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8 February 2022 
Dear Mr Batchelor 
 
Re Planning objection to application TM/21/03353/FL 
 
Brook Farm Buildings, Church Lane, East Peckham, Kent, TN12 5JH  
 
Introduction 
 
1.01 We have been instructed to write to you on behalf of East Peckham Parish Council with regard to 

the above application for Residential development and a new community facility.  
 
1.02 The Parish Council wish to object to the proposal for reasons set out in this letter below. 
 
1.03 It is noted that the application was submitted just prior to Christmas, unfortunately meaning that the 

consultation period was affected due to the Christmas holidays. This has not been ideal insofar as 
being able to organise the required consultation responses. We have, however, been able now to 
consider the proposal and would highlight the following concerns; 

 
Green Belt 
 
2.01 Paragraph 147 makes clear that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 

Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances 
 
2.02 When considering any planning application, Local Planning Authorities should ensure that 

substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very Special Circumstances’ will not exist 
unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm 
resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. (Para 149, NPPF) 

 
2.03 Paragraph 149 requires Local Authorities to regard the construction of new buildings as 

inappropriate in the Green Belt. It then goes on to note exceptions to this policy stance, one of 
which (Criterion F) suggested limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies 
set out in the development plan. 

 
2.04 It has been advanced in the planning submission that when taken as a whole, the proposed scheme 

represents ‘very special circumstances’, whilst accepting that in principle, the development is 
considered to be ‘inappropriate’ when set against the tests of Para 149 and this wider section of the 
NPPF. 
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2.05 In the planning statement, it is accepted that the LPA did not consider the sole fact that housing 
delivery fell short of the required 5-year housing land supply level to constitute VSC’s (Very special 
circumstances) and that significant additional benefit would need to outweigh the agreed level of 
harm to the openness of the Green Belt. 

 
2.06 As part of the submission, it is advanced that in part, the inclusion of over 55’s, affordable, and a 

community medical facility, would help to contribute towards the case for VSC’s. 
 
2.07 Importantly, in the second pre-application meeting (para 3.9 of the planning statement) it is stated 

that the NHS report that was commissioned, resolved that there was no current need for a clinical 
facility in the West Kent area. However, it was commented (presumably by TMBC) that a local care 
charity could utilise the facility for dementia care in particular.  

 
2.08 The pre-application discussions then state that the provision of suitable community facilities can be 

considered as a benefit in favour of the scheme, providing there is a demonstrated need for the 
facility and that it is deliverable. 

 
2.09 Older persons housing, if secured sufficiently, can sometimes be considered part of the argument 

for ‘very special circumstances’ it is suggested at the top of Page 9 of the planning statement. 
 
2.10 There is also the reliance on the fact that TMBC had previously submitted the land forward as part 

of the ‘call for sites’ exercise for an allocation of housing. This was not, unfortunately, tested for 
soundness by the Local Plan Inspector as the plan failed at its initial stage, under the ‘Duty to 
Cooperate’. No formal assessment was made, therefore, by the Inspector and so very limited weight 
can be given to this assertion at this time. 

 
2.11 It is submitted by the Parish Council that the proposal represents inappropriate development; which 

is, by definition, harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. This is contrary to the necessary 
paragraphs of the NPPF 2021, as well as CP3 of the TMBC Core Strategy. 

 
2.12 Core Policy 12 considers development in Rural Service Centres such as East Peckham; 
 

1. Housing and employment development or redevelopment, conversions and changes of use will 
be proposed in the LDF or otherwise permitted within the confines of the following rural settlements 
which are defined as Rural Service Centres: 

 
(a) Borough Green; 
(b) East Peckham; 
(c) Hadlow; 
(d) Hildenborough; 
(e) West Malling. 
 
2. Development adjoining these settlements will only be proposed in the LDF, or otherwise 
permitted, where there are no suitable sites within their built confines and where there is a local 
justification related to the housing, employment, community or social needs of the settlement and its 
environs. 
 
3. Within the Green Belt, development will only be permitted if it is justified by very special 
circumstances, and in the case of housing, complies with Exception Site Policy CP19. 
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2.13 It is the Parish Council’s view that the development has not justified this location above any others 
that were submitted as part of the original Call for Sites process. There is no appended report that 
justifies the level of housing provision, nor the need for an over 55’s housing scheme for example. It 
relies on the TMBC SHMA which is a borough-wide document. Again, EPPC does not consider very 
special circumstances to have been demonstrated through this proposal. 

