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Comments from CPRE Protect Kent on the Gravesham Growth Scenarios and Core Strategy Consultation, October 2011
Introduction
0.1
CPRE Protect Kent is the Kent Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England, and we are a charity that campaigns for a beautiful and living countryside.  We work to influence how our towns and cities are planned to make them better places to live and work, and to ensure that the countryside is protected for all to enjoy for now and future generations.  
0.2
We have studied the Core Strategy consultation document and supporting background documents, and below we set out our comments.  We have presented our comments in two parts.  In Part 1 we deal with the growth scenarios and spatial strategy, whilst in Part 2 we deal with other matters contained in the consultation document.   

0.3
In making our comments we seek to answer the questions posed relevant to our area of interest, but we have found these to be too limiting in their scope to accommodate all the points we wish to make.  Therefore, whilst our response is presented in the context of the questions posed our comments extend beyond the scope of the questions.  

0.4
Also, we appreciate that you would prefer that respondents use the on-line consultation portal.  Again, we have not found it helpful to do this as it does not allow a constructed argument to be presented against the proposed plan strategy, with which we have very profound and serious concerns.  Our response needs to be read as a whole and in full, with access to the footnotes provided.  We trust that this will be the way that it will be considered and made available to Councillors and others.  
Part 1: Growth Scenarios and Spatial Strategy
Questions 1 & 2  
1.1
In the light of the proposal in the Localism Act to abolish the regional strategies, we agree that it is appropriate and necessary for the Council to reconsider the housing target for the Borough.   In this section, responding to questions 1 and 2, we present our views on the six growth scenarios outlined in the consultation document. 

1.2
In the light of the current market situation, we agree with the Council that the high growth scenarios (scenarios 5 and 6) are undeliverable, especially in the short-term.  The historic rate of delivery would also suggest that they are unachievable, and probably were always going to be.  For the 9 year period 2001-2010 a total of 2,384 dwellings (net) were completed in Gravesham
.  This is an average rate of 265 dwellings per annum (dpa).  This historic rate, covering a period that is mainly pre-recession, falls well short of the annual rate that would be necessary to deliver Scenario 5 (9,300 dwellings at 465 dpa) and Scenario 6 (9,900 dwellings at 495 dpa).  In fact, these are levels of development that have only been achieved in two of the last 30 years – i.e. in 1988/89 and 1989/90.
1.3
Also, the Sustainability Appraisal Interim Report (SAIR) clearly shows that scenarios 5 and 6 are the most unsustainable of the six scenarios presented.  In fact the SAIR only sees these scenarios as potentially beneficial in regard to objective 4 (public health) and objective 6 (housing).  They are seen as problematic/improbable in terms of achieving sustainability objectives 8 (environmental health); 10 (landscape); 11 (land and soil quality); 15 (climate change and energy); 16 (air quality); 17 (waste); and 18 (water).  The balance of sustainability considerations clearly weighs heavily against these two scenarios.

1.4
For the above reasons, scenarios 5 and 6 should be rejected.

1.5
Scenario 2 would see a target of 5,900 dwellings in accordance with the Kent and Medway Structure Plan, which was adopted in July 2006.  This would require an annual rate of 295 dpa, which is also above the historic rate of delivery achieved in the Borough – though not significantly so.  However, more importantly, we consider that to adopt a housing target based on the previous Structure Plan would be inappropriate and unsound.   In particular it is now over five years since the Structure Plan was adopted, and the work and consultations on its preparation extend back to 1998.  Consequently, the issues addressed by the Structure Plan and the data underpinning it are dated.  In our view it is entirely inappropriate to plan for the next 20 years on the basis of a plan that derives from data, information and consultations stemming from the late 1990’s/early 2000’s.     For this reason, Scenario 2 should also be rejected.

1.6
Scenarios 1, 3 and 4 would see a housing target ranging from 4,600 dwellings to 5,200 dwellings.  Of these, we consider that the most realistic and sound choice is between scenarios 3 and 4.  Although we consider that historic building rates provide a good indication of what the local housing markets can deliver - as we have indicated in our comments above - we do not consider that this matter alone is sufficiently robust and sound on which to set the future housing target.  For this reason we do not support Scenario 1. 

1.7
Scenarios 3 and 4 seek to bring some science to the setting of the housing target by basing them on population projections.  Both approaches have their merits as a starting point, though both suggest a ‘predict and provide approach’ rather than one of ‘plan, manage and monitor’ that is encouraged by Government planning policy (for example see paragraph 11 of PPS3 ‘Housing’).  Simply to determine a housing target on housing projections alone is inappropriate, whatever the underlying assumptions made.  In our view population projections are only one of the considerations that the Council needs to have in setting the appropriate housing target.  Regard needs to also be given to a range of other matters.  In particular we consider that regard needs to be given to the objectives and purpose of the Thames Gateway initiative and the potential impact on the Green Belt; both being significant policy considerations in Gravesham.  
1.8
The Thames Gateway is a longstanding and long-term policy initiative, the purpose of which is to secure urban regeneration.  Much of Gravesham Borough, together with parts of Dartford Borough, Swale Borough and Medway Council, falls in the Kent Thames Gateway area.  Although when the South East Plan is revoked the policy approach it expresses towards Kent Thames Gateway will go, it is our understanding that the Thames Gateway remains very much a Government policy priority.  Indeed, Bob Neill MP is the appointed Government Minister for Thames Gateway which illustrates the continued importance that Government gives to it, and in a visit to Northfleet in June 2011 the Minister said
:

"It's clear from what I've seen today that the Thames Gateway continues to grow and deliver for local people and businesses, and both the public and the private sectors are working hard to create the conditions for economic growth.” 
1.9
Consequently, the policy principles underpinning the Kent Thames Gateway, as expressed in the South East Plan, remain relevant and need to be at the forefront of the Council’s thinking in setting the housing target for Gravesham.   
1.10
It is clear from the South East Plan that “the fundamental theme” of Thames Gateway “has been the regeneration of large previously developed sites, improvement of poor urban environment and stimulus to the economy” (paragraph 19.1).  In particular, Policy KTG1 of the South East Plan sets the overall purpose of the Thames Gateway in Kent.  This includes:

· as a first priority, make full use of previously developed land before greenfield sites, except where there are clear planning advantages from the development of an urban extension that improves the form, functioning and environment of existing settlements or a new community;
· create higher density development in the main urban areas, linked by public transport to one another and to London; and
· protect from development the Metropolitan Green Belt, the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and avoid coalescence with adjoining settlements to the south, east and west of the Medway urban area. 

