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This report makes the following recommendations to the final decision-maker:
1. That the officer responses to the representations submitted during public consultation
on the draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014 (Regulation 181 consultation) for
policy DM24 Affordable Housing, as set out in Appendix A, be approved.
2. That draft policy DM24, as amended under Section 4 “Preferred Option” of the report,
be approved for further public consultation (Regulation 18 consultation).

This report relates to the following corporate priorities:
·
·

Keeping Maidstone Borough an attractive place for all
Securing a successful economy for Maidstone Borough

Timetable
Meeting

Date

Policy and Resources Committee

N/A

Council

N/A

Other Committee

N/A
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Affordable Housing Policy
1.

PURPOSE OF REPORT AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 To consider and approve the officer responses to the representations made on
the draft affordable housing policy (DM24) contained in the public consultation
draft of the Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014 (Regulation 18 consultation),
set out in Appendix A.
1.2 To approve a revised draft local plan policy for affordable housing that has been
amended as a result of public consultation and further viability testing, set out in
Section 4 of the report. The revised policy is recommended for further public
consultation (Regulation 18) before the Publication version of the local plan is
published for consultation (Regulation 19).

2.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

2.1 In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), local
planning authorities have a duty to meet the full, objectively assessed needs for
affordable housing; to plan for a mix of housing and identify the tenure and
range of housing that is required; to prepare a plan which is based on adequate,
up-to-date and relevant evidence; and to assess policies to ensure their
cumulative impact does not put the implementation of the Plan at serious risk 2.
The council has a net affordable housing need of 5,800 households from 2013
to 20313, equivalent to 322 affordable homes each year (which is 35% of the
council’s objectively assessed need of 928 dwellings p.a.).
2.2 The council’s adopted Affordable Housing Development Plan Document (2006)
sets a threshold of 15 dwellings or 0.5ha as a trigger for sites to provide for
affordable housing as part of development proposals. A minimum 40%
affordable housing is sought, of which not less than 24% of the total number of
dwellings should be for affordable rent, the balance providing for shared
ownership, shared equity or discounted market rent.
2.3 Consultants, Peter Brett Associates (PBA), were appointed to undertake a Local
Plan Viability Testing Study (April 2013) to update the council’s evidence base.
Consequently, policy DM24 of the public consultation draft of the Maidstone
Borough Local Plan 2014 updated the council’s affordable housing policy, and
set a new threshold of 10 residential units and a different rate of provision
across different types of geographical area. The policy sought 15% affordable
housing provision for previously developed urban sites, 30% for greenfield sites
and private residential gardens in the currently defined urban area and at the
urban periphery, and 40% in the countryside, rural service centres and larger
villages. The policy further sought a tenure split of not less than 65%
affordable/social rented housing, and up to 35% intermediate affordable
2
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housing (shared ownership and/or intermediate rent).
2.4 The representations that were received during public consultation on the local
plan in respect of affordable housing policy DM24, together with officer
responses and recommendations, are set out in Appendix A. The comments
relate to the cost of providing affordable housing, tenure split, the proposed
geographical split, and tenants who would live in the dwellings. The nature of
the comments and their implications for the viability of the local plan were such
that further work was required. PBA were therefore appointed to undertake a
Revised Plan and CIL Viability Study (May 2015) at a strategic plan level to
update the 2013 viability study and to provide the following outputs:
· A plan viability assessment of the Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2011-2031;
· To test the impact of affordable housing policy in the context of the plan
viability assessment; and
· Viability assessment of theoretical developments taking into account the
Local Plan requirements and other costs, to inform the Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) rates.
2.5 The council’s CIL Charging Schedule is being prepared alongside the local plan
programme. A report on the key issues arising from public consultation on the
CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule was considered by Planning,
Transport and Development Overview & Scrutiny Committee on 16 September
2014. A further report seeking approval to undertake the next stage of
consultation on the Draft Charging Schedule, taking account of the updated
PBA viability study, will be presented to the Strategic Planning, Sustainability
and Transport Committee early next year, following the Committee’s approval of
the local plan for publications and submission.
2.6 PBA tested a range of typologies, or hypothetical developments, that are likely
to be brought forward in the plan period. These hypothetical developments
were assigned to broad locations within the borough, and the typology sites
were based on new and existing sites of known development within the plan
period. Since the previous 2013 viability study, overall the general viability
picture has not changed: rural areas are more viable than urban locations, and
brownfield sites (previously developed land) within urban areas are less viable
than greenfield sites. This picture is supported by decision making in the
development management process.
2.7 One key difference in the viability results between 2013 and 2015 is the notable
increase in residential sales values over the last two years. When looking at
sales values it is not uncommon to consider sales values from the previous
three to five years. It is likely that some of the transactional data used in the
previous study may have overlapped with transactional data from the height of
the recession, so viability would have been slightly more suppressed than in the
previous three/five years from the present day. The approach to values has
also changed: a blended rate of houses and flats was used in the 2013 viability
model, whilst the 2015 model separately identifies houses and flats.
2.8 Since the previous viability study there have also been a number of changes in
how costs are considered within the viability study. These changes are a result
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of a number of factors, including PBA’s experience gained at Independent
Examination of other local planning authorities’ local plans, peer review and
improved market conditions:
· Externals (costs for internal access roads, car parking and hard and soft
landscaping within the site) are reduced to 10% of build costs as opposed to
15%;
· 10% of build cost for professional fees, reduced from 12%;
· Profit that developers may gain from affordable housing has fallen from 8%
to 6%; and
· There is evidence to suggest finance costs have fallen considerably since the
previous study where 8% was used - a figure of 6% is now used.
Vacant Building Credit
2.9 National policy provides for an incentive for brownfield development on sites
containing vacant buildings. The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG,
paragraph 21) explains that “where a vacant building is brought back into any
lawful use, or is demolished to be replaced by a new building, the developer
should be offered a financial credit equivalent to the existing gross floorspace of
relevant vacant buildings when the local planning authority calculates any
affordable housing contribution which will be sought.” The existing floorspace of
a vacant building is credited against the floorspace of the new development so
affordable housing contributions may be required for any increase in floorspace,
and if there is no additional floorspace from redevelopment then the local
authority cannot seek affordable housing contributions. The financial credit
applies to all vacant buildings that have not been abandoned.
2.10 The definition of “vacant” was initially unclear but recent amendments to the
NPPG wording provide for local planning authorities to have regard to the
intention of national policy when applying the credit. Thus it may be appropriate
for local planning authorities to consider:
·
·

Whether the building has been vacant for the sole purpose of
redevelopment; and
Whether the building is covered by an extant or recently expired planning
permission for the same or substantially the same development.

2.11 It is unclear whether local planning authorities may consider that the vacant
building credit is not appropriate for buildings that have become vacant solely to
enable development to proceed. Uncertainty also remains as to how the vacant
building credit will be applied in practice, for example, no time limit is specified
for the period of time that has to elapse before the building is considered
vacant.
2.12 The national policy is clear that vacant building credit has been introduced to
incentivise brownfield redevelopment. Nevertheless, the vacant building credit
is being challenged by a number of authorities, particularly in London where
certain councils are seeking to introduce a local exemption policy against the
credit. In Maidstone, the regeneration of brownfield sites in the town centre and
the urban area is a local plan priority set out in its strategy. Officers will keep a
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watching brief on vacant building credit and will report back on the implications
for Maidstone Borough.

3.

AVAILABLE OPTIONS

3.1 A: ‘Do nothing’ option – do not progress with an affordable housing
policy. The council has a net affordable housing need of 5,800 homes
between 2013 and 20314, equivalent to 322 households each year. There is a
clear and significant need for new affordable homes in the borough, and there is
therefore a clear justification for the council to seek affordable housing through
new development schemes. Local plans are required to pay careful attention to
viability and costs, and sites should not be subject to such a scale of obligation
and policy burden that their ability to be developed is threatened5. The PBA
study has tested a range of options to ensure the local plan and its policies are
viable. All site typologies tested proved to be viable, and some level of
affordable housing can be accommodated.
3.2 B: Affordable Housing Threshold. Paragraph 12 of the NPPG, which refers
to circumstances where infrastructure contributions through planning obligations
should not be sought from developers, was updated on 26 March 2015. As a
consequence, developer contributions for affordable housing should not be
sought from developments of 10 units or less, and which have a maximum
combined floorspace of 1,000m2. The PBA viability testing results assumed the
national threshold of 11 dwellings for affordable housing.
3.3 The NPPG does set out some exceptions where a lower threshold may be
applied: rural areas described under Section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985,
which includes National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. So
consideration can be given to introducing a lower threshold of somewhere
between six and 10 units in the Kent Downs AONB where affordable housing or
tariff-style contributions could be sought. The PBA viability study demonstrates
that, whilst greenfield sites may be able to accommodate a lower threshold,
brownfield developments would not be viable. The emerging local plan is not
proposing to allocate any housing sites in the AONB. Windfall applications in
this location on greenfield sites of between six and 10 dwellings would therefore
normally be contrary to policy, an exception being the provision of local needs
housing which is 100% affordable housing.
3.4 It is recommended that affordable housing should be sought from developments
of 11 units or more, and which have a combined floorspace of greater than
1,000m2.
3.5 C: Affordable Housing Target Rate and Geographical Differentiation. Draft
policy DM24 currently seeks 15% affordable housing provision on urban
brownfield sites, 30% on greenfield sites (and private residential gardens) in the
currently defined urban area and at the urban periphery, and 40% in the
countryside and villages. A range of alternative targets and geographical
differentiations were proposed by respondents to the local plan consultation
4
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(Appendix A).
3.6 Further testing of options in the 2015 PBA viability study demonstrates that a
40% affordable housing rate can be achieved in the rural areas and a 30% rate
can be achieved in and adjacent to the currently defined urban area. The key
policy change relates to urban brownfield sites where there is an increase in
provision from 15% to 30%. Two strategic urban brownfield sites that are
important for the delivery of the local plan, Springfield (residential site allocation
policy H1(11)) and Haynes (H1(12)), would be viable delivering 30% affordable
housing, but there would be limited capacity to provide for necessary
infrastructure at these sites because of site constraints. These sites can
accommodate a rate of 20% affordable housing which would allow for an
appropriate balance of affordable housing with the need to provide for
infrastructure.
3.7 Alternatively, a 15% affordable housing rate, as set out in the current draft
policy, could be retained for the urban area to incentivise brownfield
redevelopment, but this must be balanced against the borough’s need for
affordable housing. A 30% affordable housing rate is viable, subject to the
identified exception sites.
3.8 A 40% affordable housing requirement in the countryside, rural service centres
and larger villages, and a 30% requirement in the urban area are
recommended, with the exception of a 20% requirement for the Springfield and
Haynes residential site allocations.
3.9 D: Affordable Housing Tenure. The draft 2014 local plan policy DM24 seeks
a tenure split of a minimum 65% affordable/social rented housing and 35%
intermediate housing. Some respondents to the consultation sought a more
even tenure split in order to address local needs (Appendix A). The policy
already states that specific site circumstances may influence the tenure split of
each development, so introduces a degree of flexibility in accordance with
NPPF requirements. The delivery of affordable housing in Maidstone must give
greater priority to affordable rented homes due to the significant need for such
accommodation (in excess of 1,400 applicants) on the council’s housing register
at the present time.
3.10 The Maidstone Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2014) identifies the need
for different types of tenure of affordable housing through the period of the local
plan. Across the borough as a whole, it is estimated that some 67% of need is
for social or affordable rent tenures, whilst around 33% is for intermediate
housing. A ratio of 70% affordable rent and 30% intermediate was tested in the
PBA study and has been shown to be viable.
3.11 An indicative target of 70% affordable/social rent and 30% intermediate housing
is recommended, but with modifications to the policy wording to ensure flexibility
subject to viability and/or evidence of the needs for different tenures at the time
of the application.
3.12 E: Older Person Housing (retirement and extra care homes). Viability
testing for retirement homes (also known as sheltered housing) and extra care
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homes (also known as assisted living) suggests these uses are not as viable as
other residential uses in Maidstone. There was very little difference between
extra care and retirement properties, and the study recommends a single
affordable rate for both. Whilst a rate of 30% affordable housing is viable, this
could only be achieved with a zero CIL charge. Alternatively, a lower 20%
affordable housing rate can be accommodated which would allow for an
appropriate balance between affordable housing need and infrastructure
provision.
3.13 An affordable housing requirement of 20% for older person housing (retirement
and extra care homes) is recommended.
3.14 F: Care Homes. Care homes are residential or nursing homes where 24 hour
personal care and/or nursing care are provided. Population projections predict
that 18% of the borough’s residents with be over 70 years of age by 2031,
compared with 12% in 2011, resulting in a need for 960 additional care home
places in the borough. A new policy for care homes was approved for public
consultation (Regulation 18) by Cabinet on 14 January 2015. Despite
significant investment in recent years, the care homes market shows weak
prospects in terms of providing any affordable housing.
3.15 An affordable homes target for care homes is recommended at 0%.

4.

PREFERRED OPTION AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 The Committee is recommended to approve the following amendments to policy
DM24 of the draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014 in respect of affordable
housing set out in paragraphs 4.2 to 4.10 below, and to approve the revised
policy for further public consultation (Regulation 18). The amendments reflect
options (B), (C), (D), (E) and (F) of Section 3 of this report. Additions to the
policy are in bold text and deletions are in strike through text. Paragraphs 4.2
to 4.10 are the supporting text to the policy, whereas the policy itself is set out in
the table following paragraph 4.10.
Policy DM24 - Affordable housing
4.2 Maidstone Borough has a clear affordable housing need. The Maidstone
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) supports the approach of
seeking a proportion of dwellings to be provided on site for affordable housing
needs. The council has a net affordable housing need of 5,800 homes from
2013 to 20316, equivalent to 322 households each year. This is a
significant need for the borough and a clear justification for the council to
seek affordable dwellings through new development schemes. The on-site
provision of dwellings is necessary to aide community integration.
4.3 Viability testing indicates that affordable housing is achievable with a one
dwelling threshold. For practical purposes, the threshold will be set at 10
dwellings. The NPPG refers to circumstances where infrastructure
6
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contributions through planning obligations should not be sought from
developers. Affordable housing should not be sought from developments
of 10 units or less, and which have a maximum combined floorspace of
1,000m2. The viability testing has assumed the national threshold of 11
dwellings for affordable housing. To support community integration,
affordable housing will be provided on site, and alternative provision will not be
accepted unless there are exceptional circumstances that justify it. Any
proposals for off-site or financial provision must be made at the time of the
application.
Targets by area
4.4 Affordable housing targets will differentiate across the borough by geographical
area and existing land use, due to relative issues such as land price and policy
considerations. Previously developed land, within the urban area, will be
required to provide the lowest level of affordable housing contribution, primarily
because of existing use values, meaning that it costs more to regenerate sites
and areas that may otherwise remain unused or under used. On greenfield and
private residential garden sites in the urban area and around the urban
periphery, the council recognises that land may be relatively more expensive
because of the expectation of policy coming forward to develop these sites,
giving a hope value. Sites at urban periphery locations can also reasonably
expect to contribute to a wide range of infrastructure requirements as well as
affordable housing. Evidence has indicated that in rural locations and on the
edge of rural settlements, although land values are higher, so are the values of
the developments. In these areas development remains viable when factoring in
higher affordable housing targets, still returning acceptable profits for
landowners and developers. Further viability testing has confirmed that the
rural areas in Maidstone are more viable than urban locations, and
brownfield sites (previously developed land) within urban areas are less
viable than greenfield sites. Viability testing demonstrates that a 40%
affordable housing rate can be achieved in the rural areas and a 30% rate
within the urban area. A 30% affordable housing requirement for two
strategic urban brownfield site allocations that are important for the
delivery of the local plan would result in limited capacity to provide for
necessary supporting infrastructure because of site constraints. The
Springfield (H1(11)) and Haynes (H1(12)) residential site allocations can
accommodate a rate of 20% affordable housing which allows for an
appropriate balance of affordable housing with the need to provide for
infrastructure.
4.5 In order to respond to the identified need for affordable housing of
different tenures through the period of the plan, the council will seek an
indicative target of 70% affordable rented or social rented housing, or a
mixture of the two, and 30% intermediate affordable housing (shared
ownership and/or intermediate rent). This ratio was used for strategic
viability testing purposes and has been shown to be viable. Specific site
circumstances may affect the viability of individual proposals and the
council recognises that the need for different tenures may also vary over
time.
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4.6 To ensure proper delivery of affordable housing, developers are required
to discuss proposals with the council’s housing department at the earliest
stage of the application process, to ensure the size, type and tenure of
new affordable housing is appropriate given the identified needs. Where
economic viability affects the capacity of a scheme to meet the stated
targets for affordable housing provision, the council will expect
developers to examine the potential for variations to the tenure and mix of
provision, prior to examining variations to the overall proportion of
affordable housing.
4.7 Retirement homes (sheltered housing) and extra care homes (assisted
living) are not as viable as other residential uses in Maidstone. A 20%
affordable housing rate will be sought for such developments, which will
allow for an appropriate balance between affordable housing need and
supporting infrastructure provision.
4.8 Residential care homes or nursing homes, where 24 hour personal care
and/or nursing care are provided, are shown to be even less viable than
retirement homes. Population projections predict that 18% of the
borough’s residents with be over 70 years of age by 2031, compared with
12% in 2011, resulting in a need for 960 additional care home places in the
borough. Despite significant investment in recent years, the care homes
market shows weak prospects in terms of providing any affordable
housing so a zero rate is set.
4.9 Developers will be required to pay for viability assessments and any cost
of independent assessment. The council will only consider reducing
planning obligations if fully justified through a financial appraisal model
or other appropriate evidence.
4.10 The affordable and local needs housing supplementary planning
document will contain further detail on how the policy will be
implemented.
Previously developed land
4.11 In the urban area and on the urban periphery the definition of previously
developed land that the council uses when applying this policy will determine
which affordable housing target is applied to a given development. The resulting
difference in requirement will be between 15% and 30% as per the proposed
policy.
4.12 The NPPF definition clarifies what is considered previously developed land and
[in most cases] what is commonly referred to as greenfield land. However, there
are circumstances where land that demonstrably exhibits greenfield
characteristics can technically be argued to be previously developed land.
4.13 The key consideration that the council will take into account in these
circumstances is how the viability of the proposed development is likely to be
affected. On sites where there is inherent viability, developers should make
commensurate contributions. On sites where there is a question relating to how
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much of the site actually is previously developed land (likely attracting higher
costs to redevelop) and how much is more reflective of greenfield land (likely
attracting lower costs to develop), at least half of the land area should have
been developed i.e. buildings and ancillary features, if the 15% target rate is to
apply.
Policy DM 24
Affordable housing
On housing sites or mixed use development sites of 10 11 residential units or
more, and which have a combined floorspace of greater than 1,000m2, the
council will seek require the delivery of affordable housing.
1. The target rates for affordable housing provision within the following
geographical areas, as defined on the policies map, are:
i. Previously developed land - urban - 15%;
ii. Greenfield and private residential gardens - urban and urban periphery 30%; and
iii. Countryside, rural service centres and larger villages - 40%.
i. Maidstone urban area 30%, with the exception of
a) Policy H1(11) Haynes, Ashford Road 20%, and
b) Policy H1(12) Springfield, Royal Engineers Road 20%; and
ii. Countryside, rural service centres and larger villages 40%.
This provision will consist of:
2. The integrated on site provision of dwellings or, where proven necessary in
exceptional circumstances, off-site provision in the following order of
preference: Affordable housing provision should be appropriately
integrated within the site. In exceptional circumstances, and where
proven to be necessary, off-site provision will be sought in the
following order of preference:
i. An identified off site scheme; or
ii. The purchase of dwellings off-site; or
iii. A financial contribution towards off-site affordable housing.
3. The council will seek a tenure split in the borough of not less than 65%
affordable rented housing, social rented housing or a mixture of the two.
The balance of up to 35% of affordable dwellings delivered will be
intermediate affordable housing (shared ownership and/or intermediate
rent). Specific site circumstances may influence the tenure split of each
development, so the council requires developers to enter negotiations with
the council’s Housing department in consultation with registered providers
at the earliest stage of the application process, to be able to determine
whether a variation of tenure split is acceptable/appropriate and what
alternative proportions are achievable.
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The indicative targets for tenure are:
i.
ii.

70% affordable rented housing, social rented housing or a
mixture of the two; and
30% intermediate affordable housing (shared ownership and/or
intermediate rent).

Developers are required to enter into negotiations with the council’s
Housing department, in consultation with registered providers, at the
earliest stage of the application process to determine an appropriate
tenure split, taking account of the evidence available at that time.
4. The council will seek provision of 20% affordable housing for
schemes that provide for retirement housing and/or extra care homes.
5. In cases where the required provision cannot be achieved on the grounds of
viability, the council will negotiate a reduced contribution. This will be
subject to viability evidence. Where it can be demonstrated that the
affordable housing targets cannot be achieved due to economic
viability, the tenure and mix of affordable housing should be
examined prior to any variation in the proportion of affordable
housing.
An The affordable and local needs housing supplementary planning document
will be produced to expand on how the proposals in this contain further detail
on how the policy will be implemented.

5.

CONSULTATION RESULTS AND PREVIOUS COMMITTEE FEEDBACK

5.1 The draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan was subject to public consultation
between March and May 2014. The key issues raised by respondents to the
plan’s affordable housing policy (DM24), together with officer responses and
recommendations are set out in Appendix A of the report and have helped to
refine the draft policy.

6.

NEXT STEPS: COMMUNICATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
DECISION

6.1 The amended affordable housing policy will be subject to further public
consultation (Regulation 18) before being included in the Publication version of
the local plan (Regulation 19).
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7.

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS

Issue

Implications

Sign-off

Impact on Corporate
Priorities

The adoption of the local plan will assist in Rob Jarman,
the delivery of the council’s corporate
Head of
priorities.
Planning &
Development

Risk Management

Risk management has included crossdepartmental consultation with Housing
Officers; the appointment of consultants
to update viability testing to reflect current
market conditions; a review of updated
national policy and guidance; and an
assessment of the key issues raised by
respondents to policy DM24 during public
consultation.

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

Financial

The receipts from CIL will be substantial
and will need to be administered through
the council’s finance department. In the
broader context, there are financial
implications relating to the long term
delivery of the local plan and the
developments proposed within. The cost
of viability consultants can be
accommodated within the existing local
plan budget.

Zena Cooke,
S151 Officer &
Ellie Dunnett,
Finance

Staffing

The Regulation 18 consultation will
require staff resources but, given this will
be a focused consultation on key policy
changes only, the consultation can be
managed within existing staff resources.

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

Legal

There are no legal implications directly
arising from this report, although Mid Kent
Legal Services continue to provide advice
and guidance on local plan matters, and
to review any legal implications of reports.

Kate Jardine,
Team Leader
(Planning), Mid
Kent Legal
Services

Equality Impact Needs
Assessment

N/A

Anna Collier,
Policy &
Information
Manager

Environmental/Sustainable N/A
Development

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

Community Safety

N/A

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

Human Rights Act

N/A

Rob Jarman,
Head of
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Issue

Implications

Sign-off
Planning &
Development

Procurement

Peter Brett Associates who have
prepared technical evidence to support
the local plan have been appointed in
accordance with the council’s
procurement procedures.

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development, &
Zena Cooke
Section 151
Officer

Asset Management

None

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

8.

REPORT APPENDICES

The following documents are to be published with this report and form part of the
report:
Appendix A: Maidstone Borough Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation 2014 affordable housing policy DM24 consultation issues and responses

9.

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Maidstone Borough Council: Revised Plan and CIL Viability Study (July 2015)
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8

32

No. of observations

No. of objections

Key Issue
1. The percentages
proposed for the
delivery of affordable
housing should be
amended

No. in support

APPENDIX A: MAIDSTONE BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN 2014 CONSULTATION ISSUES AND RESPONSES TO POLICY DM24 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
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Details
2 40% affordable housing for
countryside, rural service centres and
larger villages too high. Reasons
being that these areas are the least
suitable for new affordable housing as
new tenants would probably require
services found in more urban areas.
Points highlighted include: lack of
infrastructure, poor public transport,
low employment opportunities in these
areas, the impact on rural communities
and that the high percentage in rural
service centres would cause tenants
who would be better housed in town
centre / urban areas to move where
they do not want to go to.

15% affordable housing should apply
to all previously developed land sites
and not just in urban areas.
30% affordable housing should apply
to all greenfield sites and not just
urban and urban periphery.
All sites should contain 80% affordable
housing or higher.

Officer response
A fair balance must be struck between the viability of a
scheme and the affordable housing provision. The
council has a net affordable housing need of 5,800
homes between 2013 and 2031, which is a significant
need and a clear justification for the council to seek
affordable dwellings through new development schemes.
Further viability testing has confirmed that the rural areas
in Maidstone are more viable than urban locations, and
brownfield sites (previously developed land) within urban
areas are less viable than greenfield sites. A 40%
affordable housing rate can be achieved in the rural
areas and a 30% rate within and adjacent to the urban
area, with two identified site exceptions that will
accommodate a rate of 25% affordable housing which
will allow for an appropriate balance of affordable
housing with the need to provide for infrastructure. The
local plan identifies the infrastructure required to support
new development, but new development cannot mitigate
existing infrastructure problems - only ensure that those
problems are not exacerbated.

Officer
Recommendation
A 40% affordable
housing requirement
in the countryside,
rural service centres
and larger villages,
and a 30%
requirement in the
urban area are
recommended, with
the exception of a
25% requirement for
the Springfield
(H1(11)) and Haynes
(H1(12)) residential
site allocations.
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2. Affordable housing
should be decided on
a site specific basis

0

1

0 Affordable housing should be decided A clear policy that sets out the affordable housing
on a site specific basis.
provision that is expected from developments gives
clarity and certainty to developers, land owners and the
public. The policy, as amended, offers flexibility and
developers can assess the viability of an individual
scheme in advance of submitting a planning application.
The details of size, type and tenure of affordable housing
will be decided on a site by site basis in accordance with
the policy provisions. The policy, as amended, identifies
exceptions to geographical differentiation.

A 40% affordable
housing requirement
in the countryside and
villages and a 30%
requirement
elsewhere is
recommended, with
the exception of a
25% requirement for
the Springfield
(H1(11)) and Haynes
(H1(12)) residential
site allocations.

3. The new affordable
housing provision
percentage figures
are too complicated

0

1

0 The new affordable housing provision
percentage figures are too
complicated

A 40% affordable
housing requirement
in the countryside,
rural service centres
and larger villages,
and a 30%
requirement in the
urban area are
recommended, with
the exception of a
25% requirement for
the Springfield
(H1(11)) and Haynes
(H1(12)) residential
site allocations.

The council has a net affordable housing need of 5,800
homes between 2013 and 2031, equivalent to 322
households each year. There is therefore a clear and
significant need for new affordable housing in the
borough. The percentage requirements have been
reviewed in the light of updated viability testing, which
demonstrates rural areas are more viable than urban
locations, and brownfield sites (previously developed
land) within urban areas are less viable than greenfield
sites. The policy retains 3 affordable housing rates but
the geographical differentiation is simplified.

0

0

4 Policy should highlight a reasonable
and flexible approach

The council acknowledges that every development is
different and each has varying costs and issues
associated with it. The council needs to ensure that the
provision of affordable housing for the borough is met
whilst understanding that developers need to obtain a
reasonable return. The policy already includes a
flexibility clause, and setting an indicative tenure split in
the policy will introduce greater flexibility to respond to
changes in housing need.

5. Ensure bungalows
are part of any
affordable scheme

0

0

1 Ensure bungalows are part of any
affordable scheme

Policy DM23 of the draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan No change to policy.
specifically covers housing mix. The exact affordable
housing mix will be discussed with the developer and will
take into account the housing needs of existing,
emerging and future projected households, together with
the proposed layout and characteristics of individual
sites.

6. Local needs
housing should be on
all developments

0

1

0 Local needs housing should be on all
developments

Local needs housing is specifically covered under Policy No change to policy.
DM25 of the draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014.
This policy sets out the detail about when local needs
housing can be considered and delivered. It would not
be appropriate to introduce a blanket policy for local
needs housing on all developments as there may not be
a specific identified local need for all sites. This in turn
could lead to affordable dwellings being vacant due to not
having enough eligible applicants to consider as a result
of the strict local connection occupancy criteria that exists
for local needs housing schemes.
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4. Policy should
highlight a reasonable
and flexible approach

An indicative target of
70% affordable/
social rent and 30%
intermediate housing
is recommended, but
with modifications to
the policy wording to
ensure flexibility
subject to viability
and/or evidence of
the needs for different
tenures at the time of
the application.

7. Adopted relevant
neighbourhood plans
should be taken into
account

0

0

2 Adopted relevant neighbourhood plans The council acknowledges that neighbourhood plans
No change to policy.
should be taken into account
need to be considered in the wider housing and planning
context. Their relevance will be better highlighted in the
Regulation 19 version of the draft Maidstone Borough
Local Plan, but should not be specifically included as part
of the affordable housing policy.

8. 65% Affordable /
Social Rented
Housing – 35%
Intermediate
Affordable Housing
split should be more
even to address local
needs

0

2

0 65% Affordable / Social Rented
Housing – 35% Intermediate
Affordable Housing split should be
more even to address local needs

Updated viability testing recommends setting an
indicative target seeking a range of tenures around 70%
affordable rent and 30% intermediate housing to allow
flexibility where schemes are marginal. Setting an
indicative tenure split will introduce greater flexibility to
respond to changes in housing need. The delivery of
affordable housing must give greater priority to affordable
rented housing due to the significant need for such
accommodation on the council’s housing register.
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An indicative target of
70% affordable/
social rent and 30%
intermediate housing
is recommended, but
with modifications to
the policy wording to
ensure flexibility
subject to viability
and/or evidence of
the needs for different
tenures at the time of
the application.
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This report makes the following recommendations to the final decision-maker:
1. That the Committee approves the officer responses to the representations submitted
during public consultation on the draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014 for policy
RMX1 Retail and Mixed Use Allocations, set out in Appendix I.
2. That the Committee approves the amendments to Policy RMX1 set out in Appendix
II, for incorporation into the Regulation 19 version of the Maidstone Borough Local
Plan
This report relates to the following corporate priorities:
•
•

Keeping Maidstone Borough an attractive place for all
Securing a successful economy for Maidstone Borough
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Maidstone Borough Local Plan – mixed use
allocations
1.

PURPOSE OF REPORT AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 This report responds to, and proposes changes to, the allocation policies for
mixed use sites (Policy RMX1) contained in the draft Maidstone Borough Local
Plan (Regulation 18) (“the Reg 18 Plan”) as a result of the representations
made to these policies during the public consultation held between March and
May 2014. It recommends that the proposed changes be approved for
incorporation into the next full draft of the Local Plan (Regulation 19).

2.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

2.1 The draft Maidstone Borough Local Plan was approved by Cabinet for its first
full stage of public consultation (Regulation 18) in February 2014. The public
consultation took place between 21 March and 7 May 2014.
2.2 Cabinet considered the representations to the development management
polices (14th January 2015) and agreed amendments for inclusion in the next
full draft of the Local Plan (Regulation 19). The housing site allocations in Policy
H1 of the Reg 18 Plan were considered by Cabinet (2nd and 4th February and 9th
March 2015) and some of these are also the subject of a separate report on this
agenda.
2.3 This report considers the representations made to the mixed use site allocations
made under Policy RMX1 of the Reg 18 Plan and proposes changes to be
included in the Regulation 19 version of the Plan which is scheduled for public
consultation in early 2016.

3.

AVAILABLE OPTIONS

3.1 Policy RMX1 allocates five sites for mixed use development. Representations
were made to the policy during the Regulation 18 consultation undertaken
between March and May 2014. The Committee could decide not to consider
these representations at this time and to defer consideration to a later meeting.
Such delay could, however, impact on the draft programme for the progression
of the Local Plan towards Independent Examination agreed by the Committee
at its June meeting.
3.2 The Committee could decide not to consider the representations at all, and to
progress Policy RMX1 unaltered for inclusion in the Regulation 19 version of the
Plan. This is not advised as proper consideration of the issues raised during
consultation, and of any updated information received since the Reg 18 Plan
was prepared, will be of benefit to the overall soundness of the Plan.
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3.3 The Committee could decide to consider the representations in line with the
recommendation. For the reasons above, this is the preferred option.

4.

PREFERRED OPTION AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 For the reasons set out above, the preferred option is for the Committee to
consider the representations and updated information as presented in the
remainder of this report.
4.2 The issues raised in representations to Policy RMX1 are set out in the table in
Appendix I. The table also includes an officer response to each of the issues
raised and recommends appropriate changes to the policy. The specific
changes which are being recommended are also set out separately in Appendix
II. Key points raised by the representations are discussed below.
Newnham Court, Maidstone (Policy RMX1(1))
4.3 Concerns have been raised about the visual and landscape impact of the
proposals for Newnham Court, stating that this would equate to over
development of the site, that the foreground of the Kent Downs AONB should
be protected, and objecting to the loss of countryside.
4.4 In response, Policy RMX1(1) specifically seeks to control and limit the amount
of additional development across the site. The policy also clearly requires
extensive structural and internal landscaping and landscape buffers to help
mitigate the visual impact of development. The redevelopment of Newnham
Court shopping village is limited to only a marginal increase on the existing
development footprint.
4.5 Regarding the loss of the countryside, some greenfield loss will be required to
accommodate growth needs over the timescale of the Local Plan. Junction 7 is
a location where there is already significant, existing development and where
the principle of further development is already established through planning
consents. Policy RMX1(1) seeks to mitigate impacts on the setting of the AONB
through, for example, explicit landscaping requirements and the control of
building heights and siting and lighting. The policy also specifically requires a
landscape buffer to Horish Wood Local Nature Reserve.
4.6 In summary, it is considered that the policy as drafted provides adequate
safeguards against the impacts cited in these representations. A detailed
change to the policy is recommended in order to clarify that compensatory
planting will be required where loss of existing planting is unavoidable.
4.7 Concerns were also raised about highway impacts (congestion) and,
conversely, that the list of transport requirements in the policy may not be
appropriate for the scale of retail development proposed in the policy.
4.8 The transport measures specified in the policy have been agreed with KCC
Highways as the highway authority. Further, the highways measures associated
with the medical campus have been confirmed through the determination of the
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outline application (MA/13/1163). For clarity, the policy specifies the list of
highways improvements expected to be required. The policy is also clear that a
Transport Assessment will be required which will be used to confirm the
detailed extent of measures to be delivered. An additional requirement for a car
parking management plan is recommended in addition to the policy.
4.9 It is argued in the representations that the increased retail capacity at Newnham
Court in addition to Next on the adjacent site will be to the detriment of the town
centre. The landowner states that redevelopment is not feasible on the existing
footprint whilst maintaining continuity of trade and will not be viable or
deliverable with the restriction of additional floorspace to 700sqm.
4.10 In response, Newnham Court is an existing, established retail destination. The
policy specifies that a Retail Impact Assessment will be required to quantify the
development’s impact on town centre trade. It provides for the re-provision of
the existing floorspace with a modest amount of additional floorspace (700sqm)
to enable redevelopment. A redevelopment scheme could enable the existing
permitted retail floorspace to be set out in a more efficient way, better suited to
modern retailers’ needs. The Council could aim to enable continuity of trade
through its consideration of applications for temporary buildings to be used
during construction.
Maidstone East & Royal Mail Sorting Office, Maidstone (Policy RMX1(2))
4.11 In response to the representations, detailed changes are recommended to the
policy criteria to clarify that a Phase 1 Ecology Study will be required and that
compensatory planting will be required if the loss of landscape features is
unavoidable.
4.12 Additionally, the Inspector for the Baltic Wharf Inquiry (see paragraphs 4.19 to
4.23 below) was critical that the draft Local Plan is not explicit that the
Maidstone East/Sorting Office site should include a large food store. The
Inquiry, which was held in May 2014, related to a proposal for a foodstore (A1
use class), offices (A2, B1), café/restaurant (A3) and assembly/leisure (D2)
uses at the Baltic Wharf site on St Peters Street , which is an ‘out of town
centre’ site in retail planning terms. The Inspector allowed the appeal in July
2014.
4.13 The draft policy RMX1(2) states that the site is allocated for up to 10,000sqm of
comparison and convenience retailing. The policy was drafted in this way to
allow for some flexibility in the exact balance of retail uses on the site in
response to market changes. This is still considered a reasonable approach.
The nature of retail needs is changing, evidenced recently by the main
supermarket operators’ focus on smaller convenience stores and away from the
largest scale superstores. To respond to the Baltic Wharf Inspector’s concern,
and to avoid further doubt, it is recommended that the supporting text be
amended to clarify that the site would be suitable for a foodstore.
4.14 As stated in the Regulation 18 Plan, the Maidstone East/Sorting Office site is
the priority location for additional retail floorspace in the town centre. The site is
in a key gateway location and benefits from direct links via Week Street to the

22

heart of the town centre, enabling linked shopping trips and giving the best
opportunity for access by sustainable transport modes. It is recommended that
retail-led redevelopment remain the priority for this site, as expressed in Policy
RMX1(2), with residential as a secondary use. Offices are an identified town
centre use and an element of office floorspace would also be appropriate as a
further secondary use on this site. To provide clarity, it is recommended that the
supporting text of the Local Plan be amended to confirm that a subsidiary
element of office floorspace would also be acceptable where this would support
or, at the least, not compromise the retail-led requirements for the site set out in
the Policy.
Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath (Policy RMX1(4))
4.15 This site is allocated for 40 homes and 7,700sqm of office/light industrial
floorspace (B1) in the draft Local Plan (Regulation 18).
4.16 Subsequently, a planning application for 72 dwellings, up to 43 extra care
apartments and land for open space/community use (MA/14/0566) was
approved by Planning Committee on 5th February 2015 subject to the
completion of a legal agreement.
4.17 In view of this updated position, it is recommended that Clockhouse Farm be
omitted as a mixed use allocation from Policy RMX1.
Syngenta, Yalding (Policy RMX1(5))
4.18 The Environment Agency (EA) has now objected to the proposed 200 dwellings
on this site. Following the floods of December 2013, the EA is expecting to
publish its revised flood modelling maps by October 2015. The site’s potential
developers can be expected to want to agree a flood mitigation approach in
response to the EA’s concerns and the latest published information. Pending
this further work, it is proposed that the site be retained as a mixed use
allocation in the Local Plan. The position on this site will be monitored as new
information from the EA and the site’s potential developers becomes available.
Baltic Wharf (formerly known as the Powerhub building)
4.19 A representation was received from the owners of Baltic Wharf, St Peters Street
in Maidstone stating that their site should be allocated in the Local Plan for a
large food store as part of a mixed use development.
4.20 This representation to the Reg 18 Plan was made before the Public Inquiry into
the Council’s refusal of permission for a foodstore (A1 use class), offices (A2,
B1), café/restaurant (A3) and assembly/leisure (D2) uses on the Baltic Wharf
site was held in May 2014. The appeal Inspector concluded that a foodstore use
was the only primary use which would secure the future of this Grade II listed
building, provided a retailer would commit to the scheme and allowed the
appeal in July 2014.
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4.21 The appeal Inspector highlighted what he regarded as an imbalance between
the draft Local Plan’s inclusion of a specific allocation for the Maidstone
East/Sorting Office site and the lack of a policy for the Baltic Wharf building, a
substantial listed building in the town centre. He stated this was not
necessarily an incorrect approach, but the net result was that he gave little
weight to the draft Local Plan at the point he was considering the appeal.
4.22 Clearly the site now has planning consent; there is no need to allocate the site
for the uses for which it has permission. Further, whilst other uses such as
residential would be appropriate for the building, an allocation policy citing it as
an alternative main use would not be deliverable based on the viability
information so recently tested at the appeal.
4.23 That said, there is merit in making reference to the site in the Local Plan as a
substantial and underused listed building in the town centre, should the position
on viability change over the lifetime of the Plan. It is recommended that the
supporting text to Policy SP1 – Maidstone Town Centre be amended to confirm
that, should the consented scheme not come forward, the Council will consider
positively alternative schemes that achieve the retention and restoration of the
listed building. Appropriate uses would include housing, offices, leisure uses,
cafes and restaurants.
Eclipse Business Park, Maidstone
4.24 The landowners propose that Eclipse Business Park should be allocated in
Policy RMX1 to enable a more flexible approach to the site’s development.
4.25 This is an established, modern employment location which provides good
quality office space with good levels of associated car parking close to the M20
motorway junction 7. There are further extant consents for additional office
development on the site. It is identified in the Local Plan as an established
Economic Development Area under Policy DM18; it constitutes an important
element of the borough’s employment land portfolio and the site is
recommended for retention as an employment site in the evidential ‘Qualitative
Employment Sites Assessment’, GVA (2014). It is considered that the best
policy approach to secure the future use of this site is to retain it in draft Local
Plan Policy DM18 (retention of employment sites). Accordingly, Cabinet agreed
this policy, with the inclusion of Eclipse Park, for incorporation into the
Regulation 19 version of the Plan when it considered the Development
Management policies at its meeting on 14th January 2015.
4.26 Policy DM18 sets out the considerations that would be applied if a mixed use
scheme incorporating some non B-class elements was proposed within one of
the identified Economic Development Areas, such as Eclipse Park. Criterion 4
of the policy indicates that such a proposal may be exceptionally permitted if
this would help to demonstrably regenerate the site to better meet modern
business needs and would secure the same or improved levels of employment.
In this respect the policy provides for an appropriate degree of flexibility, as an
exception, as sought by the site’s owners.

24

Springfield, Maidstone
4.27 Representations have been received that the Springfield site should be
allocated for mixed use under Policy RMX1 rather than for 100% housing.
4.28 Springfield can deliver a significant amount of housing on an urban brownfield
site and thereby make a significant contribution towards the challenging
‘objectively assessed need’ for new homes (Policy H1). A revised yield of 500
dwellings was agreed by Cabinet for inclusion in the Regulation 19 Plan on 2nd
February 2015. A recent application for a supermarket, supporting retail and a
doctors’ surgery was refused permission in May 2014 (MA/13/2099) based on
concerns about the impact on the town centre trade, amongst others. Faced
with alternative ways to meet the borough employment land needs, which is a
matter for decision at the August meeting of this Committee, it is not proposed
to further change the allocation policy for this site.
Haynes, Ashford Road, Maidstone
4.29 Representations were received stating that the allocations in Policy RMX1 do
not identify sufficient land to accommodate Maidstone’s identified need for retail
floorspace. It is argued that a further site should be identified for convenience
needs and the Haynes site on Ashford Road, Maidstone could contribute to
5,000sqm retail needs in the short to medium term plus up to 150 dwellings
Policy H1(12) of emerging Plan allocates the Haynes site for some 200 homes
(reduced from 250 homes at Cabinet in February 2015). The landowners have
stated that 100% residential development is not deliverable on the grounds of
viability.
4.30 In response, it is considered that the Haynes site can accommodate a
significant amount of dwellings on an urban brownfield site to contribute towards
the challenging objectively assessed need for new homes (Policy H1). The
landowners have not submitted evidence which can be tested to evidence the
assertion that 100% residential redevelopment of the site is unviable.
4.31 Further, Maidstone East/Sorting Office site (RMX1(2)) is allocated as the priority
location to meet retail needs, be it convenience and/or comparison needs, in the
short-medium term. Redevelopment of The Mall (Policy SP1) provides for
longer term retail needs. Both these locations are sequentially preferable to the
Haynes site which is an ‘out of centre’ site in retail planning terms. In addition,
since the Regulation 18 Local Plan was prepared, the supply of consented retail
floorspace has been boosted by the consent for between 3,500 and 4,180sqm
(net) at Baltic Wharf.
4.32 The schedule of proposed changes to Policy RMX1 in Appendix II is
recommended for approval for incorporation in the next full draft of the Local
Plan (Regulation 19).

5.

CONSULTATION RESULTS AND PREVIOUS COMMITTEE FEEDBACK
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5.1 This report sets out the results of the Regulation 18 consultation as it applies to
Policy RMX1. The policy, as amended, will be included in the Regulation 19
version of the draft Local Plan which is scheduled for further public consultation
early in 2016.
5.2 A Consultation Statement, explaining how the consultation stages have helped
to develop the Plan is required to support the Plan when it reaches submission
stage (Regulation 22).

6.

NEXT STEPS: COMMUNICATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
DECISION

6.1 The policy, as amended, will be included in the Regulation 19 version of the
draft Local Plan which is scheduled for further public consultation early in 2016.

7.

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS

Issue

Implications

Sign-off

Impact on Corporate
Priorities

The adoption of the Local Plan will assist
in the delivery of the Council’s corporate
priorities.

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
Development

Risk Management

Financial

[Head of
Service or
Manager]
The development of the Local Plan has
been fully funded as part of the council’s
revenue budget. There are no direct
financial implications arising from this
report. Ensuring the Local Plan is based
on sound evidence will minimise the
likelihood of avoidable costs being
incurred.

Staffing
Legal

Zena Cook,
Section 151
Officer &
Finance Team

[Head of
Service]
The Council is required to take account of
any representations made to them in the
preparation of its Local Plan (Reg 18(3) of
the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning)_(England) Regulations 2012)

Mid Kent Legal
Services, Team
Leader
(Planning)

Equality Impact Needs
Assessment

[Policy &
Information
Manager]

Environmental/Sustainable The Local Plan is fundamentally
Development
concerned with delivering sustainable
development objectives.

Rob Jarman,
Head of
Planning &
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Development
Community Safety

[Head of
Service or
Manager]

Human Rights Act

[Head of
Service or
Manager]

Procurement

[Head of
Service &
Section 151
Officer]

Asset Management

[Head of
Service &
Manager]

8.

REPORT APPENDICES

The following documents are to be published with this report and form part of the
report:
•

Appendix I: schedule of issues and responses for Policy RMX1

•

Appendix II: schedule of detailed changes to Policy RMX1

9.

BACKGROUND PAPERS

Nil
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APPENDIX I
Schedule of issues and responses for Policy RMX1
Policy Number
RMX1

General objections and representations

Officer Response

Proposed change

Character Area Assessments should be prepared prior to accepting
planning applications for large developments (parish council)

The council cannot refuse to accept and
consider a valid planning application.
Policy DM4 provides clear guidance on
design matters including the need to
respond to local character. A
development’s response to the local
character should be explained in the
Design & Access Statement submitted
with the application.

No change.

Support (resident)

Support welcomed

No change

The policy should distinguish between in and out of centre retail sites.
For out of centre sites the policy should require no impact on town
centre sites’ viability and deliverability and restrictions on overall
floorspace, goods, uses, size/number of units (landowner) .

Policy RMX1(1) for Newnham Court ,
which is an out of centre site, already sets
out the type of criteria which are sought
by the respondent.

No change
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Summary of issues

Policy Number
RMX1

Site omissions

29

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

RMX1 and H1(12) The allocations in Policy RMX1 do not identify
sufficient land to accommodate Maidstone’s identified need for retail
floorspace. A further site should be identified for convenience needs
and the Haynes site could contribute to 5000sqm retail needs in the
short to medium term plus up to 150 dwellings. 100% residential
development under policy H1(12) is not deliverable on the grounds of
viability. (landowner).

The Haynes site can deliver a significant
amount of housing on an urban
brownfield site to contribute towards the
challenging objectively assessed need for
new homes (Policy H1). The landowners
have not submitted evidence which can
be tested, to evidence the assertion that
100% residential redevelopment of the
site is unviable.

No change.

Maidstone East/Sorting Office site
(RMX1(2)) is allocated as the priority
location to meet retail needs, be it
convenience and/or comparison needs, in
the short-medium term. Redevelopment
of The Mall (Policy SP1) provides for
longer term retail needs. Both these
locations are sequentially preferable to
the Haynes site which is an ‘out of centre’
site in retail planning terms. In addition,
since the Regulation 18 Local Plan was
prepared, the supply of consented retail
floorspace has been boosted by the
consent for between 3,500 and 4,180sqm

Policy Number
RMX1

Site omissions

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

(net) at Baltic Wharf.
Redevelopment of The Mall is included in
the Local Plan as a longer term
redevelopment proposal as the site is
more complex to deliver and the exact
form and nature of development in this
location will be the subject of further
assessment and refinement in
conjunction with the landowners. It is
considered appropriate to identify this
area as a broad location ahead of this
more detailed work being done but this
does not prevent redevelopment being
delivered earlier in the plan period should
the landowners decide to expedite it. The
council is very willing to work
constructively with the landowners to
bring the site forward sooner.

No change.

Eclipse Business Park should be included in Policy RMX1 (and
excluded from DM18) to enable a flexible approach towards
development (landowner)

This is an established, modern
employment location which provides
good quality office space with good levels
of car parking close to the motorway
junction. There are further extant

No change.
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The Mall redevelopment should be included in the policy (landowner)

Policy Number
RMX1

Site omissions

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

31

consents for additional office
development on the site. It is an
important element on the borough’s
employment land portfolio. The site is
recommended for retention as an
employment site in the Qualitative
Employment Sites Assessment (2014).
Inclusion in Policy DM18 is considered
appropriate to secure the future use of
this site and this was agreed by Cabinet
on 14th January 2015.
Springfield should be identified as a mixed use site rather than for
100% housing. It can deliver a mix of residential retail and office uses
and would be more appropriately allocated for such. (landowner)

The long term business occupants of both
the Sorting Office and the Whatman site
(at Springfield) are vacating their sites.
This prompts the opportunity to consider
the future use of these sites by the
inclusion of specific site allocations in the
draft plan. On balance Springfield can
deliver a significant amount of housing on
an urban brownfield site to contribute
towards the challenging ‘objectively
assessed need’ for new homes (Policy
H1).

No change.

Policy Number
RMX1

Site omissions

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Baltic Wharf, St Peters Street in Maidstone, should be allocated for a
large food store as part of a mixed use development. (landowners)

Since the Reg 18 Local Plan consultation
closed, an appeal on this site has been
allowed, granting consent for a
foodstore, A2, A3, B1 and D2 uses. The
Inspector concluded that a foodstore use
was the only primary use which would
secure the future of the Grade II listed
building, provided a retailer could be
secured.

Proposed change: add the following to
the supporting text for Policy SP1 –
Maidstone Town Centre:
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The inspector highlighted what he
regarded as an imbalance between the
draft Plan’s inclusion of a specific
allocation for the Maidstone East/Sorting
office site and the lack of a policy for the
Baltic Wharf building, a substantial listed
building in the town centre. He stated
this was not necessarily an incorrect
approach, but the net result was that he
gave little weight to the draft Local Plan
at the point he was considering the
appeal.
Clearly the site now has planning
consent; there is no need to allocate the

“The Baltic Wharf building in St Peters
Street is a prominent and substantial
Grade II listed building fronting the
west bank of the River Medway. Whilst
the more modern warehouses
adjoining the building are occupied,
the main building is currently
underused and the future of this listed
building would be best secured by
putting it into active use. To this end,
an appeal was allowed for a large
foodstore and other ancillary uses
(offices , restaurant & cafe and
assembly & leisure uses) in July 2014.
Should the consented scheme not
come forward, the Council will consider
positively alternative schemes that
achieve the retention and restoration
of the listed building. Appropriate uses
would include housing, offices, leisure
uses, cafes and restaurants. “

Policy Number
RMX1

Site omissions

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

site for the uses for which it has
permission. Further, whilst other uses
such as residential would be appropriate
for the building, an allocation policy citing
it as an alternative main use would not be
deliverable based on the viability
information so recently tested at the
appeal.

33

That said, there is merit in making
reference to the site in the Local Plan as a
substantial and underused listed building
in the town centre, should the position
on viability change over the lifetime of
the Plan. It is recommended that the
supporting text to Policy SP1 be amended
accordingly.

Policy Number
RMX1(1)
Summary of issues

Site Name: Newnham Park

Officer Response

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Visual/landscape impact and design:

Regarding building heights, the policy
states that two storeys is a maximum
across the site with the clear exception of
two specified locations where taller
buildings could be delivered without
undue landscape impact as assessed
through the approved outline planning
application for the Maidstone Medical
Campus (13/1163)

Proposed change:
Amend criterion 5(ii) through the
addition of a second sentence to read;
“the retention and enhancement of
existing planting. Where the loss of
selected existing planting is
unavoidable, appropriate
compensatory planting must be
provided”

34

•

Object to any buildings over 2 storeys (resident)

•

Object to over development of the site (residents)

•

Site forms part of the foreground to the AONB which should
be protected. Development will damage Horish Wood
(Member)

•

Object to loss of countryside (resident)

•

Amend criterion 5(ii) to read “Where possible, the retention
and enhancement of existing planting. Where existing
planting cannot be retained, appropriate mitigation should be
provided.” (landowner)

•

Replace the last sentence of criterion 7 with “ the design of
development should take account of and be sensitive to the
local landscape” (landowner)

Regarding the concern about potential
over-development of the site, the policy
specifically seeks to limit the amount of
additional development across the site
and in respect of the medical campus this
has been achieved through the granting
of an outline consent (13/1163) which
specifies the total additional floorspace
which will be delivered (98,000sqm). The
policy also clearly requires extensive
structural and internal landscaping and
landscape buffers to help mitigate the
visual impact of development. The
redevelopment of Newnham Court
shopping village is limited to only a

Policy Number
RMX1(1)
Summary of issues

Site Name: Newnham Park

Officer Response
marginal increase on the existing
development footprint.

35

Regarding the concern about protection
of the AONB foreground, there is already
significant existing development in the
vicinity of Junction 7, and further
development permitted at both Eclipse
Park and Maidstone Medical Campus,
which impacts to some extent on views
towards the AONB. In this context of
existing and permitted development,
Policy RMX1(1) seeks to mitigate impacts
on the setting of the AONB through, for
example, explicit landscaping
requirements and the control of building
heights and siting and lighting. The policy
specifically requires a landscape buffer to
Horish Wood Local Nature Reserve.
Regarding the loss of the countryside,
some greenfield loss will be required to
accommodate growth needs over the
timescale of the Local Plan. Junction 7 is a
location where there is already

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

significant, existing development and
where the principle of further
development is already established
through planning consents.
Regarding criterion 5(ii), it is accepted
that this criterion could be improved by
confirming what measures would be
required if the loss of existing planting is
demonstrably unavoidable.

36

Regarding criterion 7, as drafted the
criterion gives clear direction to
developers that conventional retail
warehouse-style development would be
inappropriate in this location. The
respondent’s proposed criterion does not
give this specificity.
Transport:
•

•

If development is combined with others in the locality, it
should be able to support sustainable transport
(infrastructure provider)
Concern about highway impacts (congestion) including on

Regarding sustainable transport
measures, comment noted.
Regarding highway impacts, the transport
measures in the policy have been agreed
with KCC Highways as highway authority.
Further, the highway measures

Amend criterion 14 to read
“submission of a Travel Plan, to include
a car park management plan, to be
approved by the Borough Council “

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues
A249 and strategic highway junctions, and impact on car
parking (Member; residents; Swale BC)
•

List of transport requirements in the policy may not be
appropriate for the scale of retail redevelopment proposed in
the policy. The detailed requirements listed were not all
applied to the approved medical campus scheme. The policy
should state that a TA will be required and mitigation shown
necessary carried out. (landowner)

Officer Response

37

associated with the medical campus have
been confirmed through the
determination of the outline application
(MA/13/1163). There was no highway
objection to the Land Securities proposal
for the redevelopment of Newnham
Court shopping village for which
permission was refused (MA/13/1931),
notwithstanding that the floorspace of
that scheme was significantly greater
than Policy RMX1(1) permits. In view of
the demand for car parking that the site
will generate, the requirement for a car
parking management plan should be
added as a development requirement.
For clarity, the policy specifies the list of
highways improvements expected to be
required . The policy is also clear that a
Transport Assessment will be required
which will be used to confirm the
detailed extent of measures to be
delivered .

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Newnham Court:

Regarding town centre impacts,
Newnham Court is an existing,
established retail destination. The Policy
provides for the re-provision of the
existing floorspace with a modest amount
of additional floorspace. The policy
specifies that a retail impact assessment
will be required to provide evidence of
the development’s impact on town
centre trade. In terms of the analysis of
the policy’s impact on Sittingbourne town
centre, it is of note that Swale BC did not
raise an objection to the much larger,
Land Securities retail proposal on this site
(MA/13/1931). For clarity however,
criterion 8 of the policy could be
amended to refer to impacts on town and
local centres in the plural.

Amend criterion 8 to read “
submission of a retail impact
assessment which clearly
demonstrates that the retail
development has no significant
adverse impact on the town and local
centres “

Increased retail capacity, in conjunction with Next, will be to
the detriment of the town centre (Member; residents). There
has been no retail impact analysis on Sittingbourne town
centre (Swale BC). Site does not pass the sequential test
(Member). This out of town retail site should not be allocated
in the Local Plan (landowner). Development will result in the
creation of a free standing out of centre retail park which will
compete with the town centre. Other sites such as Baltic
Wharf are sequentially preferable (developer). Capacity for
additional retail floorspace should be allocated at Newnham
Court to help accommodate predicted retail capacity and
resist leakage in the shorter term (developer). The Land
Securities scheme will not cause significant harm to the town
centre (developer). There are no other sequentially
preferable sites (developer).

•

The extent of existing retail floorspace on the site has not
been justified (developer) The existing extent of A1 floorspace
The Local Plan also identifies sequentially
is 22,388sqm not 14,300sqm (developer)
preferable locations for new and
Redevelopment is not feasible on the existing footprint whilst improved retail in and at the edge of the
town centre (The Mall; Maidstone East &
maintaining continuity of trade without which the
the Sorting Office). The Baltic Wharf site
development will not happen. The allocation boundaries
now has permission for a foodstore (up

38

•

•

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues
should reflect that submitted in Land Securities application.
(landowner)
Redevelopment will not be viable or deliverable with the
restriction of additional floorspace to 700sqm. The figure is
not justified by evidence (landowner).

•

The exclusion of all non-A1 uses is unnecessarily restrictive.
The test should be demonstration of no harm to the town
centre (landowner)

•

The blanket restriction on goods in the policy should be
removed (landowner)

•

The policy should not allow for food retail as there are
sequentially preferable sites (Haynes). This restriction should
be explicit in the wording of the policy. (landowner)

39

•

Officer Response
to 4,180sqm). In refusing the Land
Securities’ application, the Council
concluded that the proposal would have
significant adverse impacts on town
centre trade.
Regarding the existing extent of A1 retail
floorspace, the Council considers that
some 14,300sqm on the Newnham Court
site is in established retail use. This
includes covered and uncovered
permanent sales and display areas and
excludes areas used for the temporary
display of goods.
The Council would aim to enable
continuity of trade through its
consideration of applications for
temporary buildings to be used during
construction.
Regarding the additional floorspace, a
modest amount of additional floorspace
is provided for in the policy to help
enable redevelopment. In addition a

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(1)
Summary of issues

Site Name: Newnham Park

Officer Response
redevelopment scheme would enable the
existing permitted retail floorspace to be
set out in a more efficient way, in
footplates better suited to modern
retailers’ needs.

40

Regarding the restriction of non A1 uses,
the town centre must be protected as the
key shopping destination and this role is
significantly enhanced by its variety of
supporting uses such as cafes and
restaurants. It is important that the role
of Nenwham Court does not expand to
directly compete with the town centre
necessitating control over the nature of
supporting uses on the site.
Regarding the goods restriction, fashion
and clothing are key drivers of trade in
the town centre. The goods restriction as
proposed helps to secure the future of
the town centre as the key retail
destination in the borough. An element
of convenience (food) retailing may be
appropriate subject to the sequential and

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

impact tests being met.

41

Support (business representative; resident; developer)

Support welcomed.

No change.

Medical hub:

Regarding the labour supply and
transport implications of medical hub for
Swale BC, this development now has
outline consent (13/1163). SBC did not
object to the outline application for the
medical campus. KCC Highways did and
do not object to the proposals.

No change.

•

Question labour supply implications of the Maidstone
Medical hub and the consequent economic and transport
implications for Swale BC (SBC).

•

Concern that the delivery of highly paid jobs is not
guaranteed (resident)

Regarding the delivery of high quality
jobs, the allocation of the site, and the
granting of outline consent,
demonstrably increases the prospect of
the proposal, and the associated jobs,
being delivered.
Additional development criterion to be met: ‘Utility infrastructure:
Existing underground sewers on site are protected, or appropriate
arrangements are made for their diversion’ (Southern Water).

This is a detailed matter which, whilst
supported, will be addressed through the
detailed design of a scheme at planning
application stage

No change.

Requirement for a development brief is unreasonable as the majority

Regarding the need for a development
brief, this is still considered beneficial,

No change.

Policy Number
RMX1(1)

Site Name: Newnham Park

Summary of issues

Officer Response

of the site has consent. (landowner)

particularly in the absence of an
approved consent at Newham Court and
detailed approval of the medical campus
development.

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Proposed change

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

42

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Design:

Regarding the visual impact of
development, the policy includes
safeguards to help retain views of
Sessions House from the west. This is a
site of significant size, close to the heart
of the town, occupied and surrounded by
buildings of significant scale and height
(Brenchley House, Sessions House, Invicta
House, Sorting Office building). With this
strong urban context, it is considered that
the site is appropriate for development of
the significant scale and density
proposed, provided the design and layout
considerations in the policy are adhered

Amend criterion 9 to read “the
incorporation of landscaped elements
within the overall scheme design
including the retention of existing
landscape features where possible.
Where the loss of existing landscape
features is unavoidable, appropriate
compensatory planting must be
provided”

•

Concern about the visual impact of high density residential
blocks (Member; residents). Views across the site should be
protected in full rather than as stated in criterion (2)
(resident)

•

Concern about loss of trees on Sandling Road (Member;
residents)

•

Development should retain semi-natural habitat of the quarry
slopes (Member; residents)

Add a new criterion to read
“development will be subject to the
results and recommendations of a
phase 1 ecological survey”

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

to.

43

Regarding the potential loss of trees, the
policy requires the retention of landscape
features where possible. It is considered
that the integration of the development
with the street scene will be best
achieved by the creation of an ‘active
frontage’ to Sandling Road. This could
comprise features such as entrances and
shop windows. To achieve this key
benefit, some trees will be lost. In
response it is recommended that the
policy is amended to include a
requirement for compensatory planting.
Regarding habitat retention, it is
recommended that a further criterion is
added requiring an ecological survey of
the site.
Concern about traffic generation and local air pollution levels
(Members; residents)

Regarding traffic generation, this is a
town centre site which by virtue of its
existing/most recent use is an established
traffic generator. KCC Highways has been

No change.

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

44

party to the drafting of the policy for the
site and has not raised any objection to
the allocation of the site and the uses
proposed. As a town centre site, the site
has good levels of accessibility by public
transport, most notably by train, and
good direct pedestrian connections from
the town centre. With these accessibility
characteristics the potential to access the
site by sustainable modes is significant
with consequent benefits for traffic
generation and air quality impacts.
Concern about impact on school and medical facilities (Member;
residents)

Regarding the impact on school and
medical facilities, the cumulative impact
of the totality of the development
proposed in the draft Local Plan on
services and infrastructure is assessed as
part of the refinement of the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The relevant
infrastructure providers have not
objected to the allocation of this site in
the Local Plan.

No change

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

45

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Uses:

The site is the best, most significant
opportunity to provide for the evidenced
demand for additional retail floorspace
on a site which is close to and accessible
from the heart of the town centre.
Redevelopment of the site as proposed
will help to sustain the town centre as an
important shopping destination. The
current application for a mixed retail
development, commuter car parking and
railway station improvements
(MA/14/500483/OUT) provides evidence
of the site’s availability and deliverability.
The policy as drafted does not require
specific proportions of comparison
and/or convenience retail floorspace to
offer a degree of flexibility to meet
market demands. Recognising that retail
is the priority use, the site can
accommodate some housing either in a
separate block or on upper floors. It may
be that the site could also accommodate
an element of office floorspace as a
supporting use, provided that this does

Add the following text to paragraph
7.11 “This edge of centre site is
considered suitable for a combination
of comparison and convenience
retailing. This could include a large
foodstore.

•

Should be 100% housing or housing-led (resident)

•

Site should be used for employment and transport purposes
(Members)

•

Housing should be substituted with a multi storey car park for
which there is a greater need (resident) .

•

Question that there is no clear evidence of the deliverability
of retail on this site. Site is unlikely to be attractive for prime
retail development. Site has been undeliverable for 10 years
which casts doubt on the viable delivery of the site in the
short-medium term. A residential led scheme with some
office component, transport interchange and ancillary retail
would be more deliverable. (agent; landowner)

•

Site should be prioritised for comparison goods retailing in
the light of the retail capacity study findings (developer).

•

Query whether the development proposed is deliverable
when planning, parking and railway operational requirements
are taken into account. Also query whether the site is
available (developer).

•

Site not large enough to accommodate the entire identified

Add the following text to the end of
paragraph 7.12: “Additionally a
subsidiary element of office
development would be acceptable
provided this does not compromise the
retail requirements for the site
expressed in Policy RMX1(2).”

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

Summary of issues
need for convenience goods. The likely format would meet
half the identified need which would compromise the ability
to meet comparison needs and lead to pressure for out of
town development (landowner).
Additionally, the Inspector for the Baltic Wharf Inquiry was critical
that the draft Local Plan is not explicit that the Maidstone
East/Sorting Office site should include a large foodstore.

Officer Response
not undermine the achievement of retail
floorspace on the site, and it is suggested
that the supporting text be amended
accordingly. Subject to detailed
agreement, the commuter car parking
which is provided as part of the
redevelopment may also be available for
public use.

46

The current planning application provides
for a significant scale foodstore
(8,296sqm GIA) and comparison retail
(4,364sqm GIA). In addition, since the
Reg 18 Local Plan was prepared, the
supply of consented floorspace has been
boosted by the consent for between
3,500 and 4,180sqm (net) at Baltic Wharf.
Regarding the Baltic Wharf Inquiry
Inspector‘s comments, the draft policy
RMX1(2) states that the site is allocated
for up to 10,000sqm of comparison and
convenience retailing. This was drafted in
this way to allow for some flexibility in
the exact balance of uses on the site in
response to market changes. This is still

Proposed change

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

47

considered a reasonable approach. The
nature of retail needs is changing,
evidenced recently by the main
supermarket operators’ focus on smaller
convenience stores and away from the
largest scale superstores. To respond to
the Inspector’s concern and to clarify that
the site would be suitable for a foodstore,
it is recommended that paragraph 7.11 of
the supporting text be amended
accordingly.
Support redevelopment (resident; landowner)

Support welcomed.

No change.

Poor train service needs to be addressed prior to any development
(resident)

The Council will continue to use its
influence to secure improved services for
the borough. A pre-requisite for further
improved services before the
development of this site would not
comply with the tests in the NPPF
(paragraph 204).

No change.

Policy should allow for a phased approach to development to allow
for the residential redevelopment of land south of the station after
the commuter car parking has been re-provided as part of the

The policy as drafted does not preclude
this approach.

No change

Policy Number
RMX1(2)

Site Name: Maidstone East & Sorting Office

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Criterion 18: improvements to Sessions Square to be delivered
through contributions (developer)

The mechanism to deliver public realm
improvements to Sessions Square is a
matter which is being resolved through
the current planning application

No change

Policy should allow for noise assessment and sustainable drainage
strategy information to be submitted with subsequent detailed
applications.(developer)

The policy does not preclude these being No change.
prepared at the detailed application stage

Additional development criterion to be met: ‘Utility infrastructure:
Existing underground sewers on site are protected, or appropriate
arrangements are made for their diversion’ (Southern Water).

This is a detailed matter which, whilst
supported, will be addressed through the
detailed design of a scheme at planning
application stage

No change

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Uses:

The current approved application on the
eastern part of the site for a sheltered
housing scheme (MA/14/505005)
provides evidence of the site viability for

No change.

redevelopment of the land north of the railway (developer)

48

Policy Number
RMX1(3)

•

Site Name: King Street, Maidstone

Question whether the site can accommodate the scale of
development proposed when car parking requirements are

Policy Number
RMX1(3)

Site Name: King Street, Maidstone

Summary of issues

Officer Response

taken into account. It is an unviable location for a foodstore .
The combined existing values of the site exceeds residential
and retail uses (developer)
•

Site should be allocated for a medical centre (Member)

49
Policy Number
RMX1(4)

Proposed change

residential redevelopment. The
remaining part of the site is in the
Council’s control to bring forward for
mixed or retail redevelopment. Car
parking requirements should take
account of the site’s town centre
location, with good levels of accessibility
to public transport. The NHS Property
team is not advocating additional medical
facilities in the town centre.

Site Name: Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

General concern about the lack of infrastructure in Coxheath
(residents)

Regarding infrastructure in Coxheath, the
cumulative impact of the totality of the
development proposed in the draft Local
Plan on services and infrastructure is
being assessed as part of the refinement
of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The
relevant infrastructure providers have

No change to RMX1(4)

Policy Number
RMX1(4)

Site Name: Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

not objected to the allocation of this site.
Concern about the highway impacts of the development (residents)

KCC Highways has raised no objections to
the allocation of this site as proposed.

No change.

Object to commercial element. Industrial units are not
needed/available elsewhere. Proposals do not comply with Policy
DM7. Development should be 100% housing (residents). Coxheath is a
Larger Village, not an RSC, so the employment floorspace in this
allocation should be removed. Access to the strategic road network is
limited (Parish Council).

This site is allocated for 40 homes and
7,700sqm of office/light industrial
floorspace (B1) in the draft Local Plan
(Regulation 18).

Amend Policy RMX1 to omit site (4)
Clockhouse Farm, heath Road,
Coxheath.

50

Subsequently, a planning application for
72 dwellings, up to 43 extra care
apartments and land for open
space/community use (14/0566) was
approved by Planning Committee on 5th
February 2015 subject to the completion
of a legal agreement.
In view of this updated position, it is
recommended that Clockhouse Farm be
omitted as a mixed use allocation from
Policy RMX1.

Clock House is of historical and architectural interest (Parish Council)

Criterion 6 of the policy requires the
strengthening of the southern hedgerow
to separate development from the farm

No change

Policy Number
RMX1(4)

Site Name: Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

complex. Further, in view of the decision
to grant planning permission for the
application 14/0566, it is recommended
that this site be omitted from Policy
RMX1.
This land has been assessed as of Grade
No change.
3a quality. The loss of this land from
agricultural production is not considered
to outweigh the overall benefits of the
proposed development. Further, in view
of the decision to grant planning
permission for the application 14/0566, it
is recommended that this site be omitted
from Policy RMX1.

Concern that two storey accommodation is impractical for the elderly
(resident)

Development will be designed to be fit
for purpose for example through the
installation of lifts. Further, in view of the
decision to grant planning permission for
the application 14/0566, it is
recommended that this site be omitted
from Policy RMX1.

No change.

Question deliverability of a medical centre (resident)

Coxheath Parish Council has stated that it

No change.

51

Object to loss of agricultural land (residents; Parish Council)

Policy Number
RMX1(4)

Site Name: Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

is in direct discussions with the existing
health centre about this site. Further, in
view of the decision to grant planning
permission for the application 14/0566, it
is recommended that this site be omitted
from Policy RMX1.
This site immediately adjoins the built up
area of Coxheath. The policy requires the
strengthening of existing hedgerow
boundaries to help mitigate the
landscape impact of development. The
emerging Landscape Capacity Study
(2015) identifies that this site has
moderate capacity for development.
Further, in view of the decision to grant
planning permission for the application
14/0566, it is recommended that this site
be omitted from Policy RMX1.

No change

Additional development criterion to be met: ‘Utility infrastructure: A
connection is provided to the local sewerage system at the nearest
point of adequate capacity, as advised by Southern Water’ (Southern
Water)

This is a detailed matter which, whilst
supported, will be addressed through the
detailed design of a scheme at planning
application stage. Further, in view of the
decision to grant planning permission for

No change.

52

Site falls within the Special Landscape Area (resident)

Policy Number
RMX1(4)

Site Name: Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road, Coxheath

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

the application 14/0566, it is
recommended that this site be omitted
from Policy RMX1.

Policy Number
RMX1(5)

Site Name: Former Syngenta Works, Yalding

53

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Uses:

This is a brownfield site which was last in
industrial/employment use. The site is
less than a mile from A228 which itself
links directly to M20 at J4. KCC Highways
has not objected to the commercial use
of the site.

No change

•

Site is unsuitable for commercial use because of restricted
highway access for HGVs (level crossing and narrow bridge)
(residents)

•

consider for employment related uses only (agent; resident;
member)

Subject to the resolution of flooding
issues, this site is considered suitable for
a mix of residential and commercial uses.
Outline consent has previously been
granted for 19 houses on the adjoining
site, adjacent to Yalding Station. Including
residential development as part of the
mix of uses will benefit the development

Policy Number
RMX1(5)

Site Name: Former Syngenta Works, Yalding

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

viability of this brownfield site.
Flooding:

54

•

Concerns about flooding and scope for mitigation (resident;
agent; parish council). Concern that measures may have
adverse implications for other parts of the village (residents).

•

Object to 200 dwellings at The Syngenta site at Yalding. The
site is mostly within an area at high risk to flooding (Flood
Zone 3), with a very small part at medium flood risk (Flood
Zone 2). We were not completely satisfied with the
conclusions of a previous Flood Risk Assessment and it has
been subject to flooding on several occasions in the past
including October 2000 and December 2013, when practically
the entire site was inundated with floodwater. It is difficult to
envisage how the site can be made safe against flooding
without significantly increasing the risk elsewhere and so
doubt whether a proposed allocation for residential
development could pass either the Sequential or the
Exception Test. Given the recent flood history we would
object to any form of residential development at this site.
Reference is made to a “sustainable drainage approach to
flood mitigation”. While we would welcome the use of
sustainable drainage from the site, it should not be confused

Following the floods of December 2013,
the Environment Agency will publish its
revised flood modelling maps by October
2015. The site’s developers can be
expected to want to agree a flood
mitigation approach in response to the
EA’s concerns and the latest published
information. Pending this further work, it
is proposed that the site remain as a
mixed use allocation in the Local Plan.

No change at this stage. The position
on this site will be monitored as new
information from the EA and the site’s
developers becomes available.

Policy Number
RMX1(5)

Site Name: Former Syngenta Works, Yalding

Summary of issues

Officer Response

Proposed change

Unsuitable location in terms of public transport (infrastructure
provider)

The site is very well related to Yalding
station. The policy requires additional
improvements to public transport serving
the site.

No change

Concern about increased congestion in Yalding (resident)

KCC Highways has not objected to the
proposed allocation of this site.

No change.

Site has poor walking connections with the village (resident)

The policy requires improved pedestrian
connections to Yalding.

No change.

Concern about the capacity of local services and facilities for a
development of this scale. (residents)

Infrastructure providers have been
consulted as part of the development of
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This has
not revealed any ‘showstoppers’ to the
development proposed at Yalding.

No change.

Additional development criteria to be met: ‘Utility infrastructure: A
connection is provided to the local sewerage system at the nearest
point of adequate capacity, as advised by Southern Water’ and

This is a detailed matter which, whilst
supported, will be addressed through the
detailed design of a scheme at planning

No change.

as a technique for reducing flood risk to the site, but should
be viewed as a technique to reduce flood risk downstream,
improve water quality of the receiving watercourse and
possibly enhance the local environment (Environment
Agency) .

55

Policy Number
RMX1(5)

Site Name: Former Syngenta Works, Yalding

Summary of issues

Officer Response

‘Existing underground sewers on site are protected, or appropriate
arrangements are made for their diversion’ (Southern Water)

application stage

Proposed change

56

Appendix II – schedule of detailed changes to PolicyRMX1
Site name & address

Change

Reason

Newnham Park, Bearsted
Road, Maidstone

To clarify the Council’s requirements for replacement
landscaping.

RMX1(1)

Newnham Park, Bearsted
Road, Maidstone

RMX1(1)

Newnham Park, Bearsted
Road, Maidstone

RMX1(2)

Maidstone East & Maidstone
sorting office

Proposed change:
Amend criterion 5(ii) though the addition of a
second sentence to read; “the retention and
enhancement of existing planting. Where the
loss of selected existing planting is unavoidable,
appropriate compensatory planting must be
provided”
Amend criterion 8 to read “ submission of a
retail impact assessment which clearly
demonstrates that the retail development has
no significant adverse impact on the town and
local centres “
Amend criterion 14 to read “submission of a
Travel Plan, to include a car park management
plan, to be approved by the Borough Council “
Amend criterion 9 to read “the incorporation of
landscaped elements within the overall scheme
design including the retention of existing
landscape features where possible. Where the
loss of existing landscape features is
unavoidable, appropriate compensatory
planting must be provided”

RMX1(2)

Maidstone East & Maidstone
sorting office

Add a new criterion to read “development will
be subject to the results and recommendations

To overcome an omission from the policy to ensure
ecological value is assessed and responded to.
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Site
reference
RMX1(1)

To clarify the requirements of the retail impact
assessment

In view of the differentiated demand for car parking that
the separate uses across the site will generate, a car
parking management plan is required.
To clarify the Council’s requirements for replacement
landscaping.

Site
reference

Site name & address

RMX1(2)

Maidstone East & Maidstone
sorting office

RMX1(2)

Maidstone East & Maidstone
Sorting Office

RMX1(4)

Clockhouse Farm, Coxheath

Change
of a phase 1 ecological survey”
Add the following text to paragraph 7.11 “This
edge of centre site is considered suitable for a
combination of comparison and convenience
retailing. This could include a large foodstore.
Add the following text to the end of paragraph
7.12: “Additionally a subsidiary element of office
development would be acceptable provided this
does not compromise the retail requirements for
the site expressed in Policy RMX1(2).”
Delete site (4) Clockhouse Farm, Heath Road,
Coxheath from Policy RMX1.
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Baltic Wharf, St Peters Street,
Maidstone

Proposed change: add the following to the
supporting text for Policy SP1 – Maidstone
Town Centre:
“The Baltic Wharf building in St Peters Street is
a prominent and substantial Grade II listed
building fronting the west bank of the River
Medway. Whilst the more modern warehouses
adjoining the building are occupied, the main
building is currently underused and the future of
this listed building would be best secured by
putting it into active use. To this end, an appeal
was allowed for a large foodstore and other

Reason

For the avoidance of doubt.

For clarification.

To reflect the decision of Planning Committee to grant
permission for residential, and extra care units and open
space/community uses on this site (MA/14/0566) subject
to the completion of a legal agreement.
To set the Council’s approach to this site should the
extant consent for a foodstore not be implemented.

Site
reference

Site name & address

Change
ancillary uses (offices , restaurant & cafe and
assembly & leisure uses) in July 2014. Should
the consented scheme not come forward, the
Council will consider positively alternative
schemes that achieve the retention and
restoration of the listed building. Appropriate
uses would include housing, offices, leisure uses,
cafes and restaurants. “

Reason
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Agenda Item 10
Strategic Planning,
Sustainability and
Transport Committee

14 July 2015

Is the final decision on the recommendations in this report to be made at this meeting?

Yes

Reconsideration of previously rejected
Maidstone Borough Local Plan Regulation 18
Draft and 2014 SHLAA Housing Sites
Final Decision-Maker

Strategic Planning, Sustainability & Transport
Committee

Lead Director or Head of Service

Rob Jarman, Head of Planning & Development

Lead Officer and Report Author

Steve Clarke, Principal Planning Officer (Spatial
Policy)

Classification

Non-exempt

Wards affected

All

This report makes the following recommendations to the final decision-maker:
1:

The following re-assessed sites go forward to Regulation 19 Consultation as
allocated housing sites but to include the revised site criteria attached at Appendix
Two for site H1(10).
H1(10) Land South of Sutton Road Langley with 10ha of natural/semi-natural open
space.
H1(31) Ham Lane Lenham
H1(39) Ulcombe Road an Mill Bank Headcorn
H1(40) Grigg Lane and Lenham Road Headcorn (part)
H1(41) South of Grigg Lane Headcorn
H1(42) Knaves Acre Headcorn
2 The following re-assessed sites go forward to Regulation 18 Consultation as
potential housing site allocations
H1(57) Former Astor of Hever School Farm Oakwood Road Maidstone
H1(61) Land at Cross Keys Roundwell Bearsted with 2.3ha of natural/ semi-natural
open space
H1(64) Bell Farm North Harrietsham with 4.15ha of natural/semi-natural open space
H1(65) Land at Lenham Road Headcorn
H1(66) Land south of The Parsonage Goudhurst Road Marden
H1(67) Land south of Marden Road Staplehurst
H1(68) Land to the north of Henhurst Farm Staplehurst with 5.78ha of natural/seminatural open space
H1(69) Land at Lodge Road Staplehurst
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3

The following sites go forward to Regulation 18 Consultation as newly considered
potential housing site allocations
Land at north of Heath Road (known as Older’s Field), Coxheath with 2.34ha of
natural/semi-natural open space.
4 The following site goes forward to Regulation 19 consultation as an allocated
housing site.
H1(12) Haynes Ashford Road Maidstone
This report relates to the following corporate priorities:
• Keeping Maidstone Borough an attractive place for all
• Securing a successful economy for Maidstone Borough
Timetable
Meeting

Date

Policy and Resources Committee

N/A

Council

N/A

Other Committee

SPS&T Committee 14th July 2015
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Reconsideration of previously rejected
Maidstone Borough Local Plan Regulation 18
Draft and 2014 SHLAA Housing Sites
1.

PURPOSE OF REPORT AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

At its meetings on 2nd and 4th February 2015 and subsequently on 9th March
2015 following a call-in of their earlier decisions, Cabinet made a series of
decisions about housing sites included, or proposed to be included, in the draft
emerging Maidstone Borough Local Plan (the Local Plan). An outcome of this
decision making was that the draft Local Plan would provide for 2,201 fewer
dwellings than would be required to meet the objectively assessed need figure
of 18,600 homes (2011-31) in full. Cabinet also resolved that it wished to
consider a further report which would set out the implications of this position for
the production of a sound Local Plan.

1.2

These implications were addressed in a report (Maidstone Borough Local Plan
Housing Sites Update) considered at the meeting of this Committee on 9th June
2015.

1.3

This report has arisen from the resolution of the Strategic Planning,
Sustainability and Transport Committee on 9th June 2015 to adopt an amended
version of ’Option E’ of the ‘Update Report’; which states:
1. Additional sites considered and excluded from the Local Plan during the
January/February/March 2015 cycle of Cabinet meetings be re-considered (the sites deleted
from the Regulation 18 version of the Plan (7 sites and 1 part site) and the allocation of more of
the additional sites (15) resulting from the 2014 call for sites). Sites put forward by Ward
Members with community support in Neighbourhood Plans during the further call for sites
process and were borderline rejections from the SHLAA to also be re-considered.
2. Following sites are not to be re-considered:
•
H1 (25) Tongs Meadow, West Street, Harrietsham
•
H1 (60) Fant Farm, Maidstone
•
H1 (48) Heath Road, Boughton Monchelsea

1.4

The first section of this report therefore re-assesses the Regulation 18 sites
that were recommended for deletion and the reasons given for these
recommendations by Cabinet. Maps of the sites are attached at Appendix One.

1.5

The second section of the report re-assesses the sites originally
recommended for allocation but not accepted by Cabinet together with the
reasons given for non-allocation. Maps of the sites and the proposed policy
criteria are attached at Appendix Three.

1.6

The final section re-assesses sites that were on-balance rejected from the
SHLAA call for sites exercises that have been undertaken including sites that
were considered acceptable by Parish Councils/Ward Members as well as
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those which appear in neighbourhood plans. In this section, there is also some
additional commentary on site H1 (12) Haynes, Ashford Road, Maidstone and
H1(19) Bell Farm North Street Barming, following additional information that
has come to light since the decision taken by Cabinet. Maps of the sites are
attached at Appendix Four
1.7

It is recommended that Councillors reinstate the following sites into the draft
Plan for Regulation 19 Consultation or in the case of newly allocated sites, be
subject to Regulation 18 Consultation. In the case of Policy H1 (10) it is also
recommended that Councillors approve the revised policy criteria included at
Appendix 2.
Sites in Maidstone Borough Local Plan Reg. 18 Consultation Draft 2014
Policy
Location
No. of
No.
units
H1 (10) Land south of Sutton Road, Langley
850
H1 (31) Ham Lane, Lenham
82
H1 (39) Ulcombe Road and Mill Bank, Headcorn
240
H1 (40) Grigg Lane and Lenham Road, Headcorn (part)
80
H1 (41) South of Grigg Lane, Headcorn
55
H1 (42) Knaves Acre, Headcorn
5
TOTAL
1312

H1 (57)
H1 (61)
H1 (64)
H1 (65)
H1 (66)
H1 (67)
H1 (68)
H1 (69)

Sites proposed to be allocated
Former Astor of Hever School, Oakwood Rd.
Land at Cross Keys, Roundwell, Bearsted
Bell Farm North, East Street Harrietsham
Land at Lenham Road Headcorn
Land S of The Parsonage Marden
Land S of Marden Road Staplehurst
Land to the N of Henhurst Farm Staplehurst
Land at Lodge Road Staplehurst
TOTAL

60
50
80
50
50
100
60
60
510

1.8

Land at Older’s Field, Coxheath, should also be subject to Regulation 18
Consultation as a potential allocated housing site for up to 55 units. Site H1(12),
Haynes, Ashford Road, Maidstone should be confirmed to go forward to
Regulation 19 Consultation with an indicative yield of 200 units.

1.9

Councillors are also recommended to agree the revised site plan and site
criteria for the site at Bell Farm, North Street, Barming; (Policy H1(19), that
secure a minimum 5m set-back for development from the North Street frontage
with a consequent extension of the site development area 5m further
westwards.

2

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

2.1

At its meetings on 2nd and 4th February 2015, and subsequently on 9th March
2015, following a call-in of their earlier decisions, Cabinet made a series of
decisions about housing sites included, or proposed to be included, in the draft
emerging Maidstone Borough Local Plan (the Local Plan). An outcome of this
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decision making was that the draft Local Plan would provide for 2,201 fewer
dwellings than would be required to meet the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)
figure of 18,600 homes (2011-31) in full. Cabinet also resolved that it wished to
consider a further report which would set out the implications of this position for
the production of a sound Local Plan.
2.2

These implications were addressed in a report (Maidstone Borough Local Plan
Housing Sites Update) considered at the meeting of this Committee on 9th June
2015.

2.3

This report has arisen from the resolution of the Strategic Planning,
Sustainability and Transport Committee on 9th June 2015 to adopt an amended
’Option E’ of the ‘Update Report’; which states:
1. Additional sites considered and excluded from the Local Plan during the
January/February/March 2015 cycle of Cabinet meetings be re-considered (the sites
deleted from the Regulation 18 version of the Plan (7 sites and 1 part site) and the
allocation of more of the additional sites (15) resulting from the 2014 call for sites). Sites put
forward by Ward Members with community support in Neighbourhood Plans during the
further call for sites process and were borderline rejections from the SHLAA to also be reconsidered.
2. Following sites are not to be re-considered:
•
H1 (25) Tongs Meadow, West Street, Harrietsham
•
H1 (60) Fant Farm, Maidstone
•
H1 (48) Heath Road, Boughton Monchelsea

2.4

Also at the meeting on 9th June 2015, Councillors agreed a revised
Objectively Assessed Need figure of 18,560 dwellings between 2011 and 2031.

2.5

The council’s housing land supply against objectively assessed need has been
updated to reflect the latest information from the housing land survey at the
snapshot date of 1 April 2015. It is important to note that where a residential
site allocation (with Cabinet approval) has gained a planning permission by 31
March 2015, the dwellings have been moved from “allocations” to “extant
permissions”. This is to avoid double counting sites.
Dwellings
Objectively Assessed Need 2011 to 2031
Housing land supply:
Dwellings completed between 01.04.11 to 31.03.15
Extant planning permissions at 01.04.15
Yield from Cabinet approved allocations at 01.04.15
Yield from Broad Locations (MBLP 2014 – Reg 18)
Windfall contribution 9 years at 114 dwellings p.a.
Total housing land supply

2,339
3,706
6193
3,400
1,026
16,664

Totals
18,560

16,664

Unmet housing need (18,560 less 16,664)

1,896

Yield from further allocations proposed in the report

1,877
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Regulation 18 Sites
2.5

As can be seen from the details of the sites attached at Appendix One,
Cabinet recommended that a total of eight sites be subject to a further
Regulation 18 Consultation recommending their deletion from the Plan. The
sites were as follows:
H1 (10)
H1 (25)
H1 (31)
H1 (39)
H1 (40)
H1 (41)
H1 (42)
H1 (48)

2.6

Land south of Sutton Road, Langley
Land at Tong’s Meadow West Street Harrietsham
Ham Lane, Lenham
Ulcombe Road and Mill Bank, Headcorn
Grigg Lane and Lenham Road, Headcorn (part)
South of Grigg Lane, Headcorn
Knaves Acre, Headcorn
Heath Road Boughton Monchelsea

Cabinet gave reasons for their decision on each site as follows
H1 (10) Land south of Sutton Road
(as amended by Cabinet on 9 March 2015).
(a) in the opinion of the Cabinet the eastern boundary of site H1(5) forms a natural boundary to
the edge of the urban area of Maidstone;

(b) there should be no further encroachment of residential development into the countryside
which would result in the loss of green space and a leisure facility;

(c) there would be an unacceptable impact on conditions in the surrounding area where the
environmental and amenity consequences for the community are unacceptable now.

H1 (25) Tongs Meadow West Street Harrietsham
(as agreed by Cabinet on 9 March 2015)
(a) in view of the recent advice from Natural England (NE) that they would be unlikely to
consider issuing an EPS (European Protected Species) Development License given the fact
that the site is a receptor site for a previous development,

H1 (31) Ham Lane Lenham
(a) unacceptably adverse impact on the AONB and on the character of the village because it is
peripheral to the settlement and beyond the open space occupied by Swadelands School
playing field.

H1 (39) Ulcombe Road and Mill Bank Headcorn,
H1 (41) Land south of Grigg Lane Headcorn,
H1 (42) Knaves Acre Headcorn
(a) local infrastructure is insufficient, in particular for foul water sewerage, flood risk and
highway congestion

H1 (40) Land at Grigg Lane and Lenham Road Headcorn (part),
(a) it has not been demonstrated to the community’s satisfaction that current foul water
problems can be resolved and these will be exacerbated by any further development in this
part of Headcorn and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the community and highways.
In addition of community concerns that suitable highways access arrangements cannot be
achieved at this point in time.
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H1 (48) Heath Road Boughton Monchelsea
(a) as the site access is not within the control of the promoter of the site, the site cannot be
considered as deliverable.

2.7

The reasons given for the recommended deletion of each site have been reassessed in order to ascertain whether they are likely to be upheld under
examination by an Inspector at the ultimate Independent Examination of the
submitted Local Plan and also in light of decisions made by the Council’s
Planning Committee in recent months. As resolved by this Committee on 9th
June 2015, sites H1(25) Tongs Meadow, West Street, Harrietsham, H1(48)
Heath Road Boughton Monchelsea, and H1(60) Fant Farm, have not been
reassessed.

2.8

Turning to the sites in Headcorn, sites H1(39) to H1(42), Councillors will be
aware that the Ulcombe Road/Mill Bank site (H1(39)), was the subject of an
application, reference MA/14/505284/OUT. The applicants lodged an appeal
against the failure of the Council to determine the application within the
statutory time period. On 16th April 2015, in accordance with appeal procedure,
the Planning Committee resolved that had no appeal been lodged, they would
have granted planning permission for the development.

2.9

In arriving at this resolution, Councillors were satisfied that a drainage solution
for the development had been demonstrated that would not make the existing
situation worse. New development cannot be used to solve existing problems.
No objections were raised to the application from Southern Water or the
Environment Agency the Statutory Consultees. In addition, whilst Cabinet were
concerned that the local road network was not of a sufficient capacity, Kent
Highway Services did not object to the application on highway capacity or safety
grounds and were satisfied that appropriate mitigation could be put in place.
Similarly, concerns regarding the capacity of Headcorn Primary School to
expand to accommodate expected growth in pupil numbers were also
unfounded as an appropriate solution to address this issue with a deliverable
plan to extend the school and its grounds to meet the required standards for a
2-form entry school having been identified by the Kent County Council and
discussed with officers and the applicants. On this basis, the Planning
Committee resolved that, had it been in a position to do so, it would have
granted permission for the development subject to appropriate s106 obligations
and planning conditions.

2.10

The reasons given for the recommended deletion of site H1(39) were as
follows:
‘local infrastructure is insufficient, in particular for foul water sewerage, flood risk and highway
congestion’

Councillors will be aware that an identical application (15/503325) has been
submitted and this is to be reported to the Planning Committee on 9 July with a
recommendation that planning permission be granted subject to the prior
completion of a s106 agreement, there being no change in circumstances
relating to the site since the earlier application was considered in April. It is
considered that the reasons given by Cabinet for recommending the deletion of
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policy H1(39) are not sound and would not be upheld at an Independent
Examination of the Local Plan.
2.11 Similarly, planning applications have been submitted on the part of site H1(40)
(Grigg Lane and Lenham Road, Headcorn), that are not already subject to
extant planning permissions. The reasons for recommending deletion of this site
were very similar to sites H1(39), H1(41) and H1(42);
‘it has not been demonstrated to the community’s satisfaction that current foul water problems
can be resolved and these will be exacerbated by any further development in this part of
Headcorn and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the community and highways. In addition
of community concerns that suitable highways access arrangements cannot be achieved at this
point in time.’

2.12

Again, no objections have been raised to the submitted planning applications
by relevant statutory consultees on flood risk or drainage grounds, highway
impact or impact on local education provision. It is considered therefore that the
reasons given by Cabinet for recommending the sites be deleted are not sound
and would not be upheld at the Independent Examination of the Local Plan.

2.13 By analogy with the above examples, it is considered that the reasons given
for the recommended deletion of sites H1(41) South of Grigg Lane and H1(42)
Knaves Acres (which were identical to the reasons for site H1(39)), are also
unsound and would not be upheld at the Independent Examination.
2.14 It is recommended therefore that the sites should be retained in the plan and
be subject to further Regulation 19 Consultation.
2.15

With regard to site H1(31); Ham Lane, Lenham, Cabinet recommended
deletion of the site for the following reason:
(a) unacceptably adverse impact on the AONB and on the character of the village
because it is peripheral to the settlement and beyond the open space occupied by
Swadelands School playing field.

2.16 At the Council’s Planning Committee on 26th February 2015, planning
application MA/14/502973 in relation to this site was refused planning
permission on the following ground:
‘The development proposed would not constitute good design by reason of its layout (including
inadequate space for structural landscaping) and scale. It would therefore be harmful to the
character and appearance of the open countryside, including the setting of the Kent Downs
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The application is therefore contrary to the National
Planning Policy Framework, in particular paragraphs 56, 57, 58 and 109, and ‘saved’ policies
ENV28 and ENV33 of the Maidstone Borough-Wide Local Plan 2000.’

2.17 The Planning Committee did not consider that the development as proposed
was of a satisfactory design, layout and visual impact and that it would thus
have an adverse impact on the setting of the Kent Downs AONB which lies on
the north side of the A20 Ashford Road opposite the site.
2.18 Recommended to Cabinet as a result of the review of representations received
from the Kent Downs AONB Unit and others at Regulation 18 consultation
stage, were three new criteria as follows.
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The development proposals are designed to take into account the results of a landscape and
visual impact assessment undertaken in accordance with the principles of current guidance that
particularly addresses the impact of development on the character and setting of the Kent
Downs AONB
Development proposals shall incorporate substantial areas of internal landscaping within the
site to provide an appropriate landscape framework for the site to protect the setting of the Kent
Downs AONB
Development proposals will be of a high standard of design and sustainability reflecting the
location of the site as part of the setting the Kent Downs AONB incorporating the use of
vernacular materials and demonstrating compliance with the requirements of policies DM2, DM3
and DM4.

2.19 It is considered that these three criteria along with the existing criteria in the
Regulation 18 draft Local Plan should ensure an appropriate form of
development is secured.
2.20 Councillors will also note from the site plan attached as part of the site details
in Appendix One, that there is already development on the west side of Ham
Lane at Loder Close and the more recent development Westwood Close.
2.21 It is concluded that a development scheme that fully addresses the proposed
and existing policy criteria, thus overcoming the ground of refusal for the
previously submitted planning application, is potentially achievable on this site
and that as a consequence, the site should not be recommended for deletion
but should go forward to Regulation 19 Consultation as an allocated site.
2.22 The final regulation 18 site recommended for deletion by Cabinet was site
H1(10); Land south of Sutton Road Langley.
2.23 The reasons given, which were amended at the Cabinet meeting on 9 March
2015 following call-in of the decision made on 2 and 4 February, are as follows;
a) in the opinion of the Cabinet the eastern boundary of site H1(5) forms a natural boundary to
the edge of the urban area of Maidstone;
b) there should be no further encroachment of residential development into the countryside
which would result in the loss of green space and a leisure facility;
c) there would be an unacceptable impact on conditions in the surrounding area where the
environmental and amenity consequences for the community are unacceptable now.

2.24 For Councillors’ information, a set of revised site development criteria were
recommended to Cabinet at their original meetings on 2 and 4 February along
with a revised indicative site yield of 850 units. The revised site criteria included
the changes from the published Regulation 18 draft as well as an addition to
criterion 19 (clause vii)), that was agreed at the meeting of Cabinet on 9 March
are set out at Appendix Two;
2.25 It is necessary to re-assess each of the stated reasons for the recommended
deletion of the allocation in-turn in considering whether the allocation should be
retained.
2.26 Does the adjacent allocated housing site to the west (H1(5), Langley Park
Farm, form a natural boundary to the edge of the urban area of Maidstone? It is
acknowledged that the site at Langley Park Farm has a well-defined eastern
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boundary and that there is some change in character of land to the east of this.
However, development along Sutton Road does not stop at this point. On the
northern side of the road in particular, there is an almost continuous ribbon of
development which extends as far eastwards as Rumwood Green Farm which
is host to a number of large and visually prominent packing and storage sheds
that dominate the skyline in medium to long distance views.
2.27 The second reason for recommending the site not be allocated relates to the
fact that there should be no further encroachment of development into the
countryside, which would result in the loss of green space and a leisure facility.
2.28 Councillors should note that as of July 2014, the additionally allocated
greenfield sites outside the boundaries in the 2000 Borough-wide Local Plan
amounted to some 207.4ha. The total area of countryside in the Borough based
on the same 2000 boundaries amounted to 35,879ha. This means that 0.58% of
the countryside is being lost to greenfield allocations across the Borough.
2.29 It is acknowledged that development of site H1(10) would result in the loss of
the existing golf-driving range. The facility is not included within the list of
community facilities for which full justification for loss or replacement is required
in the current or emerging local plan. There are also alternative driving ranges
available at The Ridge Golf Club, Marriott Tudor Park Golf Course and
Staplehurst Golf Centre. It is not considered therefore that the loss of the facility
is an overriding factor that would lead to the non-allocation of the wider site.
2.30 The third ground put forward in support of the recommended deletion of the
site states that;
‘there would be an unacceptable impact on conditions in the surrounding area where the
environmental and amenity consequences for the community are unacceptable now.’

Cabinet were clearly concerned about the cumulative impact of this
development in an area where they considered existing conditions to be
unacceptable. No detail as to their specific concerns was given however.
2.31 An additional and sizeable strategic area of publicly accessible open space
(approx. 10ha in area) would be secured as part of the development. This would
provide not only an appropriate setting to the development but would also
ensure that such provision is provided on a comprehensive rather than spread
in a piecemeal basis across the development. It is considered that cumulative
impact on both the environment and amenity would be addressed through any
development proposals. For Councillors’ information, the Council has received a
formal application seeking a Scoping Opinion for a potential Environmental
Impact Assessment for proposed development on this site. (Application ref:
15/504183/EIASCO). If a planning application is submitted it would therefore be
submitted with an Environmental Statement (ES). The ES would consider
environmental issues as well as a range of other issues including the
cumulative impact of the proposed development relative to other committed
development in the vicinity.
2.32 There have been no representations from statutory consultees on applications
already submitted and/or approved advising that conditions in the area are such
that new development cannot be accepted as it cannot be adequately mitigated.
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2.33 It is therefore considered that the site should be retained as an allocation and
go forward to Regulation 19 Consultation.
Sites recommended for allocation but not accepted.
2.34 The following new sites were recommended for allocation for development to
Cabinet on 2 and 4 February 2015 but were not accepted by Cabinet.
H1 (57)
H1 (60)
H1 (61)
H1 (64)
H1 (65)
H1 (66)
H1 (67)
H1 (68)
H1 (69)

Former Astor of Hever School, Oakwood Rd.
Fant Farm Maidstone
Land at Cross Keys, Roundwell, Bearsted
Bell Farm North, East Street Harrietsham
Land at Lenham Road Headcorn
Land S of The Parsonage Marden
Land S of Marden Road Staplehurst
Land to the N of Henhurst Farm Staplehurst
Land at Lodge Road Staplehurst

2.35 Cabinet gave reasons for not recommending the allocation of these sites as
follows;
H1 (57) – Land at former Astor of Hever Community School, Oakwood Road,
Maidstone (60 units)
That this new site be rejected and not be taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that the site is retained for education use and development would be unacceptably
compromised by the lack of adequate access.

H1 (60) – Fant Farm, Maidstone (225 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that the site is valuable for agriculture use, and would have an unacceptable impact on
the landscape, including the overall shape of the urban area of Maidstone and the unacceptable
highways impact for the local community.

H1 (61) – Land at Cross Keys, Roundwell, Bearsted (50 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that development of this site would have an unacceptable impact on hydrology and
local flood risk.

H1 (64) – Bell Farm North, East Street, Harrietsham (80 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that the cumulative impact of development having a detrimental effect on the character,
size and shape of the village and community due to the increase in size and footprint of the
village and unacceptable cumulative impact for the community for education provision, transport
and other community infrastructure.

H1 (65) – Land at Lenham Road, Headcorn (50 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that development is in reality impractical due to current water conditions and
community perception of failure of infrastructure providers to deliver infrastructure identified as
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required in the past, local knowledge of flood risk and community concern about the cumulative
impact on local education provision and highways.

H1 (66) – Land South of the Parsonage, Goudhurst Road, Marden (50 units)
That the recommendation of the Committee be rejected and that this new site not be taken
forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the grounds that the site is too peripheral to Marden
and on the grounds that the cumulative impact of sites already considered in the draft Local
Plan would be unacceptable to the community in terms of highways and water infrastructure
and social balance.

H1 (67) – Land to South of Marden Road, Staplehurst (100 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that it has not been demonstrated to the community’s satisfaction that current foul
water problems can be resolved and these will be exacerbated by any further development in
this part of Staplehurst and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the community and
highways.

H1 (68) – Land to the North of Henhurst Farm, Staplehurst (60 units)
That this new site be rejected and not taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the
grounds that it has not been demonstrated to the community’s satisfaction that current foul
water problems can be resolved and these will be exacerbated by any further development in
this part of Staplehurst and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the community and
highways. In addition of community concerns that suitable highways access arrangements
cannot be achieved at this point in time.

H1 (69) – Land at Lodge Road, Staplehurst (60 units)
That the recommendation of the Committee be rejected and that this new site should not be
taken forward to Regulation 18 consultation on the grounds that the site should be retained for
employment use given the economic upturn and that infrastructure must be improved to enable
this to happen and the cumulative impact of residential development in Staplehurst on social
balance.

2.36 The reasons given for the recommended deletion of each site have been reassessed, to ascertain whether they are likely to be sustainable under
examination and also in the light of decisions made by the Council’s Planning
Committee in recent months. As resolved by this Committee on 9 June, site
H1(60), Fant Farm, Maidstone has not been reassessed.
2.37 With regard to site H1(57), Land at the former Astor of Hever Community
School Oakwood Road Maidstone, the stated reasons for not allocating the site
were that the site should be retained for educational use and that development
would be unacceptably compromised by the lack of adequate access.
2.38 This site was until 2008/2009 grazing land connected with the school farm
attached to the Astor of Hever School. Around 2008/2009, the farm buildings
were redeveloped and that part of the site is now occupied by the 21 houses at
Astor Park. Since that time, the site has not been used for educational purposes
but has remained in the ownership of the site’s promoter KCC.
2.39 The site is very well contained. It is adjoined to the north by a place of worship,
to the east by the rear of properties fronting Bower Mount Road, to the south by
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the rear of properties in Astor Park and to the west by a treed and landscaped
steep bank that separates this area of land from the larger playing fields to the
west/north west that remain in use by the existing schools on the Oakwood Park
campus. If development were to take place on this site given the site’s
containment and topography, development would not extend beyond the site
area submitted and proposed for allocation.
2.40

At first glance, there appear to be two apparently possible access points into
the site. These are a strip of land (approximately 12m in width), situated
between nos. 58 and 62 Bower Mount Road and secondly, across an open area
on the east side of Astor Park.

2.41 The land on Bower Mount Road is not in the ownership of KCC, the site
promoter and is also subject to TPO no.6 of 1993 which protects 6 individual
pine trees located adjacent to Bower Mount Road and which would preclude
construction of an access unless they were felled. The second potential access
point would be across the open area east of no.21 Astor Park exiting onto
Oakwood Road via the junction of Astor Park and Oakwood Road. KCC have
retained rights of access across this land to the proposed site. The access point
proposed is via the latter route and will provide a suitable and safe access on to
the highway. No objections were raised by Kent Highway Services to the
proposed use of this access point when the initial site assessment was
undertaken. Any application would be accompanied by a transport assessment
and this would indicate any necessary mitigation required to deliver the
development.
2.42 It is concluded that the reasons given for the non-allocation of this site are not
robust and Councillors are recommended to allocate the site for development
with an indicative yield of 60 units.
2.43 The proposed site at H1(61) Land at Cross Keys Roundwell, Bearsted was
not allocated by Cabinet on the grounds that development of this site would
have an unacceptable impact on hydrology and local flood risk. Councillors will
be aware that planning application 14/504795 was reported to the Planning
Committee on 16 April 2015. The Committee resolved to grant planning
permission subject to the completion of a s106 legal agreement covering a
number of obligations. In determining the application the Committee considered
the views of Southern Water and the Environment Agency on flood risk. A
detailed hydrological assessment had been undertaken by the applicants and
submitted with the application. Neither Southern Water nor the Environment
Agency raised objections to the development on the grounds of flood risk as the
package of mitigation measures set out in the assessment were acceptable.
2.44 It is therefore concluded that the reasons given for the non-allocation of this
site are not robust and Councillors are recommended to allocate the site for
development.
2.45 Proposed site H1(64) related to land at Bell Farm North, East Street
Harrietsham and was not allocated on the grounds that;
‘The cumulative impact of development having a detrimental effect on the character, size and
shape of the village and community due to the increase in size and footprint of the village and
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unacceptable cumulative impact for the community for education provision, transport and other
community infrastructure.’

2.46 Councillors will be aware that there were four sites proposed for development
in the Regulation 18 consultation draft of the emerging Local Plan. One site,
Tong’s Meadow is recommended for further Regulation 18 Consultation with a
view to its deletion due to Natural England’s advice that they would not be likely
to issue an EPS Development Licence, and the site has not been re-assessed
as part of this current exercise. The remaining three sites H1 (26) South of
Ashford Road, H1 (27) Mayfield Nursery Ashford Road and H1(28) Church
Road Harrietsham, are all subject to planning applications that have been
considered and approved by the Planning Committee subject to the prior
completion of a s106 agreement securing appropriate obligations which include,
inter-alia, safety and streetscape improvements to the A20 Ashford Road,
healthcare contributions and education contributions.
2.47 It is clear from these decisions that have followed and taking into account
consultation with statutory consultees on each application, that development
within the settlement is not constrained by an inability to improve infrastructure
to mitigate the impact of development.
2.48 Development on this site would not unacceptably extend the footprint of the
village. It would, in the manner proposed, be immediately adjacent to the
approved development on site H1(26). In addition, a significant area of
approximately 4.15ha of open space would also be secured. This would not
only maintain an appropriate setting to the East Street Conservation Area and
the listed buildings within it, but also provide additional amenity space for the
residents of the village living on the south side of the A20.
2.49 It is not considered therefore that the grounds for non-allocation of the site
given by Cabinet are sound. The site should be subject to Regulation 18
consultation with a view to its allocation as a development site for 80 dwellings
and open space provision.
2.50 Previously recommended site H1(65), relates to an area of land on the north
side of Lenham Road Headcorn. The site is subject to planning application
14/505162 that was considered by the Planning Committee at its meeting on 18
June 2015. It was resolved to grant planning permission subject to the
completion of a s106 agreement.
2.51 Similarly, to the sites in the Regulation 18 consultation draft of the emerging
Local Plan, appropriate mitigation for drainage, highways and local school
provision was identified. It is considered therefore, that this site should be
subject to Regulation 18 consultation with a view to its allocation as a
development site.
2.52 Site H1(66); land to the south of The Parsonage, Goudhurst Road Marden,
was not accepted by Cabinet for allocation as they considered that the site was
too peripheral to Marden and also on the grounds that the cumulative impact of
sites already considered in the draft local plan would be unacceptable to the
community in terms of highways, water infrastructure and social balance.
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2.53 It is acknowledged that the four allocated sites included in the Local Plan
Regulation 18 consultation draft in Marden have all been subject to planning
applications that have been considered and approved by the Council’s Planning
Committee and that in addition a further site at the MAP Depot Goudhurst Road
Marden has also been approved and is in fact under construction. On each of
these approvals it has been demonstrated that appropriate mitigation for impact
on highway and drainage as well as community facilities can be secured and
that no objections were raised by statutory consultees to any of the
developments on these grounds. It is considered therefore that given this
history that the grounds for non-allocation would not stand-up to examination.
2.54 As to the site’s peripheral location this proposed site is immediately to the
south of and would be linked to The Parsonage Goudhurst Road, site H1(34)
that has outline planning permission. The site is considered to be very wellrelated to this proposed development and also sits behind the existing
continuous ribbon of development that fronts Goudhurst Road and is not
considered peripheral to the village. The site should therefore be included for
Regulation 18 Consultation seeking its allocation for development for 50
dwellings.
2.55 Site H1(67); land to the South of Marden Road Staplehurst, was not accepted
by Cabinet for allocation on the grounds that it has not been demonstrated to
the community’s satisfaction that current foul water problems can be resolved
and these will be exacerbated by any further development in this part of
Staplehurst and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the community and
highways.
2.56 Councillors should be advised that since this decision, application 14/502010
submitted in relation to the Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation draft site
H1(36); Hen & Duckhurst Farm, Marden Road Staplehurst, has been
considered by the Planning Committee at their meetings on 16 April and 18
June. That Committee resolved to grant outline planning permission for the
development subject to appropriate s106 obligations. These obligations would
secure appropriate highway mitigation works including at the junction of Marden
Road and the A229 High Street and a requirement to safeguard a future
possible link from the site through to Lodge Road, education contributions,
healthcare contributions and also contributions towards other community
facilities and open space facilities as well as a landscape and ecological
management plan for the site itself. There were no objections to the proposed
methods for foul and surface water drainage from statutory consultees.
2.57

It is considered that in the light of this decision and the fact that no objections
were raised on highway capacity or flood risk grounds to the development at
Hen & Duckhurst Farm that could not be mitigated, the grounds given for the
non-allocation of this site would not stand up to examination given the proposed
criteria included within the draft site polices that safeguard the areas of concern.
The site should therefore be included for Regulation 18 Consultation seeking its
allocation for development for 100 dwellings.

2.58 Site H1(68); land to the north of Henhurst Farm Staplehurst, was not accepted
as a draft allocation by Cabinet on the grounds that it had not been
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demonstrated to the community’s satisfaction that current foul water problems
can be resolved and these will be exacerbated by any further development in
this part of Staplehurst and the unacceptable cumulative impact for the
community and highways. In addition of community concerns that suitable
highways access arrangements cannot be achieved at this point in time.
2.59

As set out above, the experience of the assessment of the application
submitted at Hen & Duckhurst Farm would indicate that the stated concerns are
unlikely to withstand examination given the proposed site criteria. Access to the
site would be obtained via Oliver Road and the development currently under
construction immediately to the north of this proposed site.

2.60

A key additional benefit of this site would be the securing of an undeveloped
area to be used for open space and ecological mitigation and as proven
necessary, allotments that would link to the already secured ecological/open
space area provided for the Oliver Road development mentioned above. This
area would extend to approximately 5.78ha and would provide natural and
semi-natural open space for this part of Staplehurst for which there is an
identified need. The site should therefore be included for Regulation 18
Consultation seeking its allocation for development for 60 units and the open
space provision outlined above.

2.61 Site H1 (69); Land at Lodge Road Staplehurst was not allocated by Cabinet on
the grounds that the site should be retained for employment use given the
economic upturn and that infrastructure must be improved to enable this to
happen and the cumulative impact of residential development in Staplehurst on
social balance.
2.62 It is acknowledged that this site has an extant outline planning permission for
employment use and is allocated for employment use in the current Maidstone
Borough-wide Local Plan 2000. This permission was renewed in 2013 following
earlier outline permissions granted in 2007 and 2009 and even earlier
permissions in 1996 and 1999. The northern part of the site adjacent to the
railway-line was also subject to an employment use permission approved in
2008. This area is also an allocated employment site in the MBWLP 2000.
Whilst there has been no action to implement any of the past and current
permissions on the two parcels of land, there would nevertheless be a net
reduction in available employment land if a mixed-use development was to take
place on this site.
2.63 However, the allocation of just the southern part of this site for housing would
still deliver approximately 10,000m² of employment development on the
remainder along with an area of open space centred on a retained existing
pond. It is considered therefore that a balanced mixed-use of the site would
result that would still allow for further employment related development to take
place.
2.64

Councillors are also referred to the commentary earlier in the report relating to
the Hen & Duckhurst Farm site in Marden Road recently considered and
approved by Planning Committee. Issues relating to drainage and highways are
addressed in paragraph 2.56 and will to be repeated here. It is worth noting
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however that amongst the conditions to be imposed on the Hen & Duckhurst
Farm permission when granted is a requirement for the reserved matters
application(s) to safeguard a vehicle route from the site to Lodge Road. Such a
route is not safeguarded in the existing employment permission on site H1(69)
but would be if the site was allocated as now proposed, however any vehicular
access through site H1(69) should be restricted to buses as well as allowing for
pedestrian and cycle access rather than allowing use by private cars and HGV
vehicles due to the likelihood of ‘rat-running’ through the two new developments
occurring. Given the above caveat, the site should therefore be included for
Regulation 18 Consultation seeking its allocation for development for 60
dwellings and 10,000m² of employment space with an intervening area of open
space/ecological mitigation.
Assessment of sites previously rejected ‘on-balance’ including sites supported
by Parish Councils/Ward Members
2.65

This section of the report re-assesses sites which were ‘on-balance’ rejected
including those sites supported by Parish Councils/Ward Councillors.

2.66

When the 2013 SHLAA call for sites exercise was undertaken, a ‘traffic light’
system of assessment was initially used (Red for rejected sites, Green for
accepted sites and Amber for marginal sites). Prior to the consideration by
Cabinet and subsequently the publication of the Regulation 18 consultation
draft of the Local Plan, the ‘Amber’ sites were reconsidered and re-categorised.
Those that were acceptable were included within the recommendation to
Cabinet on 24 February 2014 and subsequently the published Regulation 18
consultation draft or rejected and not recommended to Cabinet.

2.67

The 2014 ‘call for sites’ exercise assessed the sites as either acceptable or
not acceptable. Site were recommended for allocation to Cabinet in
February/March 2015 on this basis. Submitted as part of the process, an
additional seven sites were submitted relating to sites in Lenham.
• HO3-195: Land rear of Loder Close
• HO3-202: Land off Old Ham Lane
• HO3-209: Allotment land between Robins Avenue and Hollywood Road
• HO3-219: Lenham Cricket Pitch Ham Lane
• HO3-221: Grove Paddock
• HO3-294: Land at Tanyard Farm, Old Ashford Road
• HO3-297: Land South of Tanyard Cottages, Old Ashford Road
Of these, HO3-209 and HO3-219 were rejected due to the unacceptable loss of
community facilities without direct replacements being secured.