 
2.14 Whilst it is accepted that the shortfall in housing land provision engages the ability to assess the 

proposal under the ‘tilted balance’ exercise, it is not considered that the submitted benefits outweigh 
the clear and demonstrable harm that would occur through the implementation of this development. 

 
2.15 The Parish Council feel that there are other sites that could be better suited to the development, and 

that a full assessment of these should occur, before making a decision on this application. 
 
Sustainable development 
 
3.01 Part of the application looks at the various aspects of sustainability as defined in Local and National 

Planning Policy.  
 
3.02 The applicants consider the site to lie in a sustainable location and therefore benefits from the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development under Paragraph 11 of the NPPF, where the 
Local Planning Authority has a demonstrable shortfall in the level of housing provision.  

 
3.03 This, however, has to be weighed against all other aspects and potential harm of the scheme (The 

primary harm being the impact on the Green Belt identified above). 
 
3.04 It Is stated in section 6 that the site occupies a sustainable location; this appears to be backed up by 

the accompanying transport statement. 
 
3.05 However, the Parish Council are extremely concerned at this suggestion, given that there appears 

to be poor connectivity between the development site and the main body of the village to the south, 
without having to walk up through the development, along Church Lane in either direction, and then 
South either along Hale Street or Pound Road. There is mention on the plans of a barrier/gate at the 
Southern section of the site connecting to an existing footpath, but it is not clear whether there are 
land ownership issues which might mean this connection is not possible. Whilst it might provide a 
footway, it would be (being in Flood Zone 3) very wet during winter (or inaccessible during flood 
events) so we are unsure whether this has a realistic prospect of coming forward. The remainder of 
the footpath is not metalled, so would be grass / mud for most of the year, rendering it unsuitable for 
disabled persons, parents with young children and prams for example. If some of the development 
is meant for older people, or those requiring assisted living needs, or those living in affordable 
housing without access to a car, it is not considered to be a wholly sustainable scheme in light of the 
difficulties that would be faced by those persons if and when they need to access shops and 
services.  

 
3.06 The site only benefits from a bus service running on an hourly basis, accessed from Church Lane. 

There is no ready access to railway station save for a drive to Paddock Wood (Beltring does not 
offer any on-site parking) 
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3.07 The Parish Council’s primary concern in this respect is that the development appears rather insular 
in nature and does not lend itself to easy engagement with the wider community in accessibility 
terms. It is not considered to be an appropriate location for a housing development of this scale, 
with the only open frontage out onto Church Lane, away from the core of the village itself. 

 
3.08 At the recent meeting with the developer, it was suggested that the final offering for renewable 

energy had not been identified yet, primarily because of shortages in the supply chain. Section 
6.129 of the planning statement advises that the likely renewable offering will be roof-mounted solar 
panels, as well as the provision of EV charging points within garages for electric cars.  

 
There does not appear to have been a formal assessment to determine the most suitable means of 
providing the required carbon offset, which, if left to condition, could have a very different impact on 
the amenity of the site altogether. For example, on the proposed site layout plan, very little roof 
coverage within the overall development appears to be put forward for solar panel provision, raising 
the question as to whether indeed such provision would be sufficient to meet the required 
standards. 
 
There is also the opportunity, on a site of this size, to consider ground source or air source heating, 
especially with the consideration of underfloor heating, but again, this has not been considered as 
part of the proposal. Again, the Parish Council want to see this information as part of the current 
application. At the developer meeting, the Parish Council were told by Wealden Homes that there 
simply wasn’t the national supply of Air Source heat pumps to consider them as a viable energy 
generator at this time. The Parish Council does not believe that there are only, for example, 1200 
heat pumps in the country at present. 

 
3.09 The Parish Council are concerned that sufficient thought hasn’t been given to the energy-efficiency 

of the overall development, with much of that detail being left to consideration at conditions stage. 
There is concern that revisions may become necessary that significantly alter the scheme beyond 
the design and layout that is put forward at present. 

 
3.10 It was commented in the developer presentation that rainwater harvesting was not an option for the 

site, but the Parish Council believe this is achievable if due consideration was given to the overall 
design at this stage. Attenuation could have been proposed, potentially, with the rainwater 
harvesting systems being used for grey-water recycling within the development itself for toilet 
flushing etc. 

