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SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(1) The application relates to a rectangular parcel of land located to the south of an unmade 
access road which serves properties on Trollingdown Hill.  The site measures approximately 
27m wide (east-west) and 36m deep (north-south). 
 
(2) There is a new ‘L’ shaped stable block located towards the south of the site.  The stables 
are set a slightly lower level than the track.  They have been finished with cement-fibre 
weatherboard to their elevations and a pitched slate roof.  Outside the stables is an area of 
concrete with the remainder of the site being finished in crushed stone.  The elevation running 
east-west is approximately 15.3m in length and the elevation running north-south is 
approximately 14.1m in length. 
 
(3) Beyond the site to the south is a field which falls steeply away in the direction of Green 
Street Green Road.  To the north of the site on the opposite side of the access track is a 
substantial hedge beyond which is Fleetdown Primary School.  A bungalow is to the east, 
approximately 50m away over a paddock, and there are some buildings to the west which 
appear to be associated with Benlin Farm Cottage. 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
(4) The application seeks full planning permission for the siting of a mobile home on the site 
and the conversion of part of the existing stable block on the site for use as a utility room. 
 
(5) It is proposed that the mobile home would be sited towards the northern site boundary 
running parallel with the access track.  The submitted plans show that the footprint would be 
14m by 6m and the maximum height of the unit would be 3.9m.  It is proposed that the home 
would be finished in materials to match the adjacent stable block. 
 
(6) The bathroom and day room/utility area would be provided within the easternmost 
portion of the existing stable block.  Three stables and a feed store/tack room would be 
retained within the remainder of the building.  New hawthorn and blackthorn hedging is 



proposed to the boundaries of the site with the exception of the main access to the site and a 
gate into the paddock. 
 
RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(7) 13/01622/FUL – Erection of a block of 4 stables, feed store/hay/straw and tack room 
(retrospective application revisions to previously approved application DA/12/01197/FUL in 
respect of re-siting of the stables).  Granted 07.02.14. 
 
(8) 13/01302/FUL – Siting of a mobile home under gypsy status and detached utility block.  
Refused 22.11.13. 
 
(9) 13/00791/NONMAT - Application for a non-material amendment following a grant of 
planning permission DA/12/001197/FUL in respect of change of colour of stables.  Approved 
11.07.13. 
 
(10) 12/01197/FUL – Erection of a block of 4 stables, feed store/hay/straw and tack room.  
Approved 22.11.12. 
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(11) KCC Highways and Transportation: - The development will have no significant impact on 
the public highway therefore there are no objections to the proposal. 
 
(12) Environmental Health: - A precautionary approach should be taken towards potential 
contamination risks on the site. 
 
(13) Thames Water: - The application does not affect Thames Water therefore there are no 
comments. 
 
(14) Kent Fire and Rescue Service: - The proposed means of access are considered to be 
satisfactory. 
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION 
 
(15) The appropriate surrounding properties have been notified, a site notice posted and the 
application advertised in the local newspaper.  A total of 27 individual valid written responses 
have been received.  Thirteen of the responses are in support of the proposal and 11 are 
objections. 
 
(16) Those representations received in support of the proposal are summarised as: 
 

• The family have a genuine need and have put forward their case which when all 
added together equates to ‘very special circumstances’; 

• The application is for development in a sustainable location; 

• The development would not harm local amenity or the environment; 

• The application meets the requirement that criteria based policies should be fair and 
facilitate the traditional nomadic life of travellers while respecting the interests of the 
settled community; 

• The application is extremely close to existing settlements being on the very edge of 
the Fleet Estate and Dartford centre and the family have integrated peacefully with 
neighbours and the community; 

• There is a clear need for more available, affordable, suitable and deliverable gypsy 
sites and pitches in the borough; 

• The scale of the proposed development is suitable and does not dominate the 
neighbours or the nearest settled community, nor does the application place pressure 
on local infrastructure; 

• The site would not have a detrimental effect on neighbours or local residents by virtue 
of added traffic  or noise as the applicants are already living at the farm; 



• The access and road/track along the farm are perfectly usable, safe and adequate in 
all weather conditions and there are no problems passing either on foot or by driving; 

