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Dear Hannah 
 
Sevenoaks District Council Draft Local Plan Consultation July 2018 
 
Thank you for consulting Dartford Borough Council on Sevenoaks District Council’s Draft Local 
Plan.  I note that we previously responded to the Issues & Options consultation in a letter dated 
5 October 2017 and I will refer to this where relevant. 
 
In commenting on the Sevenoaks Plan, we appreciate the choices your authority needs to make, 
and note the ambition to produce a draft Plan early next year.  The comments are intended in a 
spirit of co-operation and working together with you on the issues that have cross-boundary 
impacts.  This is particularly the case in considering infrastructure demand and also the integrity 
of the wider Green Belt which surrounds London.   
 
Dartford’s adopted Core Strategy 2011 seeks to promote growth and sustainable urban 
regeneration through the development of new communities in the north of the Borough whilst 
protecting the character of villages and the Green Belt in the south of the Borough.  The growth 
in the north of the Borough is being delivered, especially at sites north of Dartford town centre 
and at Ebbsfleet.  Dartford’s Development Policies Plan was adopted in July 2017 to augment 
and support the policies in the Core Strategy.  The Dartford Town Centre Framework 
Supplementary Planning Document was adopted in July 2018 to help kick-start delivery at some 
of the opportunity sites in the town centre. 
 
We are now working on a new Local Plan for Dartford.  In this respect, we carried out a 
consultation on Strategic Issues between 8 June 2018 and 20 July 2018.  We welcome the 
comments made by Sevenoaks District on this. 
 
Policy 1 Strategy – Comments: 
 
1. Constraints, Options and Future Growth 

 
We understand the challenges and constraints faced by Sevenoaks District in planning for 
future growth, with extensive designations of Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty.  We note the evidence produced so far that could inform the production of a suitable 
strategy and identify sites to meet its future needs. We have considered available information 
in relation to the overview of spatial options at this stage, for example through the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process that begins to test options including on the quantum of 
residential development (notably Options 2 and 3).  
 

Appendix A
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We previously made comments about the discounting of the options for housing delivery 
through a large urban extension/new settlement (option H4) and on Green Belt land near 
transportation hubs (option H5).  We felt that these options, intensification and additional 
longer term sources of housing in general should be considered and tested further.   
 
The SA states that a number of sites falling under option H4 have been submitted and will be 
assessed as part of an updated SHELAA in 2018.  This also states that option H5 will be 
considered in more detail once the Government provides additional clarification as to what 
constitutes a transport hub and as further local evidence is gathered.  Government guidance, 
including NPPF Chapter 11, does not act as any impediment in assessing this option.   
 
Further consideration should be given to these options in light of the need for 13,960 new 
homes in Sevenoaks District by 2035 and the fact that the table on page 32/33 indicates that 
a range of 6,600-13,400 housing units could be achieved (lower than the required amount), 
with the higher number only possible if all of the exceptional circumstances sites are included.  
This is based on specific sites but may not capture intensification sources of additional supply 
in full.  Therefore, the consideration of additional options is considered necessary, particularly 
as some of the identified options may not materialise. 
 
Final proposals in the whole Plan should be based on properly capturing and considering all 
reasonable alternatives.  Care should be taken that such alternatives are not unduly narrowly 
limited to the assumptions of the submitted sites/ SHLAA led process, for example taking full 
account an optimal density led approach at urban and other sustainable locations.  
 
It is apparent that there remains the need for much further evidence gathering on major 
proposals and key decisions to be made to draw together the sometimes conflicting direction 
of travel indicated through individual studies.  We await this with interest, especially full 
consideration of future alternative options assessment and work through the SA on the level 
of housing growth.  
 
As a general comment, we think it would be helpful if there was more clarification given to 
terms used in the policy such as “sustainable locations” and “moderate development.”  This 
is to ensure that development takes place in locations with access to services, facilities and 
public transport and that development is appropriate to the size and character of settlements.  
It is important that the arising demand and impacts of development on services and the road 
network, including those within Dartford Borough, is thoroughly assessed and this is 
discussed in more detail under point 8 below.  This should take into account cumulative 
growth demand, consistency of provision on both sides of the authority boundaries, and 
opportunities for collaborative working. 
 