 
3.11 Core Policy 1 of the TMBC Core Strategy makes clear in criterion (4) that; 
 

In selecting locations for development and determining planning applications the Borough Council 
will seek to minimise waste generation, reduce the need to travel and minimise water and energy 
consumption having regard to the need for 10% of energy requirements to be generated on-site 
from alternative energy sources and the potential for recycling water. Where possible, areas liable 
to flood will be avoided. 
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3.12 In February 2021, East Peckham declared a state of climate emergency year and pledged to make 
itself 'Net zero' by 2030. Our statement on our website (https://www.eastpeckham-
pc.gov.uk/Climate_Emergency_36866.aspx) includes: ‘The Council further declared that all its 
future actions and decisions will take account of the need to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases 
and reach net-zero carbon by 2030. The Council also recognises that addressing the challenges of 
climate change will result in many benefits in terms of health, wellbeing, and community resilience.”  

The Council also recognises that addressing the challenges of climate change will result in many 
benefits in terms of health, wellbeing, and community resilience. A copy of that statement is 
appended to this letter. 

3.13 Core Policy 2 states that; 
 
 New development that is likely to generate a significant number of trips should: 
 

(a) be well located relative to public transport, cycle and pedestrian routes and with good access to 
local service centres; 
 

(b) minimise the need to travel through the implementation of Travel Plans and the provision or 
retention of local services and facilities; 

 
(c) either provide or make use of, and if necessary enhance, a choice of transport modes, including 

public transport, cycling and walking; 
 

(d) be compatible with the character and capacity of the highway network in terms of the volume and  
nature of traffic generated; 

 
(d) provide for any necessary enhancements to the safety of the highway network and capacity of 

transport infrastructure whilst avoiding road improvements that significantly harm the natural or 
historic environment or the character of the area; and, 

 
(f) ensure accessibility for all, including elderly people, people with disabilities and others with 

      restricted mobility. 
 
 In the Parish Council’s view, the proposal does not adequately address accessibility for all, including 

those who fall within criterion (f) of the above Policy. 
 
3.14 The Parish Council want to be at the forefront of cleaner housing developments and this proposal 

simply does not achieve this. It is not considered by the Parish Council that sufficient consideration 
and provision has been given to the sustainability aspects of the proposal, in line with Policy CC1 of 
the MDE DPD and the National Planning Policy Framework.  
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Highways / Parking – highway improvement  
 
4.01 There is concern within the Parish Council that there are highways issues that need to be resolved. 
 
4.02 At the proposed entrance, there appears to be a potential safety issue with the adjacent bus stop, 

meaning people entering or exiting the site may be unable to see vehicles approaching or wishing to 
pull out when a bus stops at the prescribed space. 

 
4.03 It is believed that this particular stop is at the end of the route, meaning it is not uncommon for 

buses to be parked there for a considerable amount of time. This is further exacerbated by the 
speed of the road on this section and without KCC Highways intervention, it has the potential to lead 
to a highway safety issue. It is not believed that the highway statement has taken account of this, in 
accordance with Policy SQ8 of the Managing Development and the Environment DPD. 

 
4.04 There have also been reports of the interconnecting bus services running in conflict with each other. 

It is understood that the Paddock Wood service and Tonbridge Service do not meet each other, 
meaning often a wait of an hour until the next one. Have any discussions taken place between the 
developer and the Bus Company to ensure this issue is not exacerbated by higher demand? 

 
4.05 EPPC also note the comments from Kent Fire Brigade pursuant to the internal layout of the site. 

There are concerns in their letter of 12th January 2022 that; 
 

 
 

This should be looked at now with the layout, as failure to do so might result in a raft of alterations to 
the scheme being required at a later date, which in itself could have further impacts on other 
aspects of the development. 

 
4.06 There is also concern that the transport statement was compiled during the lockdown period and 

may be considered ‘out-of-date’ for auditing purposes. It is our view that an updated report should 
be compiled which takes account of the most likely increase in traffic which we now see on the 
roads, compared to the time of the original survey. Para 3.4 of the highways report states “It is 
uncertain to what extent these reduced traffic flows will remain in future therefore some 
weight should be given to 2016 data.” 

 
4.07 No further comments appear to have been made regarding this point and therefore it is imperative 

that Kent Highways consider this. 
 
4.08 There is also the potential issue for pedestrian access quoted in the transport statement to the 

South, as identified by the UMIDB (Upper Medway Internal Drainage Board) there are issues with 
the likelihood of this being able to come forward, given the fact it has to cross a ditch / stream which 
might be outside the applicants’ ownership, and that it is also historically part of Flood Zone 3, 
making access difficult in winter conditions. 
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4.09 The Parish Council consider there to be a number of highways issues that need to be resolved 
before this application can proceed further. This is considered in light of Policy SQ8 of the MDE 
DPD. 