• The site would be adequately screened from far reaching views by the stables which 
are 50 feet long by 47 feet in an ‘L’ shape.  If the application is successful then further 
soft screen planting and landscaping are also proposed.  The front of the site is also 
very well screened by a very mature and thick hedgerow some 25/30 foot high 
between Downs Farm and Fleetdown primary school; 

• It would be good for from a safety point of view for the applicants to live on site near 
to the horses; 

• The applicants are a lovely hard working family; 

• There is full support for the application according to planning policies and personal 
circumstances; 

• If Gypsy and Travellers were seriously considered and included in the Local 
Development Framework and future housing allocations the same as non-gypsy 
people are, then he and his family would have choice and somewhere to go in the 
borough.  Currently the applicant does not have this basic right; 

• The proposal will give added ambience to the land. 
 
(17) The objections are summarised as: 
 

• The site is within the Green Belt where new residential development should not be 
allowed; 

• Consent for the development of a bungalow on a neighbouring plot was refused by 
the Council (12/00856/FUL).  If this application is approved that would be unfair; 

• A precedent will be created for development of this kind of proposal and may lead to 
numerous applications on the land immediately around the application site; 

• There are existing sites in the borough with spaces available for gypsy mobile homes.  
The family moved back to Salinas for the harsh wet winter and have only recently 
moved back to Downs Farm; 

• Additional traffic cannot be accommodated on the lane and would be detrimental to 
residents.  The site is not well related to the highway, being 300m down the lane; 

• Access from the lane on Green Street Green Road (60mph speed limit) would be a 
traffic hazard; 

• If approved the site will end up as a caravan park with an increasing number of 
mobile homes; 

• It is not understood how the circumstances have changed since the last application; 

• The proposal will put the same pressures on local infrastructure as before; 

• It is questioned that if there is only one mobile home proposed why a utility room is 
needed; 

• It is asked what assurances the Council has that there will never be more than one 
home on the site; 

• Permission has already been granted for conversion of the farmhouse to five flats.  
This must be taken into account when considering strain on limited infrastructure; 

• The main permissive policy that exists for traveller sites in the Green Belt can create 
perceptions of unfairness amongst people which can in turn lead to community 
tensions; 

• The site does not have mains drainage or water.  Existing dwellings utilise private 
drainage; 

• The site can’t be adequately screened because of its prominent position.  Views of 
the site are possible from many places including Darenth Country Park and no 
screening is possible to avoid the site being seen from this important viewpoint; 

• The proposed development would be an intrusive and incongruous feature within the 
rural landscape; 

• The development is inappropriate and lacks the required very special circumstances 
for either a permanent or temporary permission to be granted; 

• It is expected that the LPA apply planning policies consistently, particularly in relation 
to the Green Belt; 

• Permission has previously been refused and it should be refused again; 

• The stables should remain as stables; 



• The site is very close to an old infill site that was used to dump asbestos in the 1970s. 
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
Local 
 
Adopted Core Strategy 
 
(18) Policy CS13 (Green Belt) states that in order to protect the openness of the Green Belt 
the Council seeks to resist inappropriate development in accordance with PPG2. 
 
(19) Policy CS20 (Gypsies and Travellers) sets out the factors which will be taken into 
account in identifying sites for Gypsies and Travellers.  It is stated that the Council will take 
into account: 

• Impact of proposed provision on adjacent residential communities 

• Accessibility of a proposed location to education, health, community facilities and 
public transport; 

• Protection of openness of the Green Belt; 

• The availability and delivery of sites; 

• Other planning constraints, including flood risk. 
 
(20) In addition, point 2 of policy CS20 states that potential for additional pitches will be 
explored on existing sites, subject to potential sites meeting the criteria above and addressing 
the needs of the gypsy community. 
 
Adopted Dartford Local Plan 
 
(21) Policy C1 (Consideration of proposals for development in the countryside) states that 
development proposals in the countryside must comply with policies C2 and C3.  The relevant 
criteria of policy C1 state proposal will be considered against the following: 
 

• The nature of the proposed use and its appropriateness to a rural location; 

• Impact on the rural landscape. 
 