2. Focus on Towns 
 
We welcome, in principle, the approach to focus development within the boundaries of 
existing towns, including building at higher densities, as this is where most services and 
facilities are located and will reduce the need to travel by private car. Given the emphasis of 
the new NPPF of optimising the use of land through an uplift in density (Chapter 11 in 
particular paragraph 123) additional sensitivity testing of different urban density options would 
help inform the extent to which it could assist in meeting the District’s housing needs.    
 

 
Policy 2 Site Allocations – Comments: 
 

3. Hartley/Fawkham 
 
Corinthians Sports Club (MX52) and land between Parkfield and Fawkham Road, 
Fawkham/Hartley (MX53) – The proposals could result in around 800 dwellings being 
developed adjoining Hartley and Fawkham, which lie immediately adjacent to the settlement 
of Longfield within Dartford Borough.   
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There is a serious concern that the proposals could lead in time to a coalescence of separate 
villages, including Longfield (in Dartford), Hartley, New Ash Green and Fawkham, significantly 
undermining the integrity of the Green Belt.  A very significant continuous built-up area would 
be created across a large swathe of what is currently Green Belt punctuated by villages.  This 
is due to the proximity of these settlements to each other.  Nonetheless, they currently have 
discrete identities and a rural feel.  The proposals would likely result in indefensible Green 
Belt boundaries leading to a suburbanisation of the area and significant urban sprawl.   
 
The addition of 800 new homes to the existing settlements is unlikely to enable the provision 
of sufficient services and infrastructure to match the requirements of the size of settlement 
arising from the agglomeration of currently separate villages.  The current form of 
development in these villages, each with its own lower order centre, would with coalescence, 
result in an extended low density built up area of a geographic size exceeding the largest 
urban settlements within Sevenoaks and Dartford but without the sustainability benefits and 
higher order facilities that a compact form of development of this extent would normally 
provide.   
 
As a result of the lower order service provision and the low density of the settlement, travel is 
likely to be predominantly car-based.  This is notwithstanding the presence of Longfield 
Station, which is only walkable from the northern end of the potential extended settlement.    
The existing network of narrow country roads required to access higher order facilities and 
the strategic road network is unsuited to additional significant demand from new development.   
 
Potential new development would also give rise to parking pressures in and around Longfield 
Station.  Without additional provision adjacent to the station, which cannot easily be 
accommodated on the Dartford side where the main station entrance is, the parking demand 
will impact on residential roads within the vicinity of the station.  These pressures are already 
apparent in residential streets in Longfield, close to the station but will extend yet further with 
additional development.   
 
Longfield is a rural service centre which has a district shopping centre, railway station, GP 
surgery, secondary school and primary school, serving surrounding settlements including 
Hartley.  The scale of additional development proposed could have a significant impact on 
Longfield’s local road network, rail service capacity, GP surgery and schools in particular.  We 
note that Hartley does not currently have a GP surgery or secondary school and would rely 
on rail services from Longfield station.  We note from Appendix 1 that the development of this 
site will only be permitted where it is linked to the timely provision of evidenced infrastructure 
and supported by a transport assessment.  We would need to see the results of this work to 
understand the potential impacts of the proposals on Longfield. 
 
In terms of local impacts, it is noted that consultant work commissioned by Sevenoaks has 
identified a landscape impact at the higher end (“moderate”) versus other sites.  
 

4. Pedham Place, Swanley (MX48 and EM4) 

 

These adjacent sites are proposed for around 2,500 residential units, employment (also under 

policy 13) and other uses.  It is acknowledged the land is greenfield but primarily only in use 

as a golf course. However the land is designated AONB and great weight should be given to 

its conservation and enhancement.  

 

Whilst the SA assesses the strategic options on the basis that the ‘exceptional circumstances’ 

sites are close to existing settlements which allow easy access to existing services and 

facilities and reducing the need to travel, sites MX48 and EM4 are located to the east of the 

M25 and south of the A20.  Given the major physical barrier of the M25 and M20/A20, this 

site appears to be more of a new settlement proposal in its own right rather than a logical 
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urban extension of Swanley (unlike the other Swanley ‘exceptional circumstances’ site).  

