Area 2 Planning Committee

Wrotham 21 February 2024 TM/23/00681/OAEA
Wrotham, Ightham And

Stansted

Proposal: Outline Application (all matters reserved except access):

Construction of a secure 24 hour truck stop facility for up to
200 HGVs incorporating fuel station; amenity building of up to
1100 sgm; creation of a new access to A20 via roundabout;
landscaping and other associated works — Application
supported by an Environmental Impact Assessment

Location: Land part of Wrotham Water Farm off London Road Wrotham

Sevenoaks Kent

Go to: Recommendation
1. Description:
1.1 This is a major planning application made in outline form, for the construction of a

1.2

1.3

1.4

large truck stop facility for up to 200 heavy goods vehicles (HGVs), a fuelling
station, an amenity building of up to 1,100sgm, and all associated highways
alterations, including a new access point on the A20 roundabout and internal
roads. Additionally, there would be new landscaping and other associated works.

The proposed development falls within Schedule 2 10 (b) of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 and as such has
been subject to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).

As such, an Environmental Statement (ES) has been submitted as part of the
planning application. This is prepared to assess the environmental effects of the
development in line with the statutory requirements contained within the
Regulations. The purpose of the ES is to inform decision making by explaining the
likely significant effects that the development may have on the environment during
construction and once it is complete and how they can be avoided or reduced. The
EIA has been informed by a series of technical studies which form part of the ES.
These studies include surveys, calculations and other forms of modelling as
necessary.

The Environmental Impact Assessment covers the following areas: Ecology,
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Water Resources and Flood Risk,
Agricultural Soils, Cultural Heritage, Traffic and Transport, Air Quality, Noise and
Vibration, and Lighting. Each topic assessment is designed to attach a level of
significance to the identified effects (both positive and negative), i.e. either major,
moderate, minor or negligible. Short and long-term (temporary and permanent),
direct and indirect effects have been assessed. The EIA Regulations require that
‘cumulative’ effects are also considered in the ES. ‘Residual effects’ are defined as
those that remain after mitigation measures have been implemented.
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1.6

1.7

The submitted ES meets the requirements of the EIA regulations. On this basis
the contents and conclusions contained within the ES are considered throughout
the detailed assessment of the scheme which follows.

The application is made in outline, with all matters reserved except access.
However, some fixed parameters on the size of the buildings are sought to provide
certainty on the assessment of relevant impacts. For example, the amenity
building would be to a maximum height of 6.2m, and the fuelling station is sought
to a maximum of 7.3m. The general extent of the main aspects of the development
are also provided, as noted the amenity building would be up to 1,100sgm. The
final detail of the external design is reserved for future consideration, but these
parameters, and the matters reserved for future consideration, could be
conditioned if the application was recommended for approval.

The application is a resubmission of the previously refused application
TM/21/02648/OAEA. The current application is supported by additional
information to seek to overcome the previous reasons for refusal, which were as
follows:-

1. The proposal would constitute inappropriate development, harmful by definition,
with a widespread and significant adverse loss of spatial and visual openness. It
would further conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, by
encroaching into the countryside, and no very special circumstances have been
demonstrated to clearly outweigh this harm, in conflict with policy CP3 of the
Tonbridge and Malling Core Strategy and paragraphs 137, 138, 147, 148, 149 and
150 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

2. The development would harmfully erode the rural character and appearance of
the area, and cause significant harm to the landscape setting of the Kent Downs
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty through the introduction of substantial areas
of built form, hardstanding and artificial lighting, in conflict with policy CP7 and
CP24 of the Tonbridge and Malling Core Strategy, policy SQ1 of the Managing
Development and the Environment Development Plan Document, paragraphs 176
and 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework, and policies SD1, SD2, SD8,
and MMP2 of the Kent Downs AONB Management plan.

3. The proposal has not demonstrated that the development could be delivered
without an unacceptable safety impact and severe residual cumulative impacts on
the local and strategic highways network, in fundamental conflict with paragraphs
110 and 111 of the National Planning Policy Framework, and policies CP2 of the
Tonbridge and Malling Core Strategy and SQ8 of the Managing Development and
the Environment Development Plan Document.

4. The development would result in harm to protected species through the
provision of inadequate compensatory habitat, in conflict with policy NE3 of the
Managing Development and the Environment Development Plan Document and
paragraphs 174 and 180 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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1.8

2.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

5. The proposal would harm the amenity of neighbouring properties from the
overspill of headlights in conflict with policy CP7 and CP24 of the Tonbridge and
Malling Core Strategy, policy SQ1 of the Managing Development and the
Environment Development Plan Document and paragraph 185(c) of the National
Planning Policy Framework.

The further information submitted in support of the current application expands on
the need for the facility, additional highways information, additional ecological
information and also measures to restrict overspill of headlights. The merits of the
content of this information will be set out in the determining issues section of the
report.

