 
assess, once the impact on air quality could be agreed.  However, it was not 
possible for the lpa’s witness to get to that stage. This is a topic where a large 
amount of the previous work was overtaken by new data and evidence by the 
time of the inquiry.  The appellants’ witness did not rely upon the older 
modelling work that had been submitted as part of the ES and the ES 
Addendum, which the lpa’s witness had criticised.  New modelling work was set 
out in the proof of evidence some 4 weeks before the inquiry, and to which it 
was reasonable for the lpa to produce a rebuttal. 
  

81.� It was also reasonable for the Members to take BPC’s evidence into account, 
and to consider that the applicants had not properly addressed it.  Whilst the 
consultees had criticised BPC’s report, the lpa’s witness had provided detailed 
rebuttals to that, the most relevant are appended to the proof.  These are: the 
“Air Quality Report for BPC” June 2018 by the University of Kent, submitted as a 
response to the planning application and posted on the Council’s website July 
2019; the response to “Review of Borden Parish Council Air Quality Assessment” 
October 2018 by the University of Kent, submitted as a response to the 
planning application on behalf of BPC, posted on October 2019; the Response to 
“Air Quality Evidence Review” submitted January 2019 by the University of 
Kent, submitted as a response to the planning application on behalf of BPC, 
posted on 07/01/19); the Response to the HoP’s report January 2019 by the 
University of Kent, submitted as a response to the planning application on 
behalf of BPC, posted January 2019; and the diagram of “Comparison of 
developer 2025 predictions (V1.3) with Swale Borough Council measurements 
for NO2” submitted June 2019 by the University of Kent, on behalf of BPC, 
posted June 2019. 
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82.� For the above reasons, the SoS should refuse the appellant’s application for 
costs. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

83.� Planning Practice Guidance advises that costs may be awarded against a Party 
who has behaved unreasonably and thereby caused the Party applying for costs 
to incur unnecessary or wasted expense in the appeal process. The aims of the 
costs regime is encourage all those involved in the appeal process to behave in 
a reasonable way and follow good practice, both in terms of timeliness and in 
the presentation of full and detailed evidence to support their case and 
encourage lpas to properly exercise their development management 
responsibilities, to rely only on reasons for refusal which stand up to scrutiny on 
the planning merits of the case and not to add to development costs through 
avoidable delay. 
 

84.� The appellant’s history of the application, the lpa’s consideration of it, the 
reference to a possible political reason for the change in approach, and the lpa’s 
response on these matters are part of the background context and do not form 
part of the appellant’s application for costs and have not featured in my 
consideration of the merits of the application. 
 

85.� Article 35 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 requires that where planning permission is 
refused, the lpa must state clearly and precisely the full reasons for the refusal, 
specifying all policies and proposals in the development plan that are relevant to 
the decision.  The purpose of a RfR is to tell applicants how their proposal has 
fallen short and what elements must be addressed either to make it acceptable 
in a revised application or what evidence would need to be submitted in appeal. 
 

86.� The putative RfR relating to highways, heritage, air quality and climate change 
and biodiversity fall considerably short of the requirement to be clear and 
precise.  Rather, they are, vague and generalised.  Indeed, the lpa’s response 
notes that, “Each reason for refusal refers to the headline points and policies.” 
[38].  The vague and generalised nature of the reasons required the appellants 
to seek clarification from the lpa on more than one occasion of what some of the 
putative reasons meant.  The notes of the CMC indicate that when asked for 
clarification of several of the reasons, the lpa indicated that a meeting of the 
Planning Committee was scheduled for 3 October where officers were requesting 
clarification from the Members on the nature of the concerns relating to 
biodiversity, climate change and heritage.  Given that the officers would have 
been present at the June and August Planning Committee meetings, this action 
does not suggest that they themselves fully understood the putative reasons on 
these matters.  
 

87.� In relation to putative RfR1, the appellants’ email of 20 September 2019 listed 8 
substantial areas that needed clarification, demonstrating the highly generalised 
and vague nature of the reason.  In relation to air quality, the appellants’ 
request for clarification covers 3 substantial matters.  Putative RfR 2 (i) on 
heritage matters did not, other than a general reference to Borden and Chestnut 
Street (albeit qualified by the words “in particular”) refer to any other assets.  
Had the appellants relied solely on this reason, and not sought clarification, it 
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would have come as a surprise when they received the lpa’s proof to find that 5 
additional assets were raised.  Moreover, the lpa’s proof included one asset that 
was not referred to in the clarifications provided following the October 
Committee meeting i.e. impact on the Hearts Delight Conservation Area, albeit 
that addition did not result in material additional work by the appellants.   
Moreover, the proof of evidence of the lpa’s heritage witness contained the 
following, “…it is implied on the reason for refusal but not explicitly stated…”.  
When asked whether the reason was precise, the witness responded that it was 
“not precise”.   These matters reinforce my conclusion that the lpa failed to 
provide putative RfR that were clear and precise.  
 