Therefore, proportionately greater information would be expected for this location, including 

over whether it is capable of viably delivering and sustaining higher order public transport and 

‘town level’ facilities, such as a secondary school and health facility within the development 

itself.  NPPF paragraph 72 notes the potential need to work with other authorities on larger 

scale proposals.  

 

Without reassurance on these matters, it is currently assumed that significant out of Borough 

travel will result, and that this will be largely on the motorway network, with the M25 at Junction 

3 (Swanley junction) frequently being subject to lengthy tail-backs and congestion from the 

Dartford Crossing.  It is noted that the Swanley transport work published does not appear to 

extend east of the M25 in the vicinity of this site. 

 

5. Infrastructure 
 
Our previous response referred to the close proximity of Swanley to Dartford and the cross-
boundary functional and organisation connections between them (including the shared 
Clinical Commissioning Group).  Whilst it is understood that the ‘exceptional circumstances’ 
sites are being tested and included in the consultation for comment, policy 2 indicates that a 
significant level of development is proposed on the sites referred to above in Swanley and 
Hartley, and a number of sites are also proposed in Hextable.  Whilst new development has 
the potential to support services and facilities, we consider that it is essential that 
assessments of the proposals on the road network, public transport provision, health 
provision, and primary and secondary school provision (catchments, school capacity etc), 
including impacts on infrastructure in Dartford Borough, are carried out and that suitable 
measures are put in place to mitigate the impacts of development on these services.  
 
We would like the opportunity to comment on these infrastructure assessments.  In addition, 
it is essential that these assessments provide the basis for identification of additional/new 
facilities and locations, including opportunities for infrastructure that has potential to meet 
demand arising in both boroughs.   
 

6. Secondary Schools 

 
We understand that some secondary schools in Dartford serve pupils living in parts of 
Sevenoaks District.  Some of these schools (e.g. Wilmington Grammar Boys/Girls, Longfield 
Academy, Wilmington Academy) are located in the Green Belt and any extensions need to 
be justified under national and local Green Belt policies.  We note that Oasis Academy in 
Hextable closed in 2016 and the site is now proposed for residential development (HO225).  
Particularly taking into account recent proposals to extend schools in Wilmington due to 
demand, we consider that the loss of this site to a school use will place additional pressure 
on existing schools, including those within Dartford. Consideration should be given as to 
whether the projected growth in Sevenoaks population will give rise to the need for additional 
secondary schools in the future and, therefore, whether this site should be retained for future 
re-use for this purpose or other community facilities. 
 

 
7. Green Belt ‘Exceptional Circumstances’ sites 

 
We note that Sevenoaks needs to consider options for meeting its housing and employment 
needs by releasing larger areas of greenfield land in the Green Belt.  This is proposed through 
allowing development in ‘exceptional circumstances’ which should be where employment, key 
services and facilities and a range of transport options are or will be available and where sites 
will provide social and community infrastructure to meet the area’s needs.  This is in 
accordance with paragraphs 72 and 102 of the NPPF and as an approach to work up 



5 

alongside others, e.g. urban intensification, we do not object to the stated aim of this option.  
However evidence will need to clearly show that the locations chosen will genuinely provide 
good access to a range of sustainable transport modes (including walking, cycling and public 
transport) and that adequate infrastructure is available or will be provided.  This will be 
essential to the assessment of alternative potential sources of housing supply expected as 
part of the final SA. 
 
It is clear from the table on pages 25-30 that most of the ‘exceptional circumstances’ sites are 
located in the broad vicinity of the towns identified in the settlement hierarchy as being 
sustainable due to their population size, potential access to services and transport 
connections and this approach is supported.  However, some of the sites are in the vicinity of 
settlements which are lower down the settlement hierarchy, e.g. Fawkham/Hartley.  As noted 
above, these do not have access to the same level of services and public transport provision 
as the towns and this will result in greater dependency on car travel.   
 

The release of larger areas can also have the potential for significant impacts on the 
Green Belt and we note that the Green Belt Assessment has assessed different 
parcels of land against the purposes of the Green Belt contained in the NPPF.  
Paragraph 139 of the NPPF sets out a list of criteria for defining Green Belt boundaries 
which include the need to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 
altered at the end of the plan period and the need to define boundaries clearly, using 
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.  It does not 
appear that all the proposed sites wholly follow clearly defined boundaries. 
 