(22) Policy C2 (Design, siting and landscaping of development in the countryside) states that 
any development permitted within the terms of Policy C1 must be sensitively designed and 
sited, and any adverse impact on the countryside minimised and that proposals should 
include appropriate landscaping and screening. 
 
National 
 

National Planning Policy Framework 
 

(23) The NPPF was introduced in March 2012 and sets out the principal national planning 
guidance for local authorities. 
 
(24) At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which it 
is stated should be seen as a golden thread running through plan-making and decision-taking.   
 
(25) The NPPF states that for decision-taking this means: 
 

• Approving development proposals that accord with a development plan without delay; 
and 

• Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date 
granting permission unless: 

• any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF  taken as a whole; or 

• specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be restricted. 
 



(26) Chapter 9 relates to Protecting the Green Belt. Paragraph 79 states that the Government 
attaches great importance to Green Belts. It is stated that the fundamental aim of Green Belt 
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, with their essential 
characteristics being cited as their openness and permanence. 
 
(27) Paragraphs 89 and 90 set out development that is not inappropriate in the Green Belt. 
The proposal does not fall within any of the stated exceptions.  Where development is 
inappropriate, paragraph 87 confirms that “As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 
very special circumstances.” 
 
(28) Paragraph 88 advises that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green 
Belt.  It is stated that ‘very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to 
the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations. 
 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) 
 
(29) Policy E (paragraph 14) states that traveller sites, whether temporary or permanent, in 
the Green Belt are inappropriate development.  It is also stated that inappropriate 
development is harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved, except in very special 
circumstances. 
 

Ministerial Statement – Planning and travellers 
 
(30) On 1 July 2013 the Local Government Minister issued a written Ministerial Statement 
entitled “Planning and Travellers”.  Under the subheading “Protecting the green belt” 
reference is made to both the NPPF and Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, highlighting the 
policy set out in those documents in relation to considering inappropriate development. 
 
(31) The Statement says that “Having considered recent planning decisions by councils and 
the Planning Inspectorate, it has become apparent that, in some cases, the green belt is not 
always being given the sufficient protection that was the explicit policy intent of ministers.” 
 
(32) The Statement goes on to say that the single issue of unmet demand is unlikely to 
outweigh the harm to the green belt and other harm to constitute the ‘very special 
circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in the green belt. 
 
Ministerial Statement – Green Belt 
 

(33) On 17 January 2014 the Local Government Minister issued a written Ministerial 
Statement entitled “Green Belt”.  Reference is made to the 1 July 2013 Statement and it is 
written that “The Secretary of State wishes to re-emphasise this policy point to both local 
planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material consideration in their planning 
decisions.” 
 
(34) It is further written that “The Secretary of State remains concerned about the extent to 
which planning appeal decisions are meeting the government’s clear policy intentions, 
particularly as to whether sufficient weight is being given to the importance of green belt 
protection. Therefore, he intends to continue to consider for recovery appeals involving 
traveler sites in the green belt.” 
 
(35) The government has recently consulted on changes to national planning policy for 
gypsies and travellers.  This is considered later in the report. 
 
COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 



(36) Members will be aware that an application for a mobile home has previously been 
refused on the site (13/01302/FUL).  In summary the reasons for refusal were: 
 

• Inappropriate development in the Green Belt with very special circumstances having 
not been demonstrated; 

• Impact on rural landscape; 

• Does not meet requirements for the creation of permanent gypsy and traveller sites. 
 
(37) One of the differences between the current application and the refused application is that 
information has been submitted in support of the application.  Within the submitted 
information the applicant accepts that the proposed development is, by definition, 
inappropriate within the Green Belt.  The submission also puts forward the applicant’s case 
for very special circumstances for departing from the strict control of development in the 
Green Belt that is required by well-established Green Belt policy. 
 
Policy CS20 criteria 
 
(38) With regard to the third reason for refusal of the previously refused application this 
relates to criteria a) to e) of Core Strategy Policy CS20.  Criterion a) requires account to be 
taken of the impact of the proposed pitch provision on adjacent residential communities.  As 
noted in the site description section of this report, to the north of the site is a school and its 
grounds, to the east is a paddock, to the south of the site is a field and to the west are some 
agricultural buildings. 
 
(39) The nearest houses to the site are those accessed from the lane serving the site.  These 
houses are The Bungalow and Benlin Farm Cottage, each of which is located at least 50m 
from the site.  There is no reason to believe that a residential use of the site would result in 
any unacceptable impacts on the nearest adjacent residents or those further away. 
 
(40) Criterion b) requires consideration of the accessibility of a proposed location.  The 
applicant has submitted details of the accessibility of the site to Fleetdown Primary School, 
The Leigh Academy, Pilgrims Way Surgery, a dental surgery, Darent Valley Hospital, bus 
stops, Dartford station, Fleetdale Post Office and a local shop.  The details show distances to 
these facilities from both the application site and from the Knoxfield site in Darenth Wood 
Road. I consider that the site is broadly accessible to local facilities.  
 
(41) With regard to criterion c) of Policy CS20 – protection of openness of the Green Belt – 
this is consistent with the NPPF which states that the fundamental  aim of Green Belt policy is 
to keep land permanently open; with openness and permanence being the essential 
characteristics of the Green Belt. 
 
(42) Clearly the siting of a mobile home on the land will have a greater impact on openness 
than if the site remained open.    The part of the stable yard where the mobile home is 
proposed to be sited remains, despite its rolled hoggin finish, open and free of above-ground 
development.  There is a clear gap between the approved stable block and the edge of the 
urban area and introducing a mobile home within this gap would also be contrary to one of the 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt; that being to prevent urban sprawl.     
(43) The previous refused permission included a detached utility block together with a 
‘transient pitch’ and parking in a more prominent location on the site.  The utility block and 
transient pitch have been removed from the current proposal, and the parking area is now 
shown to be sited between the stables and the proposed caravan Whilst this is the case, the 
current proposal nonetheless impacts on the openness of the Green Belt.  For these reasons 
I consider that the proposal does not accord with criterion c) of policy CS20. 
 
(44) Criterion d) requires account to be taken of the availability and deliverability of sites for 
Gypsies and Travellers.  A Gypsy and Traveller Needs Assessment has been carried out by 
the Council (Salford University, 2013).  Taking into account existing permissions and 
vacancies, the Council is able to demonstrate a five year land supply against the need 
identified.   The applicant has submitted a letter with his application which  is said to be from 



the owner, of   a Knoxfield plot with pitch availability.  The letter states that the owner is not 
willing and unable to allow Mr Chambers and his children to move onto Knoxfield.   
(45) Notwithstanding  the above, I consider that it remains the position that the Council can 
demonstrate a five year supply of sites.  Therefore I conclude that in this case the lack of 
alternative sites is not a factor which weighs in favour of the proposal.    
 
(46) With regard to criterion e) it is not considered that there are any other planning 
constraints that affect the site. 
 
Impact on rural landscape 
 
(47) Policies C1 (Consideration of proposals for development in the countryside) and C2 
(Design, siting and landscaping of development in the countryside) were previously cited in 
reasons for refusal. 
 
(48) Criterion a) of policy C1 states that the quality of the agricultural land involved and the 
extent to which proposals would sterilise future use of the land for agricultural purposes 
should be considered.  Following implementation of the permission for the stables the land 
would now be considered to be previously developed and not agricultural.  The stables 
permission is not for a temporary period therefore sterilisation of the future use of the land for 
agricultural purposes is not a consideration. 
 
(49) Criterion b) of policy C2 requires consideration of the nature of the proposed use and its 
appropriateness in a rural location.  The proposal is for what is essentially a residential use.  
Residential uses do exist in rural locations, though rural locations in the Borough are 
generally covered by Green Belt designations and as such their incidence is limited.  In terms 
of appropriateness this is most properly considered in terms of the Green Belt designation of 
the location.  As noted earlier in this report the Green Belt designation means that residential 
development is inappropriate development in principle.  Criterion b) cannot therefore be 
considered to be complied with unless it is demonstrated that very special circumstances 
exist whereby the harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm 
is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  This is considered further later in this report. 
 