 
Medical centre provision 
 
5.01 The Parish Council understands that the application proposes that a medical facility is to be 

provided within the development. However, whilst there is a letter of support from a third-party, 
fundamentally the Local NHS Trust does not consider there to be a requirement of a facility here. 

 
5.02 It is noted in the latest pre-application response that Officers did not consider the provision of a 

medical centre, which was not expressly identified as being required for the area, as amounting to 
‘very special circumstances’ as advanced in the planning application. 

 
5.03 The Parish Council notes that there is an expression of interest from a third-party group, but without 

this being offered as part of a legal agreement, material weight simply cannot be afforded to this 
element of the application in the planning balance. Again, this is not considered to amount to a ‘very 
special circumstance’ as there remain too many unknowns as to the building’s exact purpose / 
intention of use, and importantly, the end-user. 

 
5.04 The limited size of the facility tends to suggest it is being designed to cater solely for the residents of 

the over-55 accommodation. Again, there is no draft legal agreement (Which should have been 
submitted as part of the planning application, or ideally, draft heads of terms submitted at pre-
application stage) to secure any of this provision. EPPC see no mention of this other than the 
suggestion that this will be resolved at a later stage. Again, this raises significant concern locally as 
to how this facility might be of both local or wider benefit.  

 
5.05 The Parish Council does not consider this development to be an appropriate location for a 

community facility in any event, given their reservations over how poorly this facility can be 
accessed by members of the existing local community. Therefore, it is felt that any benefit which 
could be had, would only be for residents of the development itself.  

 
5.06 Because it is felt that this cannot be considered a community benefit, it clear that this again would 

not amount to a very special circumstance to offset the significant harm which will occur from 
developing this part of the Green Belt in the first place. 

 
5.07 In light of the above, the EPPC has concerns over the true requirement, or benefit of providing this 

facility, notably due to the Local NHS Trust stating there is no local need. 
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Flood risk and surface water drainage  
 
6.01 A number of resident objections have gone into detail regarding the community concerns with 

development on a site which is identified as lying in flood zone 2 and 3. The Parish Council, 
however, also wish to comment on the application in this regard. 

 
6.02 These comments are being made having had sight of the communications from the Environment 

Agency, Kent County Council SUDS team, and the Upper Medway Internal Drainage Board 
(UMIDB)  

 
6.03 EPPC would again refer to TMBC’s last pre-application letter that stated there appeared to be no 

betterment over and above the required compensation measures in terms of flood risk. We would 
wish for the LPA to consider whether the submitted flood risk assessment now includes sufficient 
betterment to constitute VSC’s 

 
6.04 In acknowledging the siting of the development within Flood Zones 2 and 3, the application seeks to 

demonstrate that the sequential test has been fairly applied. Whilst there is commentary in paras 
6.74-6.79 of the planning statement, the test has been applied over a broad area within the TMBC 
boundary, with no consideration given to other land or sites within East Peckham alone.  

 
6.05 The report and table 2 in the statement states that the only site considered in East Peckham was 

the site in question, relying on the fact it was advanced in the TMBC Local Plan and West Kent HMA 
2019 document. In the Parish Council’s view, the applicant has failed to demonstrate consideration 
of any other sites within or adjacent to the village.  

 
6.06 The application then considers whether the development meets the exception test. Fundamentally, it 

is worth pointing out that in advancing the numerous benefits the applicant considers to be being 
forward, we would question whether or not it is desirable and suitable to introduce older persons 
housing into an area that regularly floods, given the issues that are likely to arise if evacuation is 
required during a flooding event. 

 
6.07 Resident objections have queried the quality of evidence prepared, including the suitability of the 

borehole testing that was undertaken. EPPC note comments in particular that relate to the absence 
of modelling for both fluvial and surface water flooding, which given the clay-rich soils and high 
water table, are likely to occur on this site. Surprisingly, there is no comment from the Environment 
Agency on this aspect. 

 
6.08 The applicant’s report states three trial holes were excavated for sequential infiltration testing. In two 

of the holes groundwater was met at a depth of 2 metres and. 2.45 metres. A borehole recorded 
ground water at a level of 0.6 metres. KCC guidance and regulations state soakaways are 
unsuitable with a ground water level less than 3 metres. 

 
6.09 Testing of two of the three trial holes failed to be completed under British Standards as water was 

not soaking away quickly enough. The applicant’s report states that due to this trench style suds are 
advised and further investigation needed. Again, these Suds are not suitable with a ground water 
level less than 3 metres. The report also states there is significant risk of overflow.  

 
6.10 The base of a soakaway must be at least 1 metre above groundwater levels. This further 

demonstrates the applicant’s proposed use of SUDS is unsuitable with the figures produced during 
sequential testing. 
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6.11 Sequential testing was undertaken at the height of summer 2020, an unusually hot dry summer that 
would result in abnormally low groundwater levels. Ground water levels will be far higher during 
winter months and wetter summers. 

 
6.12 EPPC have significant concerns therefore, that the testing, and subsequent results, are flawed and 

will lead to development which will not only place great risk to the occupants of the site, but will lead 
to significant additional flood risk to neighbouring residents and the wider village. 

 
6.13 Compensatory storage has been provided in the design, however it has not been demonstrated that 

significant wider benefit over and above the storage required, is being proposed that might 
otherwise consider the development to present a very special circumstance in flooding terms. The 
additional 141 cubic metres of flood storage is not considered to be significant; to put it into context, 
this volume of additional water storage is less than half the amount of water required to fill a typical 
3-bedroom house. Compared to the erection of 69 dwellings, this seems an infinitely small amount 
of flood storage. 

 
6.14 The feasibility of this storage is also questioned given the local knowledge of the high water table on 

site. The timing of the surveys appear to have been taken during the drier months, which does not in 
our view provide an accurate snapshot of the flooding issues and provision of adequate storage 
solutions that will indeed work. 

 
6.15 It is clear that additional borehole testing is required and therefore this application should not be 

progressed without a clear idea of what the groundwater situation is. The LPA simply cannot afford 
for this to be left to a planning condition given the significant consequences likely to occur should 
appropriate testing and design work not be undertaken now. 

 
6.16 EPPC have also noted the comments from the UMIDB dated 01 February 2022. Clearly there are 

issues here that need resolving before the granting of planning permission. The Parish Council 
notes their particular comments below from this letter; 

  
I note that the applicant has indicated that they intend to dispose of surface water via 
infiltration, however I cannot see that the viability of the proposed drainage strategy has 
been sufficiently evidenced. I note that of the three trial pits, only one (SA102) proved 
successful (Leap Environmental, 07/08/21). If the applicant wishes to continue to investigate 
the use of infiltration for the whole site, we would recommend that the proposed strategy is 
supported by further ground investigation and infiltration testing in line with BRE Digest 365. 
I also support the recommendation by Leap Environmental (07/08/21) that further 
groundwater monitoring should be undertaken to determine seasonal variation in storage 
capacity due to high groundwater levels experienced when testing was undertaken.  

 
Whilst the consenting process as set out under the Land Drainage Act 1991 and the 
aforementioned Byelaws are separate from planning, the ability to implement a planning 
permission may be dependent on the granting of these consents. As such I strongly 
recommend that the required consent is sought prior to determination of the planning 
application. 

 
6.17 In light of the above, it is clear that further works are required to try and establish the suitability of 

the site, and if so, whether the proposed development represents an over-intensive use of the site. 
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6.18 The scale of our concern is also exacerbated by the fact that when initially put forward by the LPA in 
their draft local plan, the land parcels were suggested to be acceptable for 35 and 23 dwellings 
respectfully (58). The proposal represents a 20% uplift in that figure, crowding the development 
even further and placing an even greater impact on the site and wider area in flood risk terms, as 
well as other aspects. The Proposal is therefore in the Parish Council’s view, contrary to Policy CC3 
and CC4 of the MDE DPD, the NPPF 2021 and Core Policy 10 of the Core Strategy. 

 
Landscape and visual impact 
 
7.01 It is the Parish Council’s view that the development, due to its sheer size, scale and design, will 

have a significant impact on the rural character of this part of the village. 
 
7.02 The application has been accompanied by a Landscape and Visual impact assessment. Section 4.5 

of this document states that the development of the site would not compromise the wider Green Belt 
but this is not considered to have any relationship to landscape or visual impact; Green Belt is 
designated for its function, not its character. 

 
7.03 Whilst there are some small examples of backland development, it is not considered that the 

development proposed is in keeping with the largely linear patterns of development along Hale 
Street and Church Lane, as identified in section 4.10 of the LVIA. 

 
7.04 It is acknowledged through reading the assessment, that the most significant impact will be felt at 

more localised distances, and section 8.2 of the report provides conclusions and recommendations. 