88.� Linked to the above point is that at the date evidence was submitted, the lpa 
did not supply summary proofs of evidence for the landscape and air quality 
witnesses [8].  The landscape summary proof, apart from the first 2 
paragraphs, which detail the witness’s qualifications and sets out the 
professional declaration, is the same as the conclusions in the proof of evidence.  
As to the air quality proof, the first 19 paragraphs largely relate to describing 
the background, the site, the putative RfR, national policy and legislation, all of 
which the appellants’ expert would be familiar with.  The remainder of the proof 
is brief, albeit paragraphs 27, 28 and 29 have multiple subparagraphs and there 
are 2 paragraphs numbered 29.  Whilst the lpa failed to adhere to the deadline, 
the appellants’ experts were not required to “trawl through the evidence to 
understand the points of the case” and as such I consider no unnecessary 
expense was incurred. 
 

89.� Notwithstanding my conclusion on the issue of summary proofs, I consider the 
lpa acted unreasonably in failing to provide clear and precise putative RfR and 
that the appellants incurred unnecessary costs in seeking to obtain clarification. 
 

90.� As to the SoCG, an agreed statement is essential to ensure that the evidence 
considered at the inquiry focuses on the material differences between the 
appellant and the lpa.  The SoCG is to provide a commonly understood basis for 
the appellant and the lpa and to provide context to inform the SoC and the 
subsequent production of proofs of evidence.  Whilst implementation of 
recommendations of The Independent Review has resulted in tighter timetabling 
of inquiries, there is as far as I am aware of no relaxations when the inquiry 
relates to a case for non-determination and inquiries continue to be arranged in 
accordance with the provisions of the relevant Inquiries Procedure Rules.   
 

91.� The June Planning Committee did not determine the application rather a 
decision was deferred for the application to be considered at an Extraordinary 
Planning Committee Meeting.  The appellants appealed against non-
determination on 19 July and submitted a draft SoCG.  The parties were notified 
on 6 August of the date of the inquiry and that it would be timetabled as a 
Rosewell case.  These letters indicated that the lpa must submit a completed 
agreed SoCG by 10 September 2019. 
 

92.� The Extraordinary Planning Committee did not meet until 29 August to 
determine what action it would have taken.  The resolution was that the 
application would have been refused and drafting of the putative RfR was 
delegated to the HoP.  The full putative RfR were issued on 6 September.  This 
timeline and the fact that the lpa had no witnesses in place to agree common 
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ground on the matters at issue meant that it was unable to meet its 
responsibility to submit an agreed SoCG by the deadline of 10 September. 
 

93.� Whilst the failure of the lpa to meet this deadline is a potential ground for an 
award of costs, that is not the crux of the matter and, in itself, did not lead to 
unnecessary costs being incurred.  The issue is that the putative RfR were, 
vague and generalised and by the CMC on 24 September the lpa still did not 
have a full complement of witnesses.  The requested clarifications of the 
reasons were not complete until 4 October, and it was not until 18 October that 
details of the remaining witnesses were confirmed.  All this must be seen 
against the backdrop of a deadline to submit evidence by 29 October.   
 

94.� I have some sympathy for the officers who were coordinating the lpa’s 
responses [37].  However, the timetabling of an inquiry following the 
recommendations of The Independent Review requires all parties to change 
behaviours.  Although the evidence was submitted in time to meet the deadline 
and the inquiry opened as scheduled, this was against the backdrop of the delay 
in producing putative RfR and delivering a witness team for the appellants to 
engage with.  This meant that, as evidenced by the narrowing of issues during 
evidence and the appellants submitting rebuttal proofs additional work was 
required by the appellants.  Accordingly, I consider the lpa acted unreasonably, 
which resulted in the appellants incurring unnecessary expense. 
 

95.� The appellants had demonstrated to the highway authority (HA) and Highways 
England, the strategic highway authority, through the running of a micro-
simulation model, the parameters of which had been agreed with the HA, that 
with the implementation of off-site highway works, the scheme would not have 
an unacceptable effect on either the local or strategic highway network.  
Putative RfR1 presents a negative slant in that there was a lack of information, 
that the modelling work was flawed, and the mitigation proposed all failed to 
demonstrate that the scheme would not cause unacceptable impacts on the 
highway network.  I accept it is entirely legitimate for the lpa’s highways expert 
to have, based on his professional experience and local knowledge, doubts, 
which I would characterise as an informed “hunch”.  However, for that to 
translate into a RfR and substantiated it has to be supported by technical 
evidence. 
 