2.68

The five remaining sites were considered potentially acceptable as
development sites but were included within the identified broad location of
Lenham for development in the latter part of the plan period, beyond 2026. As
such, to avoid ‘double-counting’, none of the remaining sites were
recommended for allocation to Cabinet in February 2015. The submitted sites
did however, give a good indication of potentially available sites in support of
the future broad location for development.
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2.69

Councillors are also advised that site HO3-221: Grove Paddock, is the
subject of a current application (14/503411/FULL) for 23 dwellings.

2.70

It is not recommended that additional sites in Lenham are allocated. The
broad location will be subject to review at the first review of the Local Plan
following its adoption.

2.71

Collier Street Parish Council has expressed support for a 2014 SHLAA site
that would see the redevelopment of Bentletts commercial vehicle scrapyard in
Claygate Road, Laddingford (HO3-270). Clearly such a use could be
considered to be non-conforming and at first glance may offer some
environmental and visual benefits if it was removed as well as improving the
setting of ‘The Pest House’, a Grade II listed building located at the entrance to
the site. The site is currently well screened which also reduces its visual impact
to an extent.

2.72

The site is however located in open countryside in an isolated location on a
site that does not accord with the proposed settlement hierarchy set out in the
draft Local Plan.

2.73

In terms of access to services and public transport the site is also not
considered sustainable. The nearest railway stations are; Beltring 4.1km,
Yalding 4.5km, Marden 6.2km and Paddock Wood 6.6km, all some distance
away from the site. The site and Claygate Road is served by Nu-Venture route
23/26. However, it is a two-hourly service only operating on weekdays. The first
bus to Maidstone is 07:10 (not Saturday) and the last bus to Maidstone is16:35.
The last bus from Maidstone leaves at 17:40 or 18:20 (on demand after
Yalding). As far as shops and community facilities the nearest shops/post office
is at Yalding 3.2km away, where there is also a GP surgery. The primary school
at Laddingford is 1.6km from the site and the school at Collier Street 2.3km.
Claygate Road and the surroundings are unlit and have no pavements and
therefore occupiers of the site are highly likely to be reliant on the use of the
private car for day-to-day needs.

2.74

Whilst the site itself is not within flood zone 2 or 3 much of the surrounding
land together with access roads to the site is. In their representations following
the call for sites exercise, the Environment Agency advised that the Council
should be aware the site will be isolated during flood conditions, making access
and egress by potential occupiers and emergency services very difficult.

2.75

It is considered therefore that the site should not be subject to Regulation 18
consultation with a view to its allocation. Councillors should be aware that there
is currently an undetermined planning application for residential development on
the site. Clearly the future of the site will be decided through the application
determination process.

2.76

The draft Coxheath Neighbourhood Plan includes a proposed housing site
immediately to the west of the current village boundary on the north side of the
B2163 Heath Road. It is known locally as Older’s Field. Submitted under the
2013 SHLAA/SEDLAA exercise as a mixed use employment and residential
site and again in the 2014 SHLAA (HO3-256) exercise but purely for residential.
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The site was rejected due to the potential coalescence between Coxheath and
the settlement in Dean Street and also due to the regenerating heathland
growth occurring on the site and potential ecological impact.
2.77

A planning application (MA/13/1979) has been submitted in respect of the
site seeking outline permission for the erection of up to 55 dwellings with a new
access onto the B2163 and also the transfer/lease of parcels of land adjacent
to the site to the Parish Council in accordance with the details in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan. A further area of woodland to the north of the site is now
subject to a separate planning permission for use as open space. The
residential application was reported to the Planning Committee on 18
December 2014 with a recommendation that permission be refused. The
Committee resolved however, to defer consideration of the application to
1: Seek additional details of surface water drainage (to address Environment
Agency comments;
2: Seek 40% affordable housing with appropriate viability evidence to
demonstrate if this is not achievable; and
3: Seek further ecological surveys of the site.
In reaching that decision, Councillors did not consider that the site should be
refused in principle. This is a material consideration.

2.78

It is a key aim of the neighbourhood plan to provide a ‘green-necklace’
around the village to enable circular walks and also to safeguard against
coalescence with neighbouring settlements. The land associated with this
application and the large area of land to the north that already has permission
for use as open space would form part of the ‘necklace’ on the western side of
the village of Coxheath. Kent Highway Services have raised no objections to the
development of the site in principle. The discussions with the applicant
regarding the level of affordable housing provision are currently on-going but as
with other sites the required 40% should be provided unless it can be
demonstrated by means of an appropriate viability assessment that a reduced
amount can only be provided. Further information regarding potential ecological
impact has been submitted and is also being assessed. Any site development
criteria would require any site layout to be guided by the results of surveys and
could also require appropriate management plans to be put in place.

2.79

Given the support of the Parish Council and the site’s inclusion in the draft
Coxheath neighbourhood plan it is now considered, on balance, that the site
should be allocated for development and be subject to formal Regulation 18
consultation to that end. A suggested site policy with development criteria is
attached at Appendix Five.

2.80

Boughton Monchelsea Parish Council have expressed their desire that a
further site at Hubbards Lane (HO3-220), also a rejected 2014 SHLAA site, be
allocated for development. The site is actually located within the Loose Parish
boundary and is on the eastern side of Hubbards Lane, directly opposite the
Cornwallis Academy at the southern end of a ribbon of houses on Hubbards
Lane. These form part of the defined settlement of Loose in the current
Borough-wide Local Plan 2000.
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2.81

The site is part of a larger field in agricultural use (it is currently covered in
polytunnels) and is currently bounded by an imperforate and tall mature
hedgerow that also forms the boundary with the B2163 Heath Road to the
south. The site extends to some 0.4ha in area and has a site frontage to the
highway of approximately 50m. a linear development of the site, thus reflecting
the character of development to its north may result in 5-8 dwellings.
Councillors will be aware that at the northern end of this group of dwellings
there is an existing larger allocated site (20 dwellings) subject to policy H1(47)
of the Regulation 18 draft that would see development infill the gap between the
houses in Hubbards Lane and those in Haste Hill Road.

2.82

It is considered that development of site HO3-220 would not be appropriate
due to the fact that a significant length of the existing mature hedgerow would
be lost and also that development would be much closer to Heath Road
unacceptably extending the existing ribbon of development on Hubbards Lane
southwards. Since Cornwallis Academy was redeveloped and the original lower
school buildings demolished, there is a greater openness on this section of
Hubbards Lane that would be compromised if development were to take place
on the site. It is not considered therefore that the site should be allocated for
development.
Haynes, Ashford Road Maidstone Policy H1(12)

2.79 Councillors are advised that due to an oversight, when the submitted
representations in response to the 2014 the Regulation 18 Consultation were
considered by the Planning Transport & Development Overview and Scrutiny
Committee in January and then Cabinet in February/March of this year, a
representation on behalf of the owners of this site was not reported and
considered.
2.80 In essence, the representation states that objection is raised to the proposed
allocation of the site solely for housing as set out in the Regulation 18
Consultation draft of the local plan on the grounds that this would not be viable
or sufficient to fund the relocation of the current businesses on the site to other
local sites. The landowner’s preferred option would be for the site to be
redeveloped in a mixed retail and residential use as this is considered to give
the necessary land value to enable relocation to take place. Some commentary
on retail opportunities/provision in Maidstone has been provided in support of
the argument that the Haynes site is an appropriate retail site, but no detailed
viability information in support of the contention that the site is not viable unless
retail provision is included has been supplied. (The retail representation
submitted on the Haynes site during public consultation is addressed in the
Retail and Mixed Use report as part of the agenda).
2.81 In a number of previous pre-application meetings, the site owners and their
advisors have been advised by officers that the Haynes site is not a sequentially
preferable location for retail development. This remains the case. The site
owners and their advisors have again been given the opportunity to submit
information as to why they do not consider a 100% residential allocation to be
viable and offered the opportunity for further discussion/meetings. It is also
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understood that the company’s land-holdings on the Parkwood Industrial Estate
are in freehold ownership which would if it is the case clearly result in lower land
acquisition costs if relocation/rationalisation of this landholding was proposed.
No further information has been submitted and the offer of a meeting has not,
to-date, been taken up.
2.82 It is therefore not currently considered appropriate to allocate part of the site
for retail development. This sustainable urban brownfield site does, however,
remain a suitable site for residential development and should be retained as
such, going forward to Regulation 19 Consultation.
Bell Farm, North Street, Barming: Policy H1(19)
2.83 Councillors are advised that as a result of continuing negotiation and
consideration of the currently submitted planning application on the site
(14/506419/FULL), to ensure appropriate ecological mitigation, a minimum 5m
set-back for the development from the street frontage has been secured. The
consequence of this is that the development site would extend a further 5m to
the west. It is therefore necessary to both amend the existing site plan for policy
H1(19) and also to amend criteria 2 of the existing policy in the Regulation 18
Draft to reflect the requirement for the minimum 5m set-back for development
from the North Street frontage that has been secured. The changes would then
be subject to the forthcoming Regulation 19 Consultation. The amended site
plan and revised policy criteria are set out at Appendix 6.
3.
3.1

AVAILABLE OPTIONS
Councillors have two options to consider.

3.2

Option One: Councillors could consider the re-assessment details set out in
section 2 of this report and resolve not to make any changes to the Cabinet
decisions made on 2 and 4 February and 9 March 2015.

3.3

Option Two: Councillors could follow the advice and conclusions set out above
in section 2 of the report in respect of the Regulation 18 sites Cabinet previously
resolved to recommend for deletion, the proposed allocated sites that were not
considered appropriate for Regulation 18 consultation by Cabinet, and the sites
previously rejected ‘on-balance’ or rejected sites supported by Parish
Councils/Ward Members.

4

PREFERRED OPTION AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1
4.2

Councillors are recommended to adopt option two.
In doing so, the gap between the currently identified delivery of 16,664
dwellings and the Objectively Assessed Need figure of 18,560 dwellings
between 2011 and 2031, which is 1,896 units, would be addressed. The total
number of dwellings recommended in the report is 1,877 units.
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4.3

Such a course of action would reduce the clear risks of the Local Plan being
found unsound at Independent Examination, as outlined in the report
considered and also accepted at the last meeting of this Committee on 9 June.

5.

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS

Issue
Impact on Corporate
Priorities

Risk Management

Financial

Staffing

Legal

Equality Impact Needs
Assessment

Implications
The adoption of the local plan will assist in
the delivery of the council’s corporate
Priorities.

Sign-off

A key risk to the local plan programme
relates to the council’s ability to meet its
objectively assessed housing need. There
are a number of risks of not meeting the
Objectively Assessed Need
The development of the Local Plan has
been fully funded as part of the council’s
revenue budget. The total spend from
2006/07 to 2014/15 is £1.8 m. At 31
March 2015, the budget has a balance of
£353,480. The base budget for the next 3
years is £60k p.a. plus one-off funding of
£480k from New Homes Bonus. The
budget does not account for any
additional costs arising from the risk that
the local plan is found unsound or
withdrawn, which would include the
preparation of additional evidence, further
consultations, and re-examination. This
would need to be found from the council’s
revenue budget which already has a
target to deliver £2.2 m savings in
2016/17 – 2018/19. The council will need
to demonstrate financial rigour in terms of
decisions that will incur avoidable
unbudgeted expenditure.
N/A

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

There are no legal implications directly
arising from this report, although the
Legal Team continues to provide advice
and guidance on local plan matters, and
to review any legal implications of reports
N/A
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Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

Zena Cooke,
S151 Officer &
Ellie Dunnett
Finance

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development
Legal Team

Anna Collier,
Policy &
Information
Manager

Environmental/Sustainable N/A
Development

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

Community Safety

N/A

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

Human Rights Act

N/A

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

Procurement

Consultants are used to prepare specialist
or technical evidence to support the local
plan and are appointed in accordance
with the council’s procurement
procedures.

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development &
Zena Cooke
Section 151
Officer

Asset Management

N/A

Rob Jarman
Head of
Planning &
Development

6. REPORT APPENDICES
The following documents are to be published with this report and form part of the
report:
•

Appendix 1: Maps of Maidstone Borough Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation
Draft 2014: Sites recommended for deletion by Cabinet

•

Appendix 2: Revised site criteria for site H1 (10) Land South of Sutton Road

•

Appendix 3: Maps of sites not recommended for allocation by Cabinet

•

Appendix 4: Maps of sites on balance rejected and sites supported by Parish
Councils/Ward Councillors

•

Appendix 5: Proposed site plan and policy criteria for Land North of Heath Road
(Older’s Field) Coxheath.

•

Appendix 6: Amended site plan and revised policy criteria for site H1(19): Bell
Farm, North Street, Barming.
7. BACKGROUND PAPERS

None
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H1 (10) South of Sutton Road Langley

Ward: Parkwood/Sutton Valence and Langley

Parish: Boughton Monchelsea/Langley

Current use: Golf Driving Range and Plant Nursery

South of Sutton Road development criteria

Planning permission will be granted if the following criteria are met:

Design and layout
1. An undeveloped section of land will be retained in the eastern part of the site
to create a buffer between development and the adjacent open countryside. No
built development other than a site access road will be permitted further to the
east/south east than as shown on the Proposals Map, the approximate location
of the 105m contour-line.
2. The retained open land beyond the built development shall be used for the
provision of SuDS surface water drainage mitigation and to provide a
comprehensive area of public open space to serve the development rather than
open space being provided on a fragmented basis within the development.
3. The development proposals are designed to take into account the results of a
landscape and visual impact assessment undertaken in accordance with the
principles of current guidance, with particular emphasis on the Loose
Stream/Langley Loch and Langley Church and other heritage assets adjacent to
the site.
4. The proposals will be designed and laid-out to provide an appropriate and
strong visual relationship between the new development and the hamlet of
Langley Park, whilst preserving the setting of the existing listed buildings and
protecting the amenity and privacy of existing residential properties.
5. Development should be sited in order to preserve or enhance the setting of
the listed buildings surrounding the site.
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6. PROW KH364 will be retained and improved to enable use by pedestrians and
cycles, continuing the link between Sutton Road and the Loose/Shaw stream and
in addition PROW KH365 between Langley Church and Brishing Road shall also
be improved to enable use by pedestrians and cycles and to provide an
alternative link to south east Maidstone.
7.
Development proposals will be of a high standard of design and
sustainability incorporating the use of vernacular materials and demonstrating
compliance with the requirements of policies DM2, DM3 and DM4.
Access
8. Primary access will be taken from the A274 Sutton Road.
9. Secondary access will be taken through site H1(5) Langley Park subject to
agreement with the highways authority and Borough Council.
10. A separate cycle and pedestrian access will be provided to site H1(5) Langley
Park subject to agreement with the highways authority and Borough Council.

Ecology
11. Development will be subject to the results and recommendations of a phase
one ecological survey.

Noise
12. Development will be subject to a noise survey to determine any necessary
attenuation measures in relation to the A274 Sutton Road.

Air quality
13. Appropriate air quality mitigation measures will be implemented as part of
the development.

Drainage
14. Development proposals will demonstrate that any necessary new or
improved foul and surface water drainage infrastructure required to serve the
development, to ensure no risk of flooding off-site has been delivered, or will be
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delivered in parallel with the development, in consultation with Southern Water
and the Environment Agency.

15. The provision of appropriate contributions towards the long-term
maintenance and improvement of the flood mitigation reservoir at Brishing Lane.

Open space
16. Provision of publicly accessible open space as required by criterion 2.

Community infrastructure
17. Appropriate contributions towards community infrastructure will be provided,
where proven necessary.

Highways
18. Safe connections will be made to the existing cycle network from Park Wood
to the town centre and through the upgrading of PROW KH364 and KH365.

Strategic transport requirements
19. Allocations H1(5), H1(6), H1(7), H1(8), H1(9), H1(10), H1(21) and H1(22)
are subject to strategic transport requirements as part of the south east
strategic housing location. These allocations will contribute, as proven
necessary, towards the following;
i. An additional inbound lane for vehicular traffic with bus priority measures on
the A274 Sutton Road from Willington Street to the Wheatsheaf junction;
ii. The improvement of the Willington Street / A274 Sutton Road junction;
iii. A new roundabout to be provided on the A274 to allow access to Langley Park
site;
iv. A new access road of a width suitable to accommodate contra-flow traffic and
adjacent footways between Gore Court Road from the western boundary of
Bicknor Wood and A274 Sutton Road:
v. Widening Gore Court Road to a suitable width to accommodate contra-flow
traffic with a footway on the eastern side of the carriageway between White
Horse Lane and the access into the North of Sutton Road site; and
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vi. A pedestrian and cycle crossing on the A274 to link the allocated
development sites.
vii. Strategic road infrastructure to significantly relieve traffic congestion on
Sutton Road and Willington Street.

An individual transport assessment for each development, to be submitted to
and approved by the Borough Council in consultation with Kent County Council
as the highway authority and the Highways Agency, where appropriate, will
demonstrate how proposed mitigation measures address the cumulative impacts
of all the sites taken together.

Gross area (ha) 47.1

Net Area 32.4(ha)

Approximate density 26dpha Approximate net capacity 850
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