7.05 Section 8.2.2 states that ; The proposed development on site is to achieve a reflective housing 
development which is in keeping with local heritage and landscape. However, when viewed from 
above, it is clear that the development will be of a might higher density and scale than that which 
immediately surrounds it. The development is estimated to be at approximately 25 DPH (Dwellings 
per Hectare) 

7.06 The development of almost the entirety of the site represents overdevelopment of the site in the 
Parish Council’s opinion, with relatively little space left for recreation in our view. The density and 
layout of the development is more akin to a suburban development rather than what should be more 
rural in character and density.  

 
7.07 Based on the TMBC ME DPD document, referred to in table 4 of the LVIA, only a children’s play 

area is proposed. No other spaces or amenity areas are put forward by the development, the 
reasons being given as there being suitable existing provision locally. This appears to have been put 
forward for the sole benefit of extracting maximum dwelling numbers from the site development. 

 
7.08 The Parish Council considers that the development is over-intensive, out of keeping with the local 

area, and not appropriate to this location, contrary to Policy SQ1 of the Managing Development and 
the Environment DPD. 
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Biodiversity 
 
8.01 The Parish notes that the original report was carried out in 2016. Being out-of-date, the ecologist 

submitted a further letter dated 30 September 2020 stating that the habitat potential of the site had 
not changed. However, we note that in light of the original report, further surveys were required with 
regard to Newts / Reptiles and Bats. 

 
8.02 A Newt / Reptile survey was carried out in March to May 2018. The Parish have no reason to 

dispute the negative findings at the time (i.e that Newts and reptiles were not present) but we would 
like clarification that the land owner has indeed kept a regular mowing regime on the land; otherwise 
it would be pertinent to carry out new surveys to check Newts and Reptiles had not moved onto the 
site in the meantime, especially as it is over 3.5 years since this report was written. In our view, new 
surveys should be undertaken given the time that has elapsed. 

 
8.03 The Ecologist’s confirmation letter is already over 15 months old, again raising concerns that the 

previous findings of the report might not be sufficiently up to date. 
 
8.04 A further concern which has been overlooked is the requirement for additional bat surveys to be 

undertaken. Section 4.9 of the Ecology report dated September 2016 considers the potential impact 
on bats. It appears to have been overlooked, but the report is quite clear in stating the need for 
additional surveys; 

It is therefore recommended to carry out monthly bat activity surveys and static detector 
survey (with two detectors) from April to October, as per table above, in an effort to better 
understand the use of the site by bats and thus the potential impact from loss of connectivity 
(if hedgerows are lost), loss of foraging habitat and displacement from lighting.  

Moreover, as lighting can be detrimental to roosting, foraging and commuting bats13, the 
recommendations from the Bat Conservation Trust, titled Bats and Lighting in the UK, 
should be considered, when designing any lighting scheme for the proposed development 
(see Appendix C).  

8.05 EPPC believe a potential offence could occur if the Local Authority fail to request these surveys prior 
to determination of the application, given the special status afforded to Bats under European 
Protected Species Legislation. 

 
8.06 EPPC do not see the submission of any such survey as part of this application. If it has been 

compiled, we would be grateful to have sight of the required surveys. It is also important to consider 
bats in terms of potential impact from external lighting as stated again in the Ecologist report. 
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Summary 
 
9.01 Whilst the Parish Council is not opposed to development, we do not consider that our views have 

been sufficiently taken into account by the developers in creating the scheme, especially when we 
are being told by the developers that it will be for the benefit of the Parish. 

 
9.02 There are a number of significant and concerning gaps in the application, leading us to believe that 

it has been submitted quicker than originally accepted, in the hope that it might benefit from the 
policy void that is being left by the LPA’s poor housing delivery figures 

 
9.03 This cannot, and should not, be used in the submission of an application where there are clearly 

fundamental issues pertaining to drainage / fold risk and ecology that do not appear to have been 
properly and fully considered at this time.  

 
9.04 The Parish Council have repeatedly asked TMBC whether or not a planning consent at this time 

would count towards the originally-envisaged allocation. To date, we have not had a satisfactory 
answer either way from the LPA. We seek urgent clarification from this from the Planning Policy 
Team. 

9.05 In the developments current form, we cannot offer our support and respectfully request that 
TMBC refuse the application for the concerns outlined above. 

 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours Sincerely 

 
Simon McKay BSc MA MRTPI 
Director, SJM Planning Ltd 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 