96.� The lpa acknowledged that it did not produce evidence that the scheme’s 
cumulative residual impact would be severe or that its impacts on highway 
safety would be unacceptable i.e. the Framework paragraph 109 test.  
Moreover, in relation to rat running, the lpa’s concerns on potential impact was 
not supported by objective evidence, rather it was assertion.  Assessing impact, 
its magnitude and the significance of the effect requires professional judgement.  
However, to be able to make the judgement that traffic would have a significant 
effect requires, in the first instance, objective evidence.  Otherwise, conclusions 
would be no more than an educated guess.  Drawing this together, I consider 
the lpa acted unreasonably in failing to produce evidence to substantiate the 
first putative RfR. 
 

97.� The failure to substantiate the highways case has significant implications for the 
lpa’s heritage putative RfR.  The heritage reason and the judgement as to the 
extent of the harm relied on a reference to significant vehicle movements and 
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rat running.  However, within the highways and the heritage evidence there was 
no objective basis to judge whether the movements would be significant and 
conclude on the magnitude of heritage harm.  This is especially so when the 
conclusions are based on a sliding scale i.e. negligible, minor, moderate major 
and extreme [LPA16 Appendix B page 10].  On this basis, I consider the lpa 
failed to substantiate the heritage RfR (2i).  The lpa also acted unreasonably by 
introducing in its evidence at the inquiry an allegation of harm to the Hearts 
Delight Conservation Area and Listed Buildings.  There had been no reference to 
this asset either in the putative RfR, the SoC or the clarifications on heritage 
harm.  Whilst the evidence was fresh and introduced at a late stage, it was not 
substantial, and I am not convinced that this addition resulted in the appellants 
incurring additional expense.      
 

98.� A substantial part of the appellants’ application for costs refers to the lpa’s cases 
being predicated on the deliverability of the Policy MU 3 allocation.  The 
allocation is in a recently adopted plan and it is not unreasonable for the lpa to 
use this as the baseline and a material consideration.  In coming to my 
conclusion on the merits of the application, I used, where appropriate, the 
allocation as a baseline and a material consideration.  RfR2 and its constituent 
parts seek to balance of the benefits of the scheme against potential harms.  In 
this context, I consider that RfR2 (a), (b), (d) and (e) were reasonable positions 
for the lpa to adopt, given that part of the site would be located within the 
countryside outside the settlement boundary determined by the LP and within 
an ILCG.  In relation to affordable housing, part of the site is located within the 
rural area where, under Policy DM 8, a different requirement for affordable 
housing sought exists.  Regarding RfR2 (e), the appellants acknowledged that 
the proposed housing mix was a departure from the current Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment in that the mix is skewed to larger dwellings to pay for 
infrastructure.  Given the LP plan policies and requirements, these putative RfRs 
are reasonable judgements for the lpa to make and the lpa was able to 
substantiate those reasons with evidence.  In relation to the lpa’s concerns 
regarding the loss of agricultural land, it was for the appellants to decide how to 
respond to the putative RfR and their choice was to call an expert witness.   
  

99.� Putative RfR2 (h) refers to climate change and biodiversity.  The LP contains a 
relevant policy, Policy DM 19 and in June 2019 the Council declared a Climate 
Change Emergency with an objective to make the Borough carbon neutral by 
2030.  The declaration of a climate emergency and its objectives are a material 
consideration [Doc 29].  In this context, seeking to test the proposal against 
this material consideration is not unreasonable and the lpa was able to 
substantiate its concerns with evidence. 
 

100.�Regard biodiversity, the putative RfR2 (h) is generalised and vague and the 
evidence submitted by the lpa expanded beyond the lpa’s clarifications.  An 
example of this is shown by the lpa’s reference to the Dormouse.  There is no 
indication within the lpa’s evidence of KCC’s Ecological Advice Services advice to 
the lpa that the appellants’ evidence provided a good understanding of the 
ecological interest of the site and that the ecological impact associated with this 
development could be mitigated.  This is a key baseline and material 
consideration that the lpa omitted from its evidence.  The reference to the 
appellants’ ecologist not accepting that net gain is a policy requirement does not 
detract from the fact that the appellants’ evidence does seek to show that, in 
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line with Policies DM 28 and MU 3, a net gain and in the case of Framework 
paragraph 175d a measurable net gain could be achieved.  It was reasonable for 
the lpa to challenge that conclusion, however, in doing so it failed to 
substantiate its quantitative assessment that there would be a biodiversity loss 
of some 20%.  Accordingly, I consider the lpa acted unreasonably and the 
appellants incurred additional expense. 
 