(50) Criterion c) requires consideration of nature conservation interests.  As already advised 
the site now constitutes previously developed land with the proposed building being sited on 
an area of hard surface.  There is therefore no reason to believe that the proposal will have 
any adverse impact on nature conservation interests. 
 
(51) Criterion d) requires consideration of the impact of the proposal on the rural landscape.  
This is similar to Policy C2 which requires any development permitted within the terms of 
Policy C1 to be sensitively designed and sited with any adverse impact on the countryside 
being minimised. 
 
(52) With regard to these requirements the application site and other buildings located on the 
same access road are located within the Green Belt.  Whilst they are close to the edge of the 
urban area when walking along the access track the site and its surroundings very much 
retain a countryside character.  The dense hedging along the track and the far-reaching views 
to the south means that the nearby urban area does not to any significant extent have an 
influence on the character of the site and its surroundings.  The recent provision of the stables 
is also not incompatible with the countryside setting; stables are a perfectly normal feature 
within the countryside unlike the provision of a mobile home.   
 
(53) Hedging is proposed to the site boundary though I do not consider that this is sufficient to 
mitigate the visual impact of a form of development that is unacceptable in principle.  There is 
also the possibility that the introduction of hedging to a height that would screen the 
development would in itself appear as an unusual feature within the countryside and one 
which would break with established field boundaries in the vicinity.  The element of the 
proposal which is to utilise part of the existing stable building for a utility room will not have 
any greater impact on the rural area since the building already exists. 
 



(54) Criterion e) is not relevant to this proposal since it is not a development that would 
contribute to rural employment or tourism. 
 
(55) For the above reasons I consider the proposed development does not comply with the 
relevant requirements of Local Plan policies C1 and C2. 
 
Inappropriateness and very special circumstances 
 
(56) As already advised the proposed development is, in principle, inappropriate within the 
Green Belt.  The NPPF states that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful and 
should not be approved except in very special circumstances with substantial weight being 
given to any harm to the Green Belt.  Recent Ministerial Statements have also re-emphasised 
the importance of the protection of the Green Belt from inappropriate forms of development 
and those statements are a material consideration in the determination of this application. 
 
(57) The applicant has advanced within his application a case for very special circumstances 
which he considers to be sufficient to satisfy the test that the potential harm to Green Belt by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. 
 
(58) Part of the case relates to the existing living arrangements of the applicant and his 
family.  They are currently living in a caravan in the back garden of the applicant’s ex mother-
in-law’s house, the Green Bungalow.  Prior to that, they lived in a caravan at Salinas in 
Darenth Wood Road, where the applicant’s mother lives.  On 10 July 2012 permission was 
granted for the replacement of the Green Bungalow with a new house.  As the replacement 
dwelling permission will expire next July I am advised that it is the intention of the owner of 
Green Bungalow to proceed with the redevelopment.  Should the redevelopment proceed, it 
would involve living in one of the caravans currently on site while the existing house is 
demolished and the new house built.  The applicant suggests that this will result in a real 
possibility that without the provision of alternative accommodation that this will lead to a 
‘roadside existence’ for the applicant and his family. Whilst this may be the case I note that 
the applicant has extended family members living within the Borough and I am not satisfied 
that living on this Green Belt site remains the only option open to the family.  Related to this I 
am also not satisfied that the case behind the applicants not living in ‘bricks and mortar’ 
accommodation is sufficiently strong to weigh in favour of this proposal. 
 
(59) A letter submitted with the application from the applicant’s doctor states that from a 
medical point of view “it would be very helpful if his living conditions were improved.”   The 
health of the applicant is a material consideration to which weight could be attached.  
However in this case I am not satisfied that the letter provides sufficiently compelling evidence 
that living in the proposed mobile home is the only satisfactory response to an existing 
medical condition.  I therefore recommend that very little weight is attached to this 
consideration. 
 
