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Examination of the Sevenoaks Local Plan 2015 - 2035  
Hearing Position Statement on behalf of Morants Promotions (Squerryes Estate):  
ID 4822 
 
Issue 4: Is the strategy for growth in the Local Plan justified and effective? 
6 September 2019  

Introduction 

Morants Promotions Ltd (Squerryes Estate) is a member of the Sevenoaks Developer Forum, and is a 
party to the Issue 4 Hearing Position Statement submitted on the Forum’s behalf by Lichfields. This 
statement adds to the points made by Lichfields.      
 
Q23. Is the strategy for growth, which focuses growth in existing settlements, including building 
at a higher density on non-Green Belt land; encourages the redevelopment of previously 
developed ‘brownfield’ land, including land in the Green Belt, in sustainable locations; and 
promotes sustainable patterns of development by permitting development in the Green Belt only 
in exceptional circumstances, particularly where social and community infrastructure is being 
proposed, justified in a District which is 93% Green Belt and 60% AONB? 

4.1 Policy ST1 strategy for growth is justified, insofar as it states that development will be located to 
accord with the settlement hierarchy and promotes sustainable patterns of development by 
permitting development in the Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances.1  

4.2 Not justified is the strategy for growth that is implemented in the Plan: 

4.2.1 The LHN is not met. That is not because of a lack of sustainably located development 
options in the Green Belt, but because of the restrictive approach to defining exceptional 
circumstances (EC). That test eliminates all greenfield options for contributing to the 
LHN, even where these adjoin the District’s towns, unless they would provide (our 
emphasis) “social and community infrastructure, in areas currently lacking such facilities.”  
The effect of ECs so interpreted is to elevate such infrastructure over meeting the LHN 
on grounds that such infrastructure is more important to the Policy ST1 object of 
“significant improvements in the sustainability of settlements”.   

4.2.2 Brownfield land in the Green Belt is exempt from this EC test, with “brownfield” defined 
not as it is by the NPPF (page 70) but by the Plan (ECO001, page 120) as any land with 
that has or had a permanent structure or any fixed surface infrastructure.  

4.3 The consequence is a distribution of development which is at odds with the District’s settlement 
hierarchy, at odds with the most basic principle of sustainably located development and at odds 
even with what Policy ST1 states (our emphasis): “We will encourage the re-use of previously 
developed ‘brownfield’ land, including land in the Green Belt, where it is situated in sustainable 
locations”.   

4.4 Villages (22.8%) and hamlets (11.8%), which ECO003 states are the District’s two least 
sustainable types of settlement2, account for 34.6% of the Policy ST2 allocations, while the 

                                                           
1 “The Settlement Hierarchy for Sevenoaks District has 5 settlement classifications, ranking from the most 
sustainable (Principal Town Centre) to the least sustainable type of settlements (Hamlets).” Towns – Swanley 
Edenbridge and Westerham – sit below the Principal Town. (ECO003, page 3) 
2 Ibid. 
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towns account for just 56.5% and Local Service Centres for just 2.8%  These shares exclude 
ST2-28 (Pedham Place) on grounds both that the site does not extend Swanley (which is three 
miles away on the opposite side of the M25) so cannot count as an allocation to one of the 
District’s four towns and, as the Plan does not remove the site from the Green Belt, the site is 
not capable of delivery during the Plan period.3   

4.5 The summary table below shows that the towns do not accommodate “most development”  and 
illustrate the significant share of brownfield land within the Green Belt that is allocated yet is 
exempt from any EC test (with no explicit statement to say that the Plan’s definition of 
brownfield land that is in the Green Belt is itself an EC). Table 1 at the end of this statement 
sets out the detail. 