Whilst the sentiment behind the headline statements that ‘the (greenfield) Green Belt will be 
protected’ is understood, we consider that a synthesis of the various studies is needed to 
enable comparison of the alternative options and their relative sustainability.   Hopefully this 
will become clearer before the publication stage with provision of further information or 
through SA.  
 
 

8. ‘Brownfield’ Land in the Green Belt 

 
Whilst we would generally support the use of previously developed land in sustainable 
locations, we previously raised the point that using a local definition of ‘brownfield’ land which 
does not include the exceptions contained in the NPPF definition could raise issues of plan 
soundness.  Dartford considers that encouraging garden land outside built up areas as a 
source of strategic housing land supply identified through the Local Plan undermines the 
principle of sustainable development by directing development to less sustainable locations 
that lack supporting infrastructure and have poor public transport accessibility.  Whilst the 
NPPF does not preclude the development of garden land outside built-up areas, there are 
particular tests that need to be applied in the Green Belt and this can only be done on a case 
by case basis and not as part of a strategic approach.  We note from the table on page 32 
that locally defined brownfield land is likely to yield approximately 276 dwellings over the plan 
period but it is not clear if any of the sites comprise garden land outside built up areas. 
 
 

9. Duty to Cooperate 

 
We support continuing discussions with Sevenoaks Council as a neighbouring authority.  
Dartford and Sevenoaks currently enjoy an existing positive relationship whereby issues in 
relation to the Duty to Cooperate are discussed on an active and ongoing basis at officer level 
through various forums.  Dartford has previously published its Duty to Cooperate Protocol 
which sets out a framework and possible actions for ongoing discussion and engagement.  
This protocol could be engaged more formally as the Sevenoaks Local Plan progresses to 
the next stage, through member level engagement and discussion.  A broad framework for 

http://www.dartford.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/210475/10-Protocol-for-action-and-communication-Nov15.pdf
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collective Sevenoaks – Dartford issues was also documented for Dartford’s Development 
Policies Plan examination (Adopted 2017). 
 
Discussions to date have focussed on general mutual areas of interest plus the greater extent 
in Sevenoaks than Dartford of designations such as Green Belt and (especially) Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, and associated challenges in meeting housing needs; and broad 
infrastructure issues.  We note that Sevenoaks have stated: “it may not be possible to meet 
our own OAN in full within the District” (in response to our own recent first Local Plan 
consultation).  This and discussions so far provide only limited certainty to Dartford and others, 
therefore next Duty to Cooperate steps will require clarification.  It was understood after 
discussion in late 2017 (28th November) that Sevenoaks would be investigating linkages/ 
cross boundary infrastructure issues further through officer work.  For example there are 
functional connections in terms of the M25 and aspects of education/ health.  Moreover, 
reflection of actions arising from new national policy will be necessary. 
 
In terms of the question of the potential to accommodate some of the identified need for 
development, we note that paragraph 1.8 and the Glossary refer to Sevenoaks District being 
within the West Kent Housing Market Area, along with Tonbridge and Malling Borough, and 
Tunbridge Wells Borough.  This is consistent with the fact that Dartford’s growth is in the north 
of the Borough whereas Sevenoaks District lies to the south of us, ‘beyond’ the metropolitan 
Green Belt; this, along with issues above, may require review in the context of the new NPPF. 
 

10. ‘Brownfield’ Green Belt sites 

 
We are concerned that some of the proposed ‘brownfield’ Green Belt sites are not in 
accordance with policy 1 as they are not in sustainable locations, e.g. Gills Farm, South 
Darenth (HO127) is an isolated site in the countryside. 

 
 

 
Policy 7 Transport & Infrastructure – Comments: 
 
11. Transport 

 
We support the commitment by Sevenoaks to work in partnership with Kent County Council 
and Highways England to mitigate the adverse travel impacts created by new developments.  
It would be useful if Dartford were given access to any transport assessment work carried out 
for larger developments proposed in the Swanley and Hartley areas as these could have an 
impact on local road networks in Dartford Borough.  The policy includes reference to 
improving cycle routes but there is no specific reference in the policy to improving public 
transport and provision for pedestrians.  In order to ensure that all sustainable transport 
modes are catered for in new development, it is considered that these should be included.   
 
Given the level of development that is required in Sevenoaks, it may be necessary to promote 
specific sustainable transport measures which will achieve modal shift for residents of both 
existing areas and new developments, to reduce dependency on car travel for local journeys.  
The critical issue will, however, be to locate development in appropriate locations which can 
facilitate modal shift.  It is evident that in locations such as Hartley, where narrow country 
roads make walking or cycling improvements difficult to implement, the potential for modal 
shift is decreased. 
 

12. Infrastructure Delivery 
 
We support that developers will be required to provide infrastructure to meet the needs arising 
from development and the use of CIL to help fund strategic infrastructure.  With regard to 
direct provision of infrastructure, the potential for this to happen in reality needs to be carefully 
considered.  It is our experience that service commissioners are now seeking to optimise 
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services and finances through larger scale ‘hub’ type developments.  Close liaison with 
providers is required in this regard.  Both Sevenoaks and Dartford are CIL charging authorities 
and we note that regulation 59 (3) of the CIL Regulations allows a charging authority to apply 
CIL to funding infrastructure outside its area where to do so would support the development 
of its areas.  Depending on the outcomes of the infrastructure assessments, it may be 
necessary for Sevenoaks and Dartford to work together on the application of CIL to provide 
infrastructure which supports the development in both Boroughs. 

 
Summary of Dartford’s Position 
 
This consultation is a step forward and some useful additional information has been released, but 
as per the previous consultation stage, significant uncertainties remain.  Most apparent of these 
is the variation within the possible level of house building put forward (the higher figure being 
more than double the lower).  
 
The proposed approach appears to be led by extensive previous public consultation, which is of 
course welcome.   However, it is noted that this only forms a limited part of the tests for soundness 
facing the Local Plan and other considerations including national policy, justifying technical 
evidence and addressing the Duty to Cooperate also apply.  Although recognised to be still at 
public consultation stage, looking at all the published documentation, it appears only limited clarity 
on the proposals likely to feature in the final Local Plan is available.  This may present a challenge 
to infrastructure agencies and service providers in the area, and adjoining authorities, in planning 
ahead.  Dartford therefore reserves its final opinion and would welcome further information. 
 
There are requirements in the new NPPF that are relevant in many key respects for Sevenoaks, 
including: 
 

 Examining all other reasonable options for meeting housing need “before concluding that 

exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries” (paragraph 

137),  

 The use of density to make optimal use of the potential of each site “where there is an 

existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs” (paragraph 

123(a). 

In summary, the key points that we have made above are: 
 

 It is hard on the documentation released at present to consider the overall spatial 
alternatives for Sevenoaks that would meet its housing need.  Consideration should be 
given to the options including a large urban extension/new settlement and developing 
near transportation hubs, and varying degrees of urban intensification. 

 Specific concerns are raised about the two proposed sites at Hartley/Fawkham  

 Further assessment and sharing of information is required in respect of the proposed site 
at Pedham Place, Swanley to provide certainty that this can be developed as a 
sustainable location  

 The cumulative impacts of the proposed sites on infrastructure, including cross boundary 
impacts on Dartford, need to be assessed, with assessment proportionate to the scale of 
proposed development. 

 It is questionable currently to what extent some of the proposed sites would be in 
genuinely sustainable locations or are capable of being fully achieved at locations made 
sustainable through new development and infrastructure. 

 Further clarity is sought under the Duty to Cooperate, particularly over how housing and 
infrastructure needs are to be addressed within Sevenoaks, and if there are considered 
to be any major implications for future Dartford Local Plans.  

 For ‘exceptional circumstances’ sites, consideration needs to be given to evidence and 
impacts on the Green Belt and the need for permanent, clearly defined boundaries. 

 



8 

I hope you find these comments helpful and constructive, and we look forward to continuing to 
work with you in future on areas of mutual interest. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Andrea Wright 
Senior Policy Planner 