(60) A similar set of circumstances surrounds the one child (the youngest daughter) involved  
in this case.  A letter has been submitted from the Head of Sixth Form at the school that she 
attends which states that “I am aware of some issues withJaccommodation at the moment 
and would like to record that the school would be supporting of any solution that allowed [her] 
to continue her education here.”  The letter does not state that the existing accommodation 
situation is detrimental to the youngest daughter’s education.  In addition there is no 
compelling evidence that satisfies me that living in the proposed mobile home in the Green 
Belt location is the only solution to allowing the daughter to continue her education at her 
current school.  Further, I note that the daughter is going to be 18 next April and so will no 
longer be considered a child at that point and will also finish her sixth form education next 
year.  These circumstances are, therefore, of  a very short-term nature.   The issue of the 
child’s education is a current consideration to which weight can be attached.  However in this 
case I am not satisfied that the proposed accommodation within the mobile home is the only 
solution to continuing education at her current school or that the existing accommodation is 
detrimental to her education. 
 



(61) In addition to the above a letter has also been submitted from a firm at which one of the 
applicant’s sons is undertaking an apprenticeship.  The letter supports the continuation of the 
apprenticeship and raises the possibility that moving from the area would be detrimental if he 
could no longer continue the apprenticeship.  Whilst some weight could be attached to this 
consideration I recommend that it is very limited because the son is no longer a child and I am 
not satisfied that alternative accommodation could not be found which would allow him to 
continue in the apprenticeship, in particular bricks and mortar accommodation. 
 
(62) The application has also been supported with details of the applicant’s unsuccessful 
search for sites which extends over 20 years.  PTTS sets out that the availability (or lack) of 
alternative accommodation for the applicants is a matter to be considered when determining 
applications for traveller sites.  As already stated it remains the Council’s position that it can 
demonstrate an adequate supply of sites for gypsies and travellers. 
 
Other issues  
 
(63) A consultation document entitled “Planning and travellers: proposed changes to the 
planning system” was issued by the Department of Communities and Local Government on 
14 September 2014. 
 
(64) The consultation closes on 23 November 2014.  Because it is only a consultation 
document on a consultation which is still open very little weight can be attached to its contents 
which are potentially subject to significant change following consideration of consultation 
responses. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(65) Refusing the application would interfere with the human rights of the applicant with 
regard to protection of family life and home.  The needs of the child involved in this case are a 
primary consideration and there is the possibility that schooling may be interrupted if this 
application is refused, albeit this is not a retrospective proposal.  However, I consider that this 
must be balanced against the harm identified to the Green Belt and the rural landscape in this 
location. I am satisfied that my analysis of the issues in this case and my consequent 
recommendation are compatible with the Act and that on the basis of the harm identified 
refusal of planning permission is necessary and proportionate in the public interest. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
(66) For the reasons set out in this report I am of the opinion that the proposed development 
would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt which is, by definition, harmful.  
The NPPF advises that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt; and that 
inappropriate development should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 
 
 
(67) In addition to the definitional harm to the Green Belt I consider that the introduction of a 
mobile home in this location will result in a loss of openness and is also contrary to the Green 
Belt purpose of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 
 
(68) I consider that very special circumstances do not exist because the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is not clearly outweighed by 
other considerations; in this case most notably those relating to the search for sites, health 
considerations of the applicant, education needs of the youngest child and the apprenticeship 
of the son. 
 
(69) The application also needs to be considered against polices relating to development in 
the countryside.  For the reasons set out above, I consider that the proposed development 
does not comply with the requirements of Local Plan Policies C1 and C2. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse permission 
 



01 
 
The proposed development is inappropriate development within the Green Belt.  It has not 
been demonstrated that the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, 
and harm in terms of loss of openness and contribution towards urban sprawl, are clearly 
outweighed by other considerations.  Very special circumstances do not therefore exist and 
the proposal is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and Core Strategy Policy 
CS13 (Green Belt). 
 
02 
 
The proposed development would result in harm to the openness of the Green Belt and would 
introduce a development which would not be appropriate within this rural area and which 
would unacceptably impact upon the rural landscape.  The proposal is therefore contrary to 
the requirements of Dartford Core Strategy Policy CS20 (Gypsies and Travellers) and Local 
Plan Policies C1(Consideration of proposals for development in the countryside) and C2 
(Design, siting and landscaping of development in the countryside). 
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