  
All ST2 

Allocations 
Share by 

Settlement 
Type 

of which 
Green Belt 

of which 
AONB 

Towns 2492 56.5% 1115 36 
LSCs 122 2.8% 10 7 
Villages 1271 28.8% 1242 860 
Hamlets 522 11.8% 446 345 

Total  4407 100.0% 2813 1248 
   Source: ST2 Allocations (LP, December 2018) excluding ST-38 (Pedham Place) and  

ST2-67 and ST2-71 

4.6 The distribution in favour of lower tier settlements, largely because of the restrictive definition of 
ECs (and the SA’s flaws, see our Issue 3 HPS), is also explained in part by the Plan’s failure – 
in contradiction with its own strategy for growth – to make any provision for development in 
Westerham (beyond the 36 dwellings in ST2-35 and ST2-36, of which 26 are carried forward 
from an ADMP site allocation for 20).  While Westerham’s population is smaller than that of the 
other three towns, it benefits from a ratio of services to population (1:46) that is higher even 
than the same ratio for the Sevenoaks urban area (1:55), accounts for 5.9% of the District’s 
jobs (against 3.9% of its population), has proportionately more of its jobs in knowledge-
intensive, higher value-added sectors than the District as a whole4, and has a defined town 
centre with a larger stock of comparison goods floorspace than Edenbridge.5 

4.7 Moreover, Westerham needs a significant injection of additional population if it is to be possible 
to sustain the town’s services, including its primary school, and to protect the vitality and 
viability of its town centre.6  Further considerations in favour of ensuring that Westerham is 
allocated sufficient development to secure its sustainability, all of which have been set aside on 
grounds that the EC test has not been met and do not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt or 
AONB are as follows. WWW: 

4.7.1 provides the A25 relief road and the associated 70% of reduction in traffic through the 
town centre, the only solution to the town centre’s air quality management area (a 
consequence of the levels of traffic and resulting congestion). This “bypass”7 would 

                                                           
3 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered through the preparation or updating of a plan (NPPF paragraph 
136) 
4 Reg 19 Representation: linked paper “Westerham Prospects”, paragraphs 6-8 
5 ECO 002, Retail Study, Table 5.1, page 21 and Reg 19 Representation paragraph 50.3.1 
6 Ibid., paragraph 20, which shows that with just 76 dwellings over the plan period, Westerham’s population 
overall will shrink by 5.4% with disproportionate losses of working (-11%) and school age (-18%) people. 
7 Reg 19 Representation paragraph 48.4 (and SDC’s Air Quality Action Plan, page 16) 
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also solve the access constraint to the delivery of ST2-36 (NPPF paragraph 181 states 
that planning policies should “sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant 
air quality limit values” and consider opportunities to do so at the plan-making stage); 

4.7.2 provides the means with the relief road of very significantly enhancing the setting of, 
and thus the ability to appreciate, the 60 listed and 60 locally listed buildings that line 
the A25 through the town centre and, at the same time, of very significantly improving 
the town centre’s accessibility, pedestrian safety and visitor appeal (NPPF paragraph 
185 states that plans should provide a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment);   

4.7.3 provides the only means, absent any other significant development for the town (which 
the Plan does not provide), of generating the needed resources for improving the 
town’s primary school. (NPPF paragraph 94a states that great weight should be given 
to the need to create, expand or alter schools through the preparation of plans, noting 
that the school on Ofsted’s account has places for 330 pupils of which just 259 are filled 
and “requires improvement”);8   

4.7.4 provides for the delivery of a small business estate (B1c,B2 and B8) and the creation of 
160-417 jobs (depending on the mix of B-class uses) in a town which has a commercial 
property market with consistently lower than District-average vacancy rates and is 
second only to Sevenoaks town in achieved rents and yields, and which has a 
successful industrial estate (Policy EMP1-23) that is full with no possibility of 
expansion;9  

4.7.5 provides for 50 ha of compensatory improvements (against 22 ha of land proposed for 
built development) much of which would also provide green and blue infrastructure) to 
enrich biodiversity, attenuate surface water flooding (arising from outside the WWW 
sites and un-related to their proposed development), improve resilience to climate 
change and increase public access including for informal outdoor recreation. We note 
that: 

4.7.5.1 NPPF paragraph 138 states that plans should set out ways in which the impact 
of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory 
improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of the remaining 
Green Belt, and that PPG paragraph 002 Reference IS:64-002-20190722 lists 
the ways in which compensatory improvements to the environmental quality 
and public accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land might be made – all of 
which the WWW proposal delivers; 

4.7.5.2 NPPF paragraph 174 states that plans should identify and pursue opportunities 
for securing measurable net gains in biodiversity;  

4.7.5.3 NPPF paragraph 149 states that plans should take a proactive approach to 
mitigating and adapting to climate change; and 

                                                           
8 Reg 19 Representation paragraphs 50.3.1, 50.3.4, 50.4.3 and 50.4.4. 
9 Reg 19 Representation paragraphs 50.4.13 and 56 and ECO 001 (paras 7.8-7.9, 9.5.1, Tables 6.1 and 9.1 and 
Appendix 2.   
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4.8 Additionally, and in line with NPPF paragraph 139f, the WWW proposal defines a revised 
Green Belt boundary around Westerham clearly, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent (including major roads and the designation of 22 ha of 
Common Land that provides protection from development in perpetuity – and thus far beyond 
the present Plan period).  