101.�Putative RfR2 (f) concentrates on impacts on the development and the key 
words are “through the site” and “the development”.  The lpa’s evidence 
highlights that the landscape, heritage and ecology evidence confirm harm in 
the context of this reason.  However, the ecology evidence makes no reference 
to the LR in terms of the effect on the character and appearance of the 
development.  The heritage evidence refers to the LR and roundabout onto 
Chestnut Street in the context of harm to the Chestnut Street Conservation 
Area and Listed Buildings, not the character and appearance of the 
development.  The landscape evidence deals with putative RfR 1(a) and (b) and 
makes no reference to RfR 2 (f).  The only apparent reference to the actual 
words of this putative RfR relates to the LR facilitating through traffic.  However, 
there was no attempt to quantify this or consider what effect that part of the LR 
through Phase 1A would have and whether the proposed landscape treatment of 
its margins would provide mitigation or that in subsequent phases any 
recognition that the reserved matters applications could deal with the effect of 
the LR.  Accordingly, I consider the lpa did not substantiate putative RfR2 (f). 
 

102.�The evidence on the air quality impacts of the development is complicated and 
was subject of significant change during the life of the application and the 
appeal.  Whilst I did not agree with the lpa, it raised legitimate concerns in this 
area and, whilst its evidence may have flaws, the lpa substantiated those 
concerns.   Accordingly, I consider the lpa did not act unreasonably in relation 
putative RfR 3. 

Conclusions 

103.�For the above reasons, I consider the lpa acted unreasonably by failing to 
provide clear and precise putative RfR and through delay in producing those 
reasons and engaging with the appellants to agree matters of common ground 
in a timely manner.  The lpa failed to substantiate putative RfR 2 (f), (h) and 
(i).  I consider the lpa’s unreasonable behaviour resulted in the appellants 
incurring unnecessary expense. Accordingly, a partial award of costs is justified.  

Recommendation 

104.�I recommend that the application for a full award of costs be granted in part. 

 
George Baird 
 
Inspector 
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RI� WKH�7&3�$FW��7R�FKDOOHQJH�WKH�HQIRUFHPHQW�GHFLVLRQ��SHUPLVVLRQ�PXVW� ILUVW�EH�REWDLQHG� IURP� WKH�
&RXUW�� ,I� WKH� &RXUW� GRHV� QRW� FRQVLGHU� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� DQ� DUJXDEOH� FDVH�� LW� PD\� UHIXVH� SHUPLVVLRQ��
$SSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�OHDYH�WR�PDNH�D�FKDOOHQJH�PXVW�EH�UHFHLYHG�E\�WKH�$GPLQLVWUDWLYH�&RXUW�ZLWKLQ����GD\V�
RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��XQOHVV�WKH�&RXUW�H[WHQGV�WKLV�SHULRG��
�
SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS�
�
$� FKDOOHQJH� WR� WKH� GHFLVLRQ� RQ� DQ� DSSOLFDWLRQ� IRU� DQ� DZDUG� RI� FRVWV� ZKLFK� LV� FRQQHFWHG� ZLWK� D�
GHFLVLRQ�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ����RU����RI� WKH�7&3�$FW�FDQ�EH�PDGH�XQGHU�VHFWLRQ�����RI� WKH�7&3�$FW� LI�
SHUPLVVLRQ�RI�WKH�+LJK�&RXUW�LV�JUDQWHG��
�
SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS�
�
:KHUH�DQ� LQTXLU\�RU�KHDULQJ�KDV�EHHQ�KHOG�DQ\�SHUVRQ�ZKR�LV�HQWLWOHG�WR�EH�QRWLILHG�RI� WKH�GHFLVLRQ�
KDV� D� VWDWXWRU\� ULJKW� WR� YLHZ� WKH� GRFXPHQWV�� SKRWRJUDSKV� DQG� SODQV� OLVWHG� LQ� WKH� DSSHQGL[� WR� WKH�
,QVSHFWRU¶V�UHSRUW�RI�WKH�LQTXLU\�RU�KHDULQJ�ZLWKLQ���ZHHNV�RI�WKH�GD\�DIWHU�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ��,I�
\RX�DUH�VXFK�D�SHUVRQ�DQG�\RX�ZLVK�WR�YLHZ�WKH�GRFXPHQWV�\RX�VKRXOG�JHW�LQ�WRXFK�ZLWK�WKH�RIILFH�DW�
WKH�DGGUHVV�IURP�ZKLFK�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�ZDV� LVVXHG��DV�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH� OHWWHUKHDG�RQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ� OHWWHU��
TXRWLQJ�WKH�UHIHUHQFH�QXPEHU�DQG�VWDWLQJ�WKH�GD\�DQG�WLPH�\RX�ZLVK�WR�YLVLW��$W� OHDVW���GD\V�QRWLFH�
VKRXOG�EH�JLYHQ��LI�SRVVLEOH��


