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Matter 4. Other new allocation policies or modifications: New Housing allocations AX1-AX7
Modifications to existing allocations Regeneration policies.
Is each of the new AX allocations: My comments are relating to AX6 only Modification 160 & 161.

4.1 Justified by robust evidence, including landscape character assessment, sustainability appraisal
and consideration of countryside gaps?
A Major Development at Newington (AX6) is neither justified nor sustainable and will reduce the
countryside gap.
• In the Swale Rural Sustainability Study December 2011 Paragraph 3.252 states, ‘Newington
does provide a good range of services and facilities which could support a limited amount of new
residential development but there are no obvious sites for development either within the existing
built up area boundary or on the edge of the village. Newington was designated an air quality
management area in 2008 due to the high volume of heavy traffic which pass through the
village. Any new development would need to prove that it did not adversely affect the AQMA and
this is another reason not to place any new development here. The existing built up area
boundary is tightly drawn around the village and it is not proposed to alter this as no new
development is proposed here. Newington’s capacity for change is low’. Small developments
have been approved in Newington which is acceptable. In 2011 the council considered that
Newington was not able to cope with any major developments. Very little in Newington has
changed since then, Vehicles may have become slightly cleaner, but this has been offset by the
increased volume of traffic. Air Quality limits will also be reducing. The allocation AX6 is
therefore not Justified or Sustainable.
As mentioned above ‘Newington’s boundary is tightly drawn around the village’ Apart from the
access road the allocation is outside the village boundaries, within the strategic gap between
settlements. The countryside gap will be reduced substantially (Figure1). In the Bearing Fruits
2031 document Main Modification 44, it states: ‘Newington: Despite its role and level of
services, development opportunities are very relatively limited due to the valued and important
heritage, landscape and habitats to the north of the village, poor pedestrian connections
between north and south of the village, a restricted internal road network, poor air quality and
surrounding high quality agricultural land.’ Why have the Council proposed/ allocated a Major
development when they have said that development opportunities here are either very or even
relatively limited, it is a complete contradiction.
The Councils response to Social Issues point 6 (SBC/CSR/5) ‘This makes the village appropriate
to limited growth’ Agreed, so how can the council say an Application Type now termed as ‘Large
Major Dwellings’ (Figure 4) be classified as Limited Growth (Figure1), the allocation at AX6 is
therefore not justified.
•

Development here will be on Prime Agricultural Land depriving the country and future
generations of Most Versatile Agricultural Land a very valuable natural resource. Britain
imports 40% of the total food consumed and the proportion is rising, because we continue to
destroy valuable agricultural land rather than using Brownfield or poor quality land for housing
(The practice of Building on Prime Agricultural land is pushing up the cost of food for everyone).
Britain is in a precarious position if the supply chain breaks down due to poor harvests, rising
international costs and competition from other countries desperate to buy dwindling stocks.
Since BREXIT food costs at source have risen by 10% due to exchange rates alone. We must
become more self sufficient. This area constitutes some of the best arable land in the south east
and the whole of England. The allocation at AX6 is therefore not Justified or sustainable.
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•

An Increase in Air Pollution will mean Newington will not be able to meet government targets.
The Developers/Councils argument in defending this point is to suggest that most traffic will turn
East towards Sittingbourne and not West towards Medway. Their argument is subjective and
unfounded. I can only speak for myself, but living on the East side of Newington; I turn West
more frequently than East. I use facilities in Sittingbourne, but there are larger choices of
amenities in Medway for Entertainment, Food outlets and shopping. I work in London; the area I
work is difficult to reach by train so I commute by car. Leaving early in the morning it is quicker
to turn east joining the M2 at Junction 5. However, on the way home or at peak times I will use
the A289 and come through the Medway Tunnel, Lower Rainham Road and Newington High
Street, a more direct Route. During Peak times this route avoids the congestions and delays at
the Chatham Junction and on the A249; it is also 4 miles shorter. On the odd occasion that I
have used the train I taxi to Rainham Station as the service at Newington is very poor. I am sure I
am fairly typical; I think this is validated by the amount of traffic that go through Newington
both East and West from further afield rather than using alternative routes. The Councils
response to Environmental issues point 6 (SBC/CSR/5) ‘ Site options to the east of the village
are likely to have lesser impacts on air quality than those to the west as the majority of traffic
will not pass through the centre of the village’, for the reasons outlined above this has no
justification.

•

A passage In the Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal 2011 guidelines states ‘
Conserve the distinctive landscape character of the valley and hills, covered by woodlands, trees,
pasture/grasslands and orchards, which form the eastern and northern landscape setting of the
village of Newington’. Instead of preserving this landscape the council now want to decimate a
large proportion of it with very high density housing, completely out of Character with the
surrounding area which mainly consist of low density Bungalows or Chalet Bungalows. There
have been some poor planning decisions made in the past for Newington. The Swale Rural
Sustainability Study December 2011 paragraph 3.245 states: ‘The result is a settlement which is
a rather amorphous mixture of modern development dominating many parts of the village.’
Giving its historic centre and connections Newington deserves so much consideration than this.