4.9 For all these reasons, the Plan’s strategy for growth is not justified or sound because it does 
not meet the OAHN and does not accord with the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy. 
NPPF para 138 indicates the central role of the settlement hierarchy in Green Belt 
development, and this requirement has not been followed. Reasonable alternatives have been 
rejected without sound reasons to justify failing to satisfy the Plan’s basic obligation to meet, at 
a minimum, the District’s objectively assessed needs for development (NPPF paragraph 11.b.ii)  
and in this and other ways to contribute to achieving development that is demonstrably 
sustainable. The Plan accordingly fails to provide the strong, reason national policy requires for 
restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the Plan area.10  The strength 
of the Green Belt’s purposes does not provide such a reason, despite what the SA claims 
(SDC003a, Table 5.16). Nor could it: the strengths of the Green Belt’s purposes must be 
capable of being trumped by exceptional circumstances or Green Belt boundaries could never 
be amended.11 Having rightly accepted the need for Green Belt development (and therefore 
exceptional circumstances), the strategy for growth fails to explain why the line has been drawn 
where it has (i.e. by only providing part of the OAHN).  

4.10 Equally, the failure of greenfield Green Belt development to provide social or community 
infrastructure that is currently lacking in that area, cannot on its own provide a “strong reason”.  
There are many other factors that are relevant to establishing the existence of exceptional 
circumstances so as to achieve sustainable development that is patently needed. 

4.11 The Plan provides no reason for exempting brownfield Green Belt land from the EC test – 
regardless of the fact that the consequence is to allocate half the Plan’s sites in lower tier 
settlements which are de facto less sustainable as they lack the services needed to support 
any significant population growth. Yet these sites are exempt from the Plan’s requirement for 
greenfield Green Belt sites to contribute to delivering community or social infrastructure that is 
“currently lacking” in these settlements. While many of the village and hamlet allocations are 
small, not all are. The ST2-57 allocation for 750 dwellings alone exceeds the 600 dwellings 
proposed by WWW for Westerham, yet it has no EC requirement. Others include the allocation 
for Hextable (ST2-60) for 190 dwellings, a village which is to gain 840 dwellings in total; and 

                                                           
10 While not the issue here, the same point applies to land within the District’s AONB – a restriction that applies to 
ST2 sites for 1,115 dwellings on 16 sites in the AONB, excluding the Pedham Place “broad location of growth”, 
which is wholly in the AONB. Of these, at least four (ST2-43, St2-45, ST2-50 and ST2-57) arguably constitute 
major development in the AONB (in the terms of NPPF paragraph 172 and thus must, in addition to requiring 
exceptional circumstances, be demonstrably in the public interest. Pedham Place would unequivocally constitute 
major development.     
11 Jay J, Calverton PC v Nottingham CC, Broxtowe BC, Gedling BC and Peveril Securities Ltd and UKPP (Toton 
Ltd), [2015] EWHC 1078 Admin, at 42. “The fact that Green Belt reasons may continue to exist cannot preclude 
the existence of countervailing exceptional circumstances – otherwise, it would be close to impossible to revise 
the boundary. These circumstances, if found to exist, must be logically capable of trumping the purposes of the 
Green Belt; but whether they should not in any given case must depend on the correct identification of the 
circumstances said to be exceptional, and the strength of the Green Belt purposes.” 
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ST2-43 for Badgers Mount, a hamlet in the settlement hierarchy, which is to gain 173 dwellings 
in total.  

4.12 Finally, the spatial strategy does not ensure that the District’s Green Belt would not require 
amendment at the end of the plan period contrary to NPPF paragraph 35a. This is despite the 
fact that more than a quarter (26.6%) of the supply for meeting the Plan’s implied housing 
target relies on providing 2,500 dwellings on the Pedham Place site. Pedham Place, as we 
state above, is not developable at all during the Plan period. While there are numerous 
practical reasons, it is also the case that the land is not proposed for release from the Green 
Belt.  