1.11
As a consequence of these policy objectives for Kent Thames Gateway, the South East Plan proposed that 98.9% of the new housing in Gravesham from 2006-2026 would be in the Thames Gateway part of the Borough, and the clear expectation was that this could be accommodated entirely on previously developed land at Gravesend and Northfleet.  There is no suggestion in the South East Plan that to accommodate 9,300 dwellings there is any need to encroach into the Green Belt.  

1.12
It is the case that the other Kent Thames Gateway local authorities continue to embrace fully the Thames Gateway initiative in their adopted (in the case of Dartford), publication (in the case of Medway) and emerging (in the case of Swale) core strategies.  We believe that Gravesham Borough Council should continue to do the same and this important policy consideration should underpin the housing target set. 

1.13
As mentioned above, the protection of the Green Belt is one of the policy objectives of the Thames Gateway Initiative.   It is also in its own right an important planning policy objective.  Paragraph 2.1 of PPG2 ‘Green Belts’ explains that “…the essential characteristic of the Green Belt is it permanence”, whilst paragraph 2.6 explains that once the boundaries are defined they should only be altered in exceptional circumstances.  It goes on to say that if an alteration to the boundary is proposed “… the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt.”  This will be an important matter for the Examination in Public into the Core Strategy in due course.  We do not consider that the exceptional circumstances demanded by PPG2 have been presented – we consider this in more detail in the next section of submission in response to questions 7 and 8.
1.14
As the Council will be aware, during the recent consultation on the draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) there was much criticism of the Government’s apparent lack of continued commitment to protecting and retaining the Green Belt.  In response the Government, including the Prime Minister, has gone out of its way to reassure people that it is fully committed to the protection and retention of the Green Belt.  We have seen many letters from Government Ministers and MPs expressing this view, and one such typical letter - from Greg Clark MP to Sir John Stanley MP - is attached at Appendix A to this response.  In the letter, Mr Clark (the Minister responsible for the draft NPPF) states:

“The policies will include rigorous protection for the Green Belt, for National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Sites of Special Scientific Interest…”. 
He goes on to say:

“We need homes for young people and for growing families, and we need jobs in expanding businesses.  But this must not – and will not – be at the expense of our natural and historic environment.  The draft makes clear, for example, that sites of the lowest environmental value – including so-called brownfield sites – should be used as a priority.”
1.15
In a more recent letter to Bill Cash MP (attached at Appendix B) Mr Clark goes even further.  He states:

“Let me reassure your constituent that no-one, least of all this Government, wants to see houses built on beautiful open spaces when there’s a previously developed site crying out to be brought back into use.

Our current draft Framework says that local councils, through their local plans, will be under a national requirement to bring forward land of the least environmental value before land of higher environmental value.  And it will be possible for them to specify explicitly that they will prioritise the re-use of previously developed land.”
1.16
These are clear statements of the Government’s continued – if not enhanced – support for the Green Belt and the requirement for local authorities to identify and use brownfield opportunities as the priority.  It also indicates that it is the Government’s view that the simple numerical need for new homes, based on population projections, should not override the need to protect the natural and historic environment.  This means that these matters need to be part of the considerations when setting housing targets.  We fully expect this to be clarified and emphasised in the final version of the NPPF.  
1.17
The long-term permanence of the Green Belt, therefore, remains a major and fundamental planning objective, and one that we believe must be taken into account in setting the future housing target.  

1.18
When having regard to the Sustainability Appraisal Interim Report (SAIR) on the face of it there seems to be little difference in the assessments of scenarios 3 and 4, which might be expected given the relatively small difference in numbers between them.  However, there are differences, and those differences go to the heart of the policy judgements that the Council needs to make in regard to securing Thames Gateway objectives and the protection of the Green Belt.  This is principally reflected in how the two scenarios perform against SAIR objectives 10 (landscape – including specifically the protection of designated areas such as the Green Belt) and 11 (land and soil quality – which seeks to promote the use of previously developed land and protect the best and most versatile agricultural land).  These are the key sustainability objectives as they deal specifically with the impact on land of higher environmental quality, which Government Ministers are so keen to see protected from development (see the letters in Appendices A and B).  Under these two objectives it is quite clear that scenario 3 performs worse than scenario 4.  This suggests very clearly to us, in the context of the Thames Gateway strategy and the Government’s commitment to protect the Green Belt, that the SAIR weighs in favour of Scenario 4 rather than Scenario 3.  
1.19
It is also the case that of the two, Scenario 4 is the figure closest to the historic build rate (as presented in Scenario 1), which covers both the pre- and post- recession period, and therefore gives confidence that it can actually be achieved. 

1.20
The Borough Council will be aware that on 22nd September 2011 the Kent Forum considered a protocol or methodology to help the Kent local planning authorities set their respective housing targets.
  This had earlier been agreed by the Kent District Planning Officers and endorsed by the Joint Kent Chiefs Group.  The agreed methodology uses a flowchart which enables the evidence of need for housing (e.g. through population projections) to be assessed alongside policy judgements.  We were surprised to see that this methodology has not been employed in considering the growth scenarios for Gravesham.  If it had, the points we make above – i.e. the need to have regard to policy matters such as the Thames Gateway and the Green Belt - would have undoubtedly influenced the outcome.  We would strongly urge the Council to use the methodology to determine the preferred option.

Conclusion
	For the reasons explained in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.20 above, it is our view that of the scenarios presented in the consultation document Scenario 4 presents the most acceptable target at 4,600 dwellings.  However, we consider that the appropriate level of housing should be determined by applying the Kent Forum housing methodology to ensure that other policy objectives are secured, and that the target is not just based on population projections.  This may mean that an alternative, and even lower, figure may be appropriate to ensure that the Thames Gateway regeneration objectives are achieved and that the continued long-term protection of the Green Belt is secured.  



Questions 7 and 8
1.21
Although this section is headed as our response to questions 7 and 8 it also brings together our views on other parts of the document and on the draft Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA).  The other parts of the document to which the following comments also relate are:

Chapter 3 – viability issues;

Chapter 8 – Policy 1: spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy;
Chapter 11 – Policy 3: rural area;
Chapter 21 – Policy 13: residential development; and
Chapter 24 – Policy 16: strategic sites
1.22
Questions 7 and 8 seek views on how greenfield/Green Belt sites should be selected for development if they are required.  It is clear from comments made throughout the document that the Council is of the view that it will be necessary to allocate greenfield land, and most likely Green Belt land, for development.  We entirely reject the need to do this, and do not consider that the Council has presented a case for amending the Green Belt boundary that meets the ‘exceptional circumstances’ test set in PPG2 (see paragraph 1.13 above).  

1.23
Before explaining why we are of this view, there is a further important point of principal that needs to be made.  The Council is proposing that additional land will be included in the Green Belt, but it is clear from the consultation document that the Council is of the view that this land will compensate for the loss of land from the Green Belt elsewhere.  For example paragraph 5.10 of the consultation document refers to a review of the Green Belt boundary and that there will be ‘no net loss’ of the Green Belt.  This language clearly suggests that proposed additions to the Green Belt will be greater than the losses, and that the Council considers that this makes the losses acceptable.  

1.24
The purposes of including land in the Green Belt are presented in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2.  These are five-fold as follows:

· to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

· to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;

· to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

· to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

· to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.         

1.25
These purposes do not include putting land into the Green Belt to compensate for loss elsewhere, and we can find no support for this proposition anywhere in PPG2.  Therefore, whilst the Council is proposing to add additional land to the Green Belt – which we welcome and support – it would be entirely improper and unsound to do this to help justify the removal of land elsewhere from the Green Belt.  Any proposal to amend the Green Belt boundary by removing land for development will need to be justified on the basis of ‘exceptional circumstances’.  Adding land to the Green Belt in one area does not comprise an exceptional circumstance for removing land from the Green Belt in another area.  
1.26
We do not consider that exceptional circumstances exist to amend the Green Belt and to identify sites for development on land currently included in the Green Belt.  We consider that this prospect has come about entirely because of the following reasons:   
1.26.1
1.  The Council is favouring a housing target that does not balance need for housing against policy objectives:  As we explain in our response to questions 1 and 2 above, we consider that the Council should not plan for future housing simply on the basis of population projections.  The Council needs to set a target that also has regard to important policy objectives.  Central to this should be the requirement to provide long-term protection of the Green Belt and prioritise urban regeneration.  These are objectives of Government Policy as expressed in PPG2 and in more recent statements by Ministers (see the letters in Appendices 1 and 2), and they are objectives that also underpin the Thames Gateway initiative.  

1.26.2
The Council predicates its comments and assertions in the consultation document on the basis that Growth Scenario 3 (5,200 dwellings) will be selected as the housing target.  Under this scenario, the Council is of the view that there will be a shortfall of 812 dwellings after having regard to brownfield opportunities and existing planning permissions
.  This, though, is a housing target that is entirely generated by a population projection – in essence a ‘predict and provide’ target.  It has no regard to other policy objectives, or the advice in PPS3 to foster a ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach.  There needs to be a more considered assessment of the housing target which has regard to policy objectives and judgements.  We consider that the application of the Kent Forum housing methodology will mean that these policy judgements would be taken into account in setting the housing target, and we would expect this assessment to determine a housing target figure that did not impinge on Green Belt land as currently anticipated.
	Consequently, we consider that the Council needs to reconsider the growth scenarios and to take into account strategic policy objectives rather than to rely entirely on a population projection derived target.  We consider that a target should be selected by applying the Kent Forum housing methodology. 



1.26.3
2.  The Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) is overly negative on the viability and delivery of previously developed sites:  The October 2011 draft SLAA presents a very different picture to that presented in the earlier draft SLAA published in December 2009, which was used to inform the content of the Core Strategy consulted on in January 2010.   At that time the Council was promoting a housing target of 9,300 dwellings, in accordance with the South East Plan, and was of the view that this level of development could be entirely accommodated on previously developed land.  Now the Council say that to achieve a reduced target of 5,200 dwellings there will be a need to allocate greenfield/Green Belt sites for at least 812 dwellings.  This is a significant and major change of direction and strategy, and has arisen purely as a result of the findings of the new draft SLAA on the viability and deliverability of previously developed sites.  This is particularly surprising given that the economic situation in 2009 was no less gloomy than it is now. 

1.26.4
We believe that the new draft SLAA is flawed and as a result presents an overly negative view on the viability and deliverability of previously developed sites.  This, we consider, is a direct result of the way that the Council has used, and relied on, the Three Dragons ‘viability toolkit’ without any regard being given to the site circumstances or the views of the site owners and site promoters.  This is confirmed in paragraph 3.7 of the Core Strategy consultation document.  Consequently, as confirmed in paragraph 6.14 of the draft SLAA the approach is entirely theoretical in its assessment of present land values.  Furthermore, as explained in paragraph 3.6 of the Core Strategy consultation document, the SLAA presents a ‘worst case scenario’.  Although this paragraph acknowledges that the economic situation is likely to change, it is the worst case scenario taken in the SLAA that is perpetuated throughout the entire plan period.

1.26.5
We have commissioned Three Dragons to advise us on the way that their model has been applied in the draft SLAA, and we will submit supplementary comments once we have received the assessment from them.      

1.26.6
We acknowledge that land owners and site promoters have now been directly approached for their views.  This is essential, and should have been done before the draft SLAA was published.  In this regard, we note from paragraph 2.1 of the SLAA addendum that 357 landowners/site promoters have been approached, and that as a result of the responses from just 29 of these the Council has produced the addendum.  We find it particularly telling that as a result of just a handful of responses the up-dating of the SLAA undertaken in the addendum has resulted in a decrease of 108 dwellings in the shortfall against the Council’s target of 5,200 dwellings
.  This clearly shows that the actual landowners and site promoters are not as pessimistic about delivery as the SLAA reports.  This is not surprising given the ‘worst case’ approach that the SLAA takes.  On a pro-rata basis, if all the other landowners and site promoters respond in similar fashion, the shortfall will disappear altogether.  

1.26.7
In further support of our view that the SLAA has taken an overly negative view on viability/deliverability, we would use the Gravesend Police Station site in Windmill Street as an example (site ref 19 in the SLAA).  It is reported in the draft SLAA (October 2011) that this site was assessed on the basis of the current planning permission for 86 flats.  It concluded that the site “at present is not viable for a high density scheme.”  As a consequence the draft SLAA phases it in the period 2016-21.  In the original 2009 draft SLAA the 86 dwellings were phased 50% in 2010/11 and 50% in 2013/14, meaning that in the new draft SLAA their delivery is now expected to be at least six years later than originally thought.  However, as a result of comments from the site promoter now received the addendum to the SLAA shows the 86 dwellings in the years 2014-16, only 4 years later than originally expected.  This seems to be because the site is now being promoted for town houses rather than flats, but at a similar density.  This is a good example of the ‘worst case’ presumption embedded in the SLAA, and the fact that no allowance is given to the fact that schemes can change to adapt to current market conditions to make them viable.      
1.26.8
We are further concerned that the preparation of the SLAA did not adopt a partnership approach, as advocated in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Protocol for Kent and Medway, which was agreed by the Kent local authorities in September 2008.  In accordance with the CLG good practice guidance on SHLAAs, the protocol encourages the establishment of housing market partnerships to undertake the assessment.  This would be a partnership of stakeholders including house builders, social land lords, local property agents, local communities and environmental lobby groups.  This inclusive approach has worked well elsewhere in Kent, for example in Swale and Thanet where CPRE has been involved.  Also, we believe that conducting the assessment as a partnership would have resulted in a more flexible assessment of the viability and deliverability of sites, rather than the fixed and mechanical assessment based on the viability toolkit.   
1.26.9
Finally on this point, one of the problems of relying on the viability toolkit is that unless it is re-run on different assumptions, it cannot be flexible and responsive to initiatives to kick-start the housing market.  On 23rd November 2011 such an initiative was announced by the Government in the form of a £400m mortgage subsidy scheme for first time buyers as part of its housing strategy.  This initiative is particularly aimed at developments on previously developed land.  This will inevitably influence the viability of such sites in Gravesham, but no allowance has been made for it (or for any such initiatives) in the SLAA, again underlining the ‘worst case’ approach that it takes.