•

In the Bearing Fruits 2031 document Main Modification 143 (6.5.132) It states: ‘The
development should generally be a relatively low to medium density, with the potential for some
very low density development at the sensitive, eastern rural edge’. The proposed development as
it stands (now being increased from 113 to 124 and including 3 storey blocks of flats) are high
density, certainly compared with nearby properties as highlighted in the previous paragraph, the
allocation is therefore not justified or sustainable.

•

The cumulative effect of other developments and issues has been ignored by the Council.
Planning application for Pond Farm is still awaiting decision as is the extraction of Brick-earth
from Paradise Farm (some 100 vehicles daily), together with the expansion of Sheerness Docks,
which will mean more car transporters traversing the village. The outcome of Pond Farm may
also have a bearing on AX6 having similar constraints. The allocation is therefore premature and
is not justified and not sustainable.

•

The AECOM Infrastructure & Environmental JK Ltd report Oct 2015 places SW/407 (AX6) in Tier
E. Tier E is a site associated with ‘significant environmental constraints’. My understanding is
that the Council should choose sites in order of Sustainability. Why then allocate AX6 which is
ranked 72 out of 87. Surely there are 71 sites more sustainable in tiers A to D. It is therefore not
justified or sustainable.
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To avoid repetition the following answers also apply to this question (4.1.)

4.3 Supported by robust infrastructure planning? Have all the infrastructure implications been
identified and addressed in appropriate detail?
-&4.4 Supported by clear and deliverable measures to address transport implications of the
proposed development?
No
• The East end of Newington High Street suffers with a serious Drainage problems, when it rains
heavy, the sewer and drainage system cannot cope. The volume of water causes a back flow
and raw sewerage overflows onto patios and gardens. Southern Water have said the old
Victorian drains cannot cope with the current volume. To connect a major development into the
drains at this point would surely increase the problem, creating an unacceptable and
insurmountable Health Hazard. In a letter dated 28th March 2016 Southern Water states
‘Following initial investigations, Southern Water cannot accommodate the needs of this
application without the development providing additional infrastructure’. I still have not seen
anyone coming up with a solution to this problem and upgrading the whole drainage
Infrastructure would be a substantial cost. I would therefore suggest the allocation of AX6 on
these grounds were premature as no organisation has taken on this commitment. The Councils
response to Environmental Issues Point 7 (SBC/CSR/5) ‘We cannot comment on allegations
against Southern Water and Kent Highways.’ does not answer the issue of sewerage and Health
hazards related to it. It is there neither justified nor sustainable.
•

I have severe reservations about the Road Safety Audit. We live in a society where Health and
Safety has gone mad but on the Roads anything seems to be acceptable. The National Planning
Policy states ‘create safe and secure layouts which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclist
or pedestrians’. In the Swale Transport Strategy _ Draft 2014 -2031 it states ‘Improvements to
transport infrastructure is the removal of pinch- points which are barriers to development and
growth’ We are creating a pinch point here not removing them, which will create an unsafe and
unsecure layout with a conflict between traffic, cyclists and pedestrians. It can be seen from the
police statistics over the last 10 years that most accidents (approximately 5 per year some of
them very serious from the stretch of the A2, Hartlip Hill to Keycol) happen at these pitch points.
The proposed plans for the new road junction are for two main carriageways of 2.8m and a
centre/ghost lane of 2.5m giving an overall width of 8.1m; to achieve this they are reducing the
width of the pavements to 1.5m. The narrowing of the pavement on this road with the volume
of traffic will be dangerous, in particular old people, young families and people with prams and
the disabled
The stage one safety audit mentioned a problem concerning the safety camera, ‘As a
consequence the carriageway will be brought closer to the existing safety camera. Without any
amendments to the safety camera position, larger vehicles may strike and collide with the
camera’ (Figure 3). It appears that the developers and council are concerned about a camera,
but have a total disregard to pedestrians walking on that same path. Wheel chairs and double
buggies will not be able pass each other or get past wheelie bins, which will be a problem on 3
days a week (2 Collections per week placed the night before).
In the KCC Highways letter dated the 1/08/16 it states ‘I am pleased that the 2m wide footway
has now been continued from within the development to tie in with the existing provision along
the A2, and this includes both sides of the proposed junction’. But this is a contradiction as the
plans show the path being narrowed to 1.5m on the main A2.
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The width of a Refrigerated vehicle body is 2.6 m and the width of the Articulated cab is about
3,22m including mirrors (this can vary slightly depending on vehicle manufacture). Even if a
fairly small car; say an Astra (which is 2.04m wide including mirrors) is in the ghost lane it would
only leave a gap of 3.03m for a 3.22m vehicle to pass. There are obviously many vehicles wider
than an Astra. The calculations also assume that the vehicle in the ghost lane is positioned
straight and dead in the middle of the road. These dimensions are from mirror to mirror so a lot
more latitude would be required to allow for the free flowing of vehicles. It is evident that when
there is a vehicle (any) in the ghost lane an HGV vehicle will not be able to pass in either
direction, causing stationary traffic, with the number of HGV vehicles using the road this will
obviously be a major problem. It will result in additional accidents, noise, pollution, vibration,
and will hold up the large number of emergency vehicles using the A2. Travelling West to East
could even be problematic; if a lorry overshoots the proposed junction before realising that it
cannot pass a vehicle positioned in the ghost island, the A2 will soon become totally gridlocked.
The Kent County Council Highways and Transportation have not objected to the junction, but
with respect they seem to have missed the major issue. In their letter of the 26th May 2016
they state: ‘Additionally, as the junction is to serve a residential development, only an occasional
HGV will be expected to use the right turn lane, and it is considered that the infrequent blocking
of the westbound lane by an HGV can be tolerated.’ Agreed, but the Road is the same width
whether an HGV is in the centre and a car is trying to get past or if a car is in the centre and a
lorry is trying to get past. With the number of HGV vehicles using the Road this scenario will be
a frequent occurrence. Why have Kent Highways mentioned and infrequent blocking but not a
frequent blocking of the A2, which will occur. The Councils response to Transport Issues point 2
(SBC/CSR/5)’ Whilst any new development is likely to give rise to impacts, such as increased
traffic, there is no evidence to indicate that the allocation will present such a severe impacts as to
indicate that an allocation should not be made’ I disagree strongly with this point for the reasons
given above, I think the Highways and Council have missed a major issue with the proposed
junction and will not be sustainable.
The Transport Assessment by GTA dated January 2016 4.2.2 states: ‘The A2 will be improved
along the site frontage to provide a right turn ghost lane ensuring right turning vehicles do not
obstruct the free flow traffic along the A2’. Their figures do not add up and as demonstrated
above free flow traffic will not be possible without encroaching on the path (when Vehicle
Mirrors and pedestrians overlap, there can be horrendous consequences [Figure 2]).
The Councils response to Transport Issues point 3 (SBC/CSR/5) ‘These are detailed matters for
consideration at the planning application stage’ I disagree, creating a pinch point here could cost
lives together with all the other problems created such as Air quality etc, blocking this road both
from the East and West is not just a detail it is a major consideration and should be subject to
further investigations before allocation of this site, it is therefore not Justified.
The Councils response to Transport issues point 12 (SBC/CSR/5) ‘No concerns have been raised
by the health authorities’, but how was the plan presented to the Health Authorities, were they
informed that the proposed junction will block the A2 on regularly throughout the day especially
during Peak times? Probably not as KCC Highways did not mention this point. I obviously cannot
say if the response from the Health Service would be different but they should be in possession
of all the facts before making an informed decision, the allocation is therefore not justified.
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4.5 Have the heritage, wildlife and biodiversity aspects of the site been taken into consideration?
No
• Kent County Council Heritage conservation Planning and Environment in a letter dated 10th
November 2016, state: ‘No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the
implantation of; archaeological field evaluation works in accordance with a specification and
written timetable which has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.’
The inclusion of site AX6 on these grounds was premature as according to KCC Heritage an
Archaeological field evaluation has not been completed and therefore not justified.
•

A development at AX6 will have a major impact on Wildlife being very close to the Swale SPA
and Ramsar sites. In a letter dated 21st March 2016 Natural England state ‘The consultation
documents do not include information to demonstrate the requirements of Regulations 61 and
62 of the Habitats Regulations have been considered by your authority. I.e. the consultation does
not include a Habitats Regulations Assessment’. The allocation of AX6 on these grounds was
premature as according to Natural England a Habitat Regulations Assessment had not been
completed and therefore not Justified.

CPRE in their letter of the 10th May 2016 regarding this site highlights in its summary ‘In summary
the proposal fails to:
• Ensure the most effective use of land to meet the future development needs of Swale Borough,
• Demonstrate NPPF guidance should be set aside, to use land of best and most versatile quality
when alternative land of lower quality should be used in preference,
• Adequately assess the potential impact on landscape character,
• Demonstrate that the material harm to the setting of the historic settlement, is not significant,
• Demonstrate that the development will not have a detrimental effect on the quality of life and
health of local residents’.

Word Count 2,899 (duplication of questions included in word number)
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Figure3
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Figure4
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