Q24. Does Policy ST1 offer sufficient flexibility to support growth in the District?  

4.13 It does not, for the reasons that Lichfields for the Sevenoaks Developers Forum set out at X. 
However, the focus of our representations concerns the inconsistency between Policy ST1 and 
the distribution of development. 

Q25. Is the focus for development in the four towns of Sevenoaks, Swanley, Edenbridge and 
Westerham, with more moderate development within the settlements further down the 
Settlement Hierarchy, justified and effective? 

4.14 The focus is justified but is not implemented by the Plan. The Plan does not focus development 
on the four towns as explained above; Pedham Place does not, nor could it, extend Swanley; 
the growth of Edenbridge is restricted for unjustified reasons; and there is, in effect, no 
allocation for Westerham. The focus is also not deliverable, for the reasons dealt with by 
Lichfields in their Issue 6 HPS and because the Plan does not remove the Pedham Place site 
from the Green Belt. Therefore the focus is also not effective.  

Q26. Is the balance between meeting housing need and Green Belt protection consistent with 
national policy?  

4.15 No. Contrary to the NPPF, no compelling reason is advanced for restricting the supply of 
housing and other development (see paragraph 4.9 above). 

4.16 Brownfield land in the Green Belt is not subject to an EC test and more than half of the 
allocations are given to settlements that rank 4th and 5th in the five categories used by the 
Settlement Hierarchy (ECO 003 page 3).  

4.17 Too little weight is given by the SA to the harm caused by the failure to meet the LHN – given 
high housing prices and the need for affordable housing12, the evidence that employers in the 
District are adversely affected by the relationship between house prices and their employee 
recruitment and retention difficulties13, and the needs of different sectors of the local market.14 

4.18 There is inadequate evidence to justify the approach to exceptional circumstances, the 
consequence of which is to restrict development where there is no strong reason to do so. 
There is no explanation for why, having accepted the principle that exceptional circumstances 
exist for Green Belt release, the Plan fails to provide for all or at least the majority of the OAHN. 

                                                           
12 HOU015, Local Housing Needs Study, Section 3 
13 HOU016, Employers Housing Survey Report, Key Findings, pages 2-3 and Reg 19 Representation Overview 
paragraphs 43.1.1, 48.2, 48.6, 59.1 
14 HOU015, Local Housing Needs Study, Section 6 – noting that the LP Policy H1, supports the provision of 
retirement villages, but this too is given no adequate consideration by the SA.  
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4.19 No proper regard is had at all to site-level exceptional circumstances. It is exceptional, for 
example, that across the whole of the A25 AQMA only Westerham is in a position to provide a 
solution to the cause of the town centre’s poor air quality and at the same time the only solution 
to the London Road/A25 junction which already operates above its capacity.15  

4.20 The Plan’s allocations would also appear to have been made with no regard to the 
requirements of NPPF para 139f (the ability to define the amended boundary clearly).  

Q27. Is sufficient weight placed on the promotion of the reuse and redevelopment of suitable 
brownfield sites within the District?  

4.21 No comment. 

Q28. As well as looking at previously developed land in the Green Belt, is the consideration of 
other developed land in the Green Belt, including agricultural complexes, plant nurseries and 
minerals workings, provided they are situated in a sustainable location, justified, in order to 
maximise the potential of land that has been subject to some form of development? 

4.22 No comment. 

Q29. Is the distribution of development within the District appropriate? 

4.23 The distribution is not appropriate for the following reasons: 

4.23.1 Westerham, despite being one of the four towns, is effectively excluded, for reasons 
given above;  

4.23.2 Pedham Place is not an extension of Swanley but a separate settlement, performs less 
well than WWW, and in any case is not developable within the Plan period; and 

4.23.3 villages and hamlets account for more than half of all allocations (excluding Pedham 
Place). 

4.24 As a consequence, the spatial distribution fails the basic requirement of the Plan to contribute 
to achieving sustainable development (NPPF paragraph 16a with reference to S39(2) of the 
PCPA 2004).  

The remedy needed to make ST1 Sound  

4.25 All of the following modifications to Policy ST1 are required if it is to be justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy: 

4.25.1 the modifications proposed by Lichfields in the Issue 4 HPS on behalf of the Sevenoaks 
Developers Forum;  

4.25.2 the allocation of the WWW 600 dwelling proposal to Westerham;  

4.25.3 the application of the EC test to brownfield land in the Green Belt; and 

4.25.4 changes to the text in respect of exceptional circumstances to remove the unjustified 
restriction and include brownfield land: 

“Where development will contribute to meeting the District’s housing and other 
development needs, accord with the Settlement Hierarchy in scale and kind, and result 
in a significant improvement in the sustainability of a settlements, including through the 

                                                           
15 Reg 19 Representation paragraphs 45.5 and 48.4, and our Issue 7 Hearing Position Statement 
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provision of social and community infrastructure, in areas currently lacking such we will 
alter Green Belt boundaries to enable sites to be removed from the Green Belt and to 
be allocated for development."   
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ISSUE 4 - TABLE 1: ST2 Allocations by Settlement Type  

    

All 
Allocations 

of 
which 
Green 
Belt 

of 
which 
AONB 

    All 
Allocations 

of 
which 
Green 
Belt 

of 
which 
AONB 

Towns Sevenoaks       Villages         
  ST2-1 100      Chidding + Cause    
  ST2-2 20      ST2-46 8 8   
  ST2-3 12      ST2-47 18 18   
  ST2-4 56      Crockenhill    
  ST2-5 54      ST2-48 30 30 30 
  ST2-6 73      ST2-49 10 10   
  ST2-7 75      Farningham    
  ST2-8 126      ST2-50 55 55 55 
  ST2-9 98      ST2-51 35 35 35 
  ST2-10 32      Halstead     
  ST2-11 30      ST2-54 20 20 20 
  ST2-13 600 600     ST2-55 13 13   
  ST2-15 11 11     ST2-56 37 37   
  Total 1287 611     ST2-57 750 750 750 
  Swanley       Hextable      
  ST2-16 250      ST2-58 9 9   
  ST2-17 100      ST2-59 30 30   
  ST2-18 74      ST2-60 190 190   
  ST2-19 66      ST2-61 16 16   
  ST2-20 80      ST2-62 29    
  ST2-21 20      South Darenth    
  ST2-22 39 39     ST2-63 16 16   
  ST2-23 25 25     ST2-65 9 9   
  ST2-24 71 71     Horton Kirby    
  ST2-25 6 6     ST2-64 42 42   
  ST2-26 6 6     Kemsing     
  ST2-27 10 10     ST2-66 20 20   

  Total 747 157     
Villages 

Total 1271 1242 860 
  Edenbridge     Hamlets   Ash        
  ST2-29 30      ST-39 29    
  ST2-30 15      ST2-40 20 20   
  ST2-31 7 7     Badgers Mount    
  ST2-32 30      ST2-43 100 100 100 
  ST2-33 270 270     ST2-44 27 27 27 
  ST2-34 70 70     ST2-45 66 66 66 
  Total 422 347     Chiddingstone    
  Westerham       ST2-46 8 8   
  ST2-35 26  26   ST2-47 18 18 18 
  ST2-36 10  10   Crockenhill    
  Total 36   36   ST2-48 30 30 30 

  
Towns 

Total 2492 1115 36   ST2-49 10 10   
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ISSUE 4 - TABLE 1: ST2 Allocations by Settlement Type  

    

All 
Allocations 

of 
which 
Green 
Belt 

of 
which 
AONB 

    All 
Allocations 

of 
which 
Green 
Belt 

of 
which 
AONB 

LSCs       Farningham    
  New Ash Green     ST2-50 55 55 55 
  ST2-37 70     ST2-51 35 35 35 
  ST2-38 35     Fawkham     
  Otford      ST2-52 31 31   
  ST2-41 7  7   ST2-53 32 32   
  Hartley      Ide Hill     
  ST2-42 10 10    ST2-68 14 14 14 

  LSCs Total 122 10 7   West Kingsdown    

            ST2-69 31    
        ST2-70 16    

            
Hamlets 

Total 522 446 345 
Source: Sevenoaks Local Plan Dec 2018 - ST2 Allocations less ST2-38 (Pedham Place) and two sites (ST2-67 and 
ST2-71) that were deleted by the Council post-submission 

 