	Therefore, we consider that the SLAA needs to be fundamentally re-worked.  A partnership approach needs to be employed and a more flexible (but realistic) assessment of viability and deliverability of sites undertaken that has regard to the particular site circumstances and the likelihood that the economic situation will improve during the plan period. 




1.26.10
3.  Too much reliance has been placed on the needs of the house builders rather than strategic objectives:  As a consequence of the previous two points, we are seriously concerned that the spatial strategy of the plan has significantly changed and that it is now being entirely driven by viability considerations and the preferences of the house builders, rather than strategic and sustainable planning considerations.  Consequently the plan is simplistic and one dimensional and fails to grapple with and take forward longstanding strategic objectives.   
1.26.11
It is quite clear that since January 2010 the spatial strategy has changed quite significantly from one where just 100 dwellings out of a total of 9,300 (1.1%) were to be provided outside of the Thames Gateway area south of the M2, to one where the Council is now proposing that 812 dwellings out of 5,200 (15.6%) will be provided outside of Thames Gateway.  The consequence is a much more dispersed and unsustainable pattern of development than was previously envisaged.  However, there is no strategic justification given for this new spatial strategy.  In particular there is no justification given for it on the basis that it would “improve the form, functioning and environment of existing settlements or a new community”, which is justification for greenfield development in Kent Thames Gateway under Policy KTG1 of the South East Plan.  It is driven entirely by viability considerations and assumptions made in the SLAA resulting in the view that low density greenfield development in the rural communities is the most attractive to developers.  A plan based on this simplistic foundation presents no sort of coherent spatial strategy.  It is profoundly unclear what this ‘strategy’ is intending to achieve other than meeting a self- imposed housing target.
1.26.12
Importantly, the identification of greenfield sites will not in fact address the shortfall issue.  As demonstrated by the addendum to the SLAA, the potential shortfall in housing falls after 2022.  However, the Council’s rationale for identifying greenfield sites is that these are the sites that in the current economic situation the house builders see as most viable and want to build now.  Therefore, unless the Council is intending to take an even more stringent view on the delivery of brownfield sites and further delay their delivery during the first ten years of the plan period, the identification of greenfield sites will only mean that there will be an oversupply of housing in the early part of the plan period, with the shortfall remaining in the latter part.  Again, this seems to be a simplistic ‘knee jerk’ reaction which will only serve to undermine the longstanding Kent Thames Gateway objectives of urban regeneration and means that land of higher environmental quality is sacrificed for no clear purpose.             
1.26.13
Such a simplistic approach to planning, though, brings with it some dire consequences, including:

· A reduction of the protection provided by the Green Belt and the promotion of urban sprawl, contrary to national planning policy and the priorities identified by Government Ministers;

· Pressure for further development in the Green Belt once it has been accepted that the boundary can be changed, which could lead to the merging of settlements;

· The loss of valuable high quality agricultural land needed for food production;

· Impact on other designations, such as the setting of the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Boundary;

· Increased pressure on already stretched local rural services; 

· Increased traffic and congestion on rural roads as people become more reliant on the private motor car to access jobs and services, and thus increasing emissions and the further lowering of air quality; and
· An abandonment of strategic Thames Gateway objectives and the further stagnation of urban regeneration projects (see point 4 below for more on this aspect).

1.26.14
There is no recognition of any of these issues in the Core Strategy – just an acceptance that because of viability considerations development in the rural areas is necessary to deliver more houses.      
1.26.15
Crucially, a ‘strategy’ that is driven by viability considerations and which promotes a dispersed pattern of development  fundamentally fails to embrace the principles of securing sustainable development – i.e. the balancing of social, environmental and economic considerations.  Such a strategy is unsound being neither consistent with Government policy, justified nor effective. 
1.26.16
In this regard we would refer to paragraphs 3.2.8 and 3.2.9 of the January 2010 consultation document on issues and options.  These state:

“3.2.8 The Urban Area is the most sustainable location for development in the Borough. It has the best transport links and a widest range of services including retail, leisure, and health. It forms part of the Kent Thames Gateway Regeneration programme and is identified as the main focus for development in the South East.

3.2.9 The Rural Area contains many small hamlets and villages (Tiers 2, 3, 4 and other settlements) with fewer services and facilities than the main urban area, and less accessible public transport links. These settlements would support only development to meet specific identified local needs.”
1.26.17
What the Council is now proposing is in complete contrast to this earlier position.  The dispersal of more development to the rural parts of the Borough is purely driven by the need to deliver housing numbers, and nothing to do with meeting local needs or achieving a sustainable pattern of development, or indeed to promote sustainable communities.   This makes the plan unsound. 
	Consequently, a more balanced spatial strategy needs to be promoted that embraces all three arms of sustainable development – social, environmental and economic considerations – not just economic and viability considerations.  




1.26.18
4.  The housing elements of the identified strategic sites has been significantly reduced undermining strategic planning objectives:  Largely because of the application of the viability toolkit, and the ‘worst case’ presumption employed in the draft SLAA, the role and contribution of the identified strategic sites to housing delivery has been significantly reduced.  Many of these are longstanding sites that have been identified as key components of Kent Thames Gateway/Kent Thameside.  
1.26.19
In the January 2010 Core Strategy consultation the six strategic sites (listed in paragraph 24.2 of the current consultation document) were promoted for 5,552 dwellings.  Their contribution has now been slashed by almost half to just 2,850 dwellings.  We find this quite extraordinary, as these are the large scale sites that Policy KTG1 of the South East Plan places at the very heart of the Kent Thames Gateway and the spatial strategy for Kent Thameside (i.e. for Gravesham and Dartford).  We appreciate that viability and site delivery is a real and challenging issue, but the Council has a key role to play through the Core Strategy to promote these sites and be positive about their delivery.  Indeed it is one of the roles of the Core Strategy to set out a clear strategy as to where future investment and development should happen in accordance with clear objectives, and in performing this role the Core Strategy will itself help to shape the local housing market and viability.  Once the strategy is set, implementation then becomes the key issue, which the Core Strategy and the Council needs to be proactive about and take the lead on.  The promotion of greenfield sites at the rural communities will do nothing to make urban regeneration sites more viable.  However, in the approach advocated the Council seem to have abdicated its responsibility and commitment to the Thames Gateway initiative, and the objectives of Kent Thameside in particular.
1.26.20
The Council has received comments from Dartford Borough Council on the consultation document, and these endorse our own comments and concerns.  As Dartford explain, for many years they and Gravesham have worked closely together through the Kent Thameside Partnership and the Kent Thames Gateway Partnership to ensure a coherent approach to the delivery of Thames Gateway objectives.  Central to this has been the planning of infrastructure and the provision of funding to secure it – both from Government and through the development of strategic sites.  As a result of reducing the housing contribution from the strategic sites in Gravesham, Dartford is concerned that the agreed Strategic Transport Infrastructure Programme that underpins the Kent Thameside planning strategy will be impacted due to reduced developer contributions.  Furthermore, they consider that less residential development in urban Gravesham will threaten the viability of cross border initiatives such as Fastrack, which is intended to provide a sustainable transport solution for Kent Thameside as a whole.  We share these concerns, and they clearly demonstrate the need for Gravesham to be more resolved, proactive and imaginative towards the delivery of the strategic urban sites rather than simply capitulate to short-term viability concerns.  In short, the approach towards the strategic sites gives a negative message to the market that Gravesham is unilaterally opting out of the Thames Gateway initiative.  This is contrary to the new ‘Duty to Co-operate’ with neighbouring authorities to ensure that strategic planning objectives are achieved
.  Given the recent adoption of the Dartford Core Strategy this cross border co-operation is essential to ensure that the Kent Thameside strategy as a whole succeeds.             

	Therefore, Gravesham needs to take a more positive and proactive approach to the key large scale strategic urban sites in the Core Strategy, having regard to the fact that one of the key purpose of the Core Strategy is to secure Thames Gateway objectives that extend beyond the Gravesham administrative boundary.  To this end, under the Duty to Co-operate, the council needs to continue to work with Dartford Borough Council and other authorities and agencies to secure longstanding strategic planning objectives for Kent Thameside. 
   


1.26.21
See also our response to questions 15 and 16 later in paragraphs 1.27 to 1.31.
1.26.22
5.  No allowance has been made for windfall developments:  Although it is not quantified in the document, the January 2010 Core Strategy consultation identified windfalls as forming part of the housing supply to meet the 9,300 dwelling target
.  The January 2010 working draft of the SLAA, however, indicated a windfall allowance of 532 dwellings for the period 2016-26 based on the 2005/06 Housing Information Audit, so we assume that this was the windfall allowance referred to in the January 2010 Core Strategy document. 

1.26.23
In the current consultation it is no longer proposed that a windfall allowance is made.  We understand that this is a direct result of advice received from the former Government Office for the South East.  We consider that this advice is no longer of relevance because the Coalition Government has now disbanded the regional government offices, and under its ‘localism’ agenda has advised local authorities that Government will no longer be providing specific advice on planning matters in the same detailed way as the regional offices did
.  It is now entirely for local planning authorities to decide what they should do in the context of national planning policy.  This is confirmed in recent letters we have seen from the CLG advising that:

“… the Government is clear that councils and their communities are best placed to take decisions on local planning matters in their area, and should do so without interference from central Government.”
1.26.24
Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Housing’ (PPS3) provides guidance on the use of windfalls.  Paragraph 59 of PPS3 states:

“Allowances for windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years of land supply unless Local Planning Authorities can provide robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified. In these circumstances, an allowance should be included but should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends.”
1.26.25
Contrary to what is stated in the consultation document (see the final bullet point of paragraph 2.14), the paragraph above form PPS3 does enable local authorities to include a windfall allowance in the first ten years of the plan period if they can provide robust evidence to justify it.  However, given that the addendum to the SLAA demonstrates that for the Council’s preferred housing target of 5,200 dwellings there are sufficient sites available to meet the target until at least 2022
 – even under the ‘worst case’ approach that the SLAA employs on viability - we accept that it would be difficult to justify a windfall allowance for this period.  It is after 2022, i.e. after the first ten year period, for which additional sites will need to be identified.  
1.26.26
Paragraph 59 of PPS3 makes no reference to whether or not local authorities should use a windfall allowances after the first ten years.  It is silent on the matter, meaning that it is entirely a local judgement to be made, and one which the Government no longer sees it necessary for them to comment or direct on.  We can therefore see no reason why the Council cannot employ a windfall allowance for the post 2022 period.  In fact we would expect the Council to do this if it meant that the Green Belt could be protected from unnecessary encroachment in accordance with paragraph 2.6 of PPG2.  It must be a preferred approach to that advocated by the Council which would see greenfield sites development in the short-term without addressing longer-term shortfall issues (as we explain in paragraph 1.26.12 above).
1.26.27
Up until 2008 Kent County Council monitored completions on windfall sites.  For the ten year period 1998/99 to 2007/08 a total of 753 dwellings were completed on windfall sites in Gravesham Borough out of a total of 2,006 dwelling completions over the same period
.  This means that for this ten year period windfalls comprised 37.5% of all completions at an average rate of 75 per annum.  This is a significant contribution.

1.26.28
Of these 753 completions on windfall sites, 187 were on small sites (i.e. sites of less than 5 dwellings) at an average of 19 dwellings per annum (dpa).  Therefore, at the very minimum we consider that it would be appropriate to make a windfall allowance of 171 dwellings for the nine years from 2022 at the same rate.  These would not comprise sites specifically identified in the SLAA and would not comprise ‘double counting’.  It is the case, though, that small site completions actually showed a general year on year increase over the period 1998/99 to 2007/08.   For the five year period 2003/04 to 2007/08 there were in fact 153 small site completions at an average of 31 dpa.  Based on this figure a nine year small site windfall allowance of 279 dwellings for the period 2022 to 2031could be justified.  

1.26.29
We accept that there could be some difficulty in making an allowance for large site windfalls based on past trends (i.e. site of five or more dwellings), as many of the sites that would have come forward in this way in the past will not do so in the future as they will be identified in the SLAA.  There will though always be some large windfall sites that do come forward unexpectedly and for which an allowance could reasonably be made.  Therefore, we would suggest that based on the 566 completions on large windfall sites 1998/99 to 2007/08 it would not be unreasonable to assume that 140 dwellings (25%) would come forward during the ten years after 2022, with 126 being by 2031.  This would be just 14 a year for the period 2022 to 2031.  Consequently, having regard to both small and large sites we do not consider that it would be unreasonable or unrealistic to make an allowance of in the order of 400 dwellings for the period 2022 to 2031 (i.e. 279 from small sites + 126 from large sites).

	Therefore, in accordance with PPS3 ‘Housing’ we consider that the Borough Council can, and should, make a windfall allowance for the post 2022 period to ensure that the Green Belt is protected from unnecessary encroachment.  We consider that based on past trends an allowance of around 400 dwellings can be justified for the period 2022 to 2031, at an average of 44 dwellings per annum.  This we believe is a much more sensible and sustainable response to address a potential housing shortfall in the second half of the plan period rather than the identification of greenfield sites which would be delivered in the first half of the plan period, and thus not actually address any later shortfall issue.                     




1.26.30
6.  There is little recognition of the contribution that empty homes can make to meeting housing need:  In the Core Strategy consultation document the only reference made to empty homes is under the proposed new Policy 2a in relation to Gravesend town centre.  Here it is stated that support will be given to bringing back into use empty buildings and under-utilised upper floors.  There is, though, no explanation as to how this will be done.  There is no reference at all to empty homes in the January 2010 Core Strategy document.  Consequently, there seems to be a disappointing lack of concern for addressing the problem of empty homes and the important contribution that they can play in meeting housing needs in the Core Strategy.
1.26.31
In August 2011 Kent County Council reported the most recently available information on vacant and empty dwellings in Kent
.  This reports the situation as at 2010.  At this date the report records that in Gravesham Borough there were 818 vacant and empty dwellings, comprising 1.97% of the stock.  Obviously a proportion of these are empty for a good reason – for example they may be awaiting sale or are in the process of being refurbished -  others though are classified as long-term vacant; i.e. they have stood empty for six months or more.  The report records that in Gravesham there are 445 long-term vacant properties or 1.3% of the total housing stock.  These are properties that could, and should, be brought back into use to help meet housing needs in the Borough.    
1.26.32
We appreciate that from a purely bureaucratic point of view the Council can argue that these long-term empty dwellings cannot count towards the housing target, because technically they already exist and therefore cannot be counted as ‘new’.  However, this attitude just perpetuates the lack of action.  The Government clearly sees empty homes as a problem that needs to be grappled with and an important source of housing supply to meet local needs.  

1.26.33
In November 2011 the Government issued its housing strategy – ‘Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England’
.  In the strategy chapter 5 deals specifically with empty homes where the Government’s action to tackle the problem is summarised as follows:

“We are committed to bringing empty homes back into use, as a sustainable way of increasing the overall supply of housing and reducing the negative impact that neglected empty homes can have on communities. 

That is why we are:
· awarding the New Homes Bonus to empty homes brought back into use
· providing information and practical advice to local authorities and communities to help them address empty homes 
· investing £100 million funding to bring problematic empty homes back into use and announcing £50 million of further funding to tackle some of the worst concentrations of empty homes
· consulting on options to levy an ‘empty homes premium’ on the Council Tax payable
· proposing changes to Empty Dwelling Management Orders to target their use on the very worst long-term empty homes causing a nuisance to the community.” 

1.26.34
Whilst we welcome the fact that the issue of empty homes is recognised in the Borough Council’s own housing strategy, and that the Council has an empty homes strategy to address the issue, we believe that the Government’s renewed resolve to tackle empty homes should be reflected in the Core Strategy.  We are strongly of the view that during the plan period there should be a strong policy commitment towards bringing empty homes back into use, and there should be recognition of the contribution that they can make towards meeting housing need.  With 445 long-term vacant homes in the Borough, it must be more sustainable and desirable to bring these back into use than to build on greenfield land in the Green Belt.   
	Consequently, in considering housing need and the number of new houses to be provide in the Borough by 2031 the Council needs to give regard to the contribution that bringing back into use the 445 long-term vacant homes in the Borough can make.



Conclusions
	It is our very strong view that the Borough Council has not demonstrated the exceptional circumstances demanded by PPG2 to amend the Green Belt boundary to enable greenfield sites to be released for development.  Instead, the Council must take the following actions: 

· reconsider the growth scenarios and apply the Kent Forum housing methodology to establishing a borough housing target that has regard to both population projections and policy judgements in a balanced way;

· re-work the draft SLAA by employing a partnership approach and a more flexible (but realistic) assessment of the viability and deliverability of sites that has regard to the particular site circumstances and the likelihood that the economic situation will improve during the plan period; 

· adopt a more balanced spatial strategy that embraces all three arms of sustainable development – social, environmental and economic considerations – not just economic and viability considerations;  

· take a much more positive and proactive approach towards the key large scale strategic urban sites in the Core Strategy, having regard to the fact that one of the key purposes of the Core Strategy is to secure Thames Gateway objectives that extend beyond the Gravesham administrative boundary.  To this end, under the Duty to Co-operate, the Council needs to continue to work with Dartford Borough Council and other authorities and agencies to secure longstanding strategic planning objectives for Kent Thameside;             

· as permitted under PPS3 ‘Housing’, make a windfall allowance for the post 2022 period to ensure that the Green Belt is protected from unnecessary encroachment.  We consider that based on past trends an allowance of around 400 dwellings can be justified for the period 2022 to 2031, at an average of 44 dwellings per annum.  This will provide a much more sensible and sustainable response to potential housing shortfall in the second half of the plan period rather than the identification of greenfield sites which would be delivered in the first half of the plan period, and thus not actually address any shortfall issue; and                     

· in considering housing need and the number of new houses to be provide in the Borough by 2031, regard be given to the contribution that bringing back into use the 445 long-term vacant homes in the Borough can make.
We believe that these actions together will ensure that the Borough Council can present a spatial strategy that accords with the objectives of Thames Gateway; continues the longstanding joint working arrangements in Kent Thameside; and will ensure the long-term protection of the Green Belt demanded by PPG2.



Questions 15 and 16
1.27
Finally in this first part of our submission we turn to questions 15 and 16 in regard to the strategic sites, and in particular the role of the Northfleet Embankment East site.
1.28
In the previous section (paragraphs 1.26.18 to 1.26.20) we have already commented generally on the strategic sites and explain why we think the Council needs to take a more proactive and positive stance on making them happen given their importance to delivering the objectives of Kent Thames Gateway (and Kent Thameside in particular).  Of particular concern to us, though, is the Northfleet Embankment East site where it is now envisaged that just 150 dwellings will be provided rather than 1,500 as previously proposed. 
1.29
In the consultation document four options are presented for the site, with varying mixes of residential and employment development.  The Council has opted to base the consultation document on the option that would deliver the least residential development, i.e. Option A.  This is despite the fact that paragraph 24.11 of the document explains that other options comprising more residential development are still being considered by the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA).  We therefore, consider that it is premature for the Council to plump for a specific option when other options are being considered, though this is not entirely surprising given the ‘worst case’ approach that the Council has generally adopted in the consultation document towards the development of previously used sites for residential development.  
1.30
With a more positive attitude towards delivery, it is quite possible that this site alone could remove any prospect of a shortfall in housing supply in the Plan period and negate the need (as the Council sees it) to release land from the Green Belt.  This, as we have argued throughout this submission, should be an important policy objective.  Consequently this is a site that needs to be very critically considered, and its role in securing Thames Gateway objectives, should not be just driven by viability considerations.    

1.31
We have tried to find out from the HCA what the current state of play is with their assessment work of the site, but they have failed to respond to our enquiries.  We are still trying to elicit a response from them.  Consequently, we find it difficult to respond specifically on the questions posed until this work is made publicly available for us to scrutinise.  This must be done, and the opportunity provided for people to scrutinise it, before the Regulation 27 plan is prepared.  Notwithstanding this, it is our general view that we can see no reason why this site would not be viable as a mixed used site with a larger element of residential development.               

Conclusion
	Therefore, we consider that given the importance of this major site to the strategy of the Plan, the opportunity needs to be provided for interested people to have the opportunity to scrutinise, and provide comment on, the assessment work being undertaken by the Homes and Communities Agency before the final Regulation 27 plan is published.



Part 2: Other Matters
2.1
In this second part of our response we provide comments on other parts of the Core Strategy consultation document.   In so doing, amongst other things, we respond as appropriate to the other questions posed not dealt with in Part 1.
Chapter 5: Spatial Vision
2.2
Paragraph 5.3 of the Sustainability Appraisal Interim Report (SAIR), October 2011, advises that the Vision of the Core Strategy has been significantly revised and that it has been reassessed against the sustainability appraisal objectives.  The new vision itself is presented in paragraph 5.3 of the Core Strategy consultation document under the heading “Making Gravesham a Place of Choice”.  This is a much more condensed and generalised vision statement than is presented in the January 2010 Core Strategy consultation, though surprisingly the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of it finds it to be much the same as the SA of the earlier vision despite its more general nature.  

2.3
The SAIR concludes that the vision is assessed as being compatible with the majority of SA objectives, though it also acknowledges that there is uncertainty as to how the vision will affect a number of the SA objectives.  In fact the SAIR gives the vision a positive assessment for just 9 of the 19 SA objectives and it is assessed uncertain in regard to 8 of the SA objectives (more so than in the SA of the earlier vision).  Such a low level of positive assessment and high degree of uncertainty raises some significant doubts about the sustainability of the vision.  In particular we are concerned that the SAIR shows that the uncertainties relate entirely to the environmental objectives.

2.4
Whilst, as explained in the SAIR, the vision is not expected to address all the individual aspects encompassed in the SA framework in detail, it is a reflection of where the Borough will be in 2031 as a result of the Core Strategy policies working together.   Therefore, it should generally have a mainly positive or neutral assessment against the SA objectives if the Core Strategy as a whole is to be seen as sustainable.  However, the uncertainties recorded in the SAIR against the environmental objectives show that the spatial vision is either wrong and imbalanced, and/or the policies in the Core Strategy designed to deliver the vision do not give sufficient weight to environmental considerations.

2.5
In our view it is the vision that is wrong, as it does not give enough weight to environmental matters.  For example, the vision makes no reference to the rural parts of the Borough – its landscapes and biodiversity and the Green Belt, and the need to value them and protect them for future generations.  It also makes no reference to the challenges of climate change and important matters such as improving air quality.  All these matters must be built into the vision to ensure that the plan as a whole gives proper regard to all three components of sustainable development – social, economic and environmental.

2.6
We are also concerned that there is inconsistency between the SA of the vision and the SA of the individual components of the strategy.  In particular we would highlight the inconsistency between the SA of the vision and the SA of the Council’s preferred option for housing development (Scenario 3 – 5,200 dwellings).  
2.7
The strategy for housing development will be a major determinant of the achievement of the spatial vision, and so we would expect to see a high level of correlation between the SA of the vision and the SA of the preferred housing scenario.  However, if the two assessments are compared (and notwithstanding the different ways in which the SA is presented for both) the assessment of the preferred housing scenario is much worse than the assessment of the vision as a whole, as shown in the following table
.
	SA Objective
	Vision
	Housing Scenario 3

	Balanced Communities
	++
	+

	Integrated Communities
	++
	+?

	Accessibility
	++
	+?

	Public Health
	+
	+?

	Phasing of Supporting Infrastructure
	0
	?

	Housing
	+
	++/-?

	Sustainable Design and Construction
	+
	0

	Environmental Health
	?
	-

	Economy and Employment
	++
	+?

	Landscape
	?
	-

	Land & Soil Quality
	?
	-

	Biodiversity
	?
	?

	Cultural Heritage
	+
	?

	Minerals
	0
	?

	Climate Change & Energy
	+
	-

	Air Quality
	?
	-

	Waste
	?
	-

	Water
	?
	-

	Flooding
	?
	?


2.8
This comparison shows that the SA of the preferred housing scenario is much less positive than the SA of the vision as a whole, including a negative assessment under seven of the SA objectives.  Consequently, it is very difficult to see how the other components of the Core Strategy will compensate for this to ensure that the vision is actually achievable.  For example, if the vision overall is expected to have a positive effect on climate change, but the housing strategy will have a negative effect on it, what else in the plan will ensure that overall the plan will have a positive effect?  We struggle to see how this will be.  
Chapter 6: Spatial Objectives
2.9
Paragraph 6.1 explains that the Spatial Objectives may change as a result of the proposed changes to the Spatial Vision.  

2.10
In our view it will be essential that the Spatial Objectives are reviewed to ensure that they both reflect the changed vision and provide the necessary steer for the Core Strategy policies.  Given our comments above on the vision, it will be inevitable that the objectives will have to change to ensure that sustainability objectives are achieved.  This underlines the need for a further round of consultation before the publication plan is prepared. 
Chapter 9: Urban Area
2.11
Paragraph 9.2 explains that it may be necessary to amend Policy 2 to reflect the changed spatial strategy.  As we explain in detail in Part 1 of our response, we have serious concerns about the changed spatial strategy and the potential breach of the Green Belt that it will entail.  Consequently, it is our view that the urban focus of Policy 2 should not be amended.  If, though, the Council is resolved to change the spatial strategy and amends Policy 2 accordingly, we consider that this should be subject to a further round of consultation before the publication plan is prepared.

Chapter 10: Policy 2a Gravesend Town Centre (Question 3)
2.12
We support the proposed inclusion of a Policy for Gravesend Town Centre, and support the vision and proposed policy for the town centre.  We are strongly of the view that the town centre should be recognised and promoted as a vibrant mixed-use area and as a focus for investment to this end.  However, as we explain in paragraph 1.26.30 above, the Policy should give more detail as to what support will be given to bringing back into use empty buildings and under-utilised upper floors.
Chapter 12: Policy 4 Climate Change
2.13
This is an important Core Strategy Policy, which needs to give clear guidance on climate change issues and how development should respond to it.  To this end we agree with the recommendation of the SAIR that the earlier version of this policy be expanded to include BREEAM and Code for Sustainable Homes targets, as well as water demand management.  We would also welcome the production of a Supplementary Planning Document to provide practical guidance on how the policy should be taken forward.

2.14
As we have said earlier, the vision needs to be amended to reflect the challenges of Climate Change as set out in this Policy.

Chapter 13: Policy 5 Design and Development Principles
2.15
We continue to support this policy and welcome the findings of the Urban Baseline Study and that these will be incorporated into the Core Strategy policies as appropriate.

Chapter 14: Policy 6 Physical and Social Infrastructure
2.16
This is a key policy in the Core Strategy, and one that could change significantly as a result of changes to the spatial strategy and development quantities, when and if they are agreed by the Council.  Until these matters are resolved we find it difficult to comment on this policy.  Consequently we would urge the Council to undertake additional consultation before the publication plan is prepared.

Chapter 15: Policy 7 Green Infrastructure
2.17
We previously supported Policy 7, but note and welcome the additional matters to be addressed in this section.  Again, though, we find it difficult to comment specifically without seeing the proposed amended policy.

Chapter 16: Policy 8 Heritage and the Historic Environment
	2.18
We note that it is not intended to make any major changes to this Policy.  Although we previously supported the Policy, we did suggest an amendment to its wording so that it better reflected the strategic objective.  It is unclear to us whether or not this suggested change has been (will be) made to the Policy, and so we maintain our previous comment.  This sought to amend the opening sentence of the Policy to read as follows: "The Borough Council will protect and enhance the architectural, heritage and historic environment, recognising that it is a non-renewable resource and central ....". 



Chapter 18: Policy 10 Economy and Employment (questions 9 and 10)
2.19
As shown in Table 3.7 of the Core Strategy consultation document there will be a reduced requirement for land for B Use Classes as a result of lower growth scenarios 3 and 4 compared to that previously promoted under growth Scenario 5.  As a consequence it is suggested that changes to Policy 10 are likely to see a reduction in the number of jobs to be provided for from 10,000 to a minimum of 5,200 to continue the relationship of one net new job per dwelling.  However, this statement is contradicted by the table presented in paragraph 24.2 where for the six strategic sites 12,550 jobs are envisaged and 2,856 dwellings – a ratio of 4.4 jobs per dwelling.  There seems to be a potential inconsistency here between Policies 10 and 16.

2.20
We do not consider that it is appropriate to base future employment provision on a simple jobs/dwelling ratio.  Rather it is a matter of addressing the employment problems facing the Borough and, in particular, to attract investment that will secure the regeneration of the brownfield sites in urban Gravesham.  Therefore we would be supportive of a flexible approach towards new employment, and not one that artificially restricted job growth by linking it rigidly to housing growth.  The creation of new jobs does not mean that housing growth is needed at a commensurate level, as it is essentially jobs for the existing residents that are needed.  

2.21
That said, we are concerned that because of the application of the Three Dragons viability tool kit, and the assumptions that underpin it, brownfield sites previously promoted for housing development are now seen as more viable for employment development.  This is clearly evident in regard to the six strategic sites where the amount of housing development proposed has decreased significantly and the amount of employment development proposed has increased.  We consider that whilst there is a clear priority to provide for new employment, new housing is also needed and a more balanced approach between housing and employment development on the brownfield sites needs to be promoted to ensure that key sustainability objectives are realised.  

Chapter 23: Policy 15 Transport
2.22
It is clear form this chapter of the consultation document that potentially significant changes are likely to Policy 15 as a result of transport modelling work and likely changes to the spatial strategy and development quantities.  Transport is a key issue for the Core Strategy, but it seems that there will be no opportunity for people to comment on the proposed changes to the Policy until the formal publication stage.  This, we consider, is entirely unacceptable, and people should be provided with the opportunity to help shape the content of the plan before it is finalised by the Council.  
� Gravesham District Housing Information Audit 2009/10, October 2010


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/newsstories/newsroom/1930608" �http://www.communities.gov.uk/newsstories/newsroom/1930608� 


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.kentforum.org.uk/kf-board-meeting-dates-papers/22-september-2011/" �http://www.kentforum.org.uk/kf-board-meeting-dates-papers/22-september-2011/� 


� See the Addendum to the Strategic Land Availability Assessment, October 2010


� Table 3 in the consultation document reports that in the light of the findings of the October 2011 draft SLAA there would be a shortfall of 920 dwellings on previously developed sites, whereas the amended figures in Appendix A of the addendum show that the shortfall has fallen to 812 dwellings. 


� This link to the Planning Advisory Services web-site provides guidance on the Duty to Co-operate included in the Localism Act, and the responsibilities placed on local authorities to work with their neighbours and other agencies to deliver strategic planning objectives:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=1795308" �http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=1795308� 





� See Table 6 on page 84 of the January 2010 Core Strategy consultation document.





� See the letter to local planning authorities from the Governments Chief Planner of 10th March 2011 advising of the new National Planning Casework Unit and that the Unit will not be dealing with the scope or range of planning and other activities that was previously undertaken by the Government Office Network.


  


� See paragraph 3.5 of the draft SLAA addendum, October 2011


 


� See the ‘Housing land supply from unidentified sources (‘Windfalls’) report’, KCC, December 2008


�  ‘Kent Vacant and empty dwellings’, Research & Evaluation Statistical Bulletin, Kent County Council, August 2011: see � HYPERLINK "https://shareweb.kent.gov.uk/Documents/facts-and-figures/Housing/vacant_and_empty_dwellings_annual_summary_2011.pdf" �https://shareweb.kent.gov.uk/Documents/facts-and-figures/Housing/vacant_and_empty_dwellings_annual_summary_2011.pdf� 





�  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/2033676.pdf" �http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/2033676.pdf� 


� For the purposes of comparison with the SA of the vision, the colour coded assessment of the housing scenario has been interpreted as follows: Dark Green (++); Light Green (+); Blue (0); White (?); Yellow (-); Orange and Red (--).
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