Reason for reporting to Committee:
Due to the strategic nature of the development.
The Site:

The site is comprised of an undeveloped parcel of agricultural land, approximately
6.5 hectares in size. It sits roughly to the north of junction 2A of the M26
Motorway, within the Wrotham Parish area of Tonbridge and Malling Borough.

To the immediate north and east of the site is a mix of linear developed areas,
including those falling within the Major Development Site in the Green Belt, and
some outside of it. This includes industrial B class units at Nepicar Park, and new
ones under construction at the site of the former Oakdene Café. There are also
some residential dwellings that front the road, alongside other uses like car repair
garages, a petrol station and shop, offices, and further to the north The Moat Pub,
a Grade Il Listed building. Another Grade Il Listed building also sits to the north,
Moat Cottage.

Despite the presence of these built developments across the road and to the
north, the site itself is markedly different in character. It is completely open and
devoid of built development, with a gentle undulating character. The site frontage
with London Road is generally open, with some mature hedging and tree
screening around the south eastern corner of the site near the roundabout, and
some more sporadic planting at intervals along the rest of the frontage. It forms
part of a larger field which extends further to the west beyond the site boundaries.

The site lies wholly within the Metropolitan Green Belt. It also sits immediately
adjacent to the Kent Downs National Landscape (formally known as Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)) which covers the northern side of London
Road. There are no other relevant designations covering the site, which lies
outside of a flood zone, SSSI, Conservation Area or settlement boundary.

The site has some planning history, set out below this section. Of most relevance
are TM/21/02648/OAEA, which was refused for the reasons given above; and
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3.6

92/10028/0OUT, for a broadly comparable form of development comprising a
motorist’s service area, filling station, restaurant, shop, toilets, AA office, car &
lorry parking. This development was dismissed on appeal. The implications of this
case are considered in further detail under the planning assessment section.

Overall, despite the presence of development along the northern side of the road,
the development site itself retains a wholly rural and open character. It is clearly
different to the built development nearby and provides for an open buffer to the
wider countryside to the west. The character of the site itself can therefore be
described as strongly rural; the character of the site vicinity is more mixed with the
presence of residential / industrial buildings opposite. But despite their presence,
the wider area is still clearly rural, and does not have the character of a built up
area or settlement.

Planning History (relevant):

TM/55/10613/OLD  Refuse 7 July 1955

O/A for one Dwelling and Garage with access. Nepicar
London Road Wrotham

TM/61/10857/0LD  Refuse 21 June 1961

An outline application for residential development.

TM/92/10028/OUT  Refuse 26 February 1992

Appeal dismissed 19 November 1992
Outline application for motorists service area comprising filling station, restaurant,
shop, toilets, AA office, car & lorry parking. Land adjoining west side of A20 —
Nepicar London Road
Wrotham

TM/11/01305/FL Application Withdrawn 23 September 2011

Erection of an agricultural fodder store

TM/12/00856/FL Approved 24 May 2012

Erection of agricultural fodder store

TM/18/00884/AGN  Prior Approval Not 10 May 2018
Required
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5.1

5.2

5.3

Prior Agricultural Application: Partial demolition of a fire damaged building and
the subsequent partial re-erection of an agricultural building with the addition of a
steel box profile cladding to support the essential farming needs

TM/21/02012/EAS  EIA opinion scoping 2 September 2021

P application

Request for a Scoping Opinion under Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017: proposed new HGV motorway service
area on the A20 (London Road) immediately adjacent to Junction 2A of the M26
at Wrotham

TM/21/02648/OAE Refuse 5 April 2022

A

Outline Application: Construction of a secure 24 hour truck stop facility for up to
200 HGVs incorporating fuel station; amenity building of up to 1100 sgm; creation
of new access to A20 via roundabout; landscaping, and other associated works

Consultees:

Trottiscliffe PC: At the Parish Council meeting for Trottiscliffe held on the 6 June
2023 Members resolved to object to the above proposal. Although we
acknowledge that a truck stop is needed on the M20 corridor we feel that there are
no exceptional circumstances for a lorry park to be built on this site in an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty which is at the base of escarpment of the Kent
Downs. We are concerned about the location of the proposed access roundabout
and the effect these additional vehicle movements will have on an already
congested road network. This rural area is already congested with traffic which
results in vehicles travelling at speed on lanes not built for this purpose through
the neighbouring villages. We remain concerned about air pollution and light
pollution in our village. We feel that there are more suitable sites further down the
M20 with better access and where unemployment is higher.

Wrotham, Platt, Borough Green, Addington and Stansted Parish Council: These
Parishes have provided joint comments on the initial submission and further
information. Due to the length of these comments they are provided in full as an
appendix to this report.

KCC Highways:
Introduction

This Outline Application (all matters reserved except access) is to consider the
construction of a secure 24 hour truck stop facility for up to 200 HGVs, at one time,
incorporating fuel station; amenity building of up to 1100 sgm; creation of a new
access to A20 via roundabout; landscaping and other associated works. This
application follows a more recent planning application reference —
21/02648/OAEA, where numerous meetings have taken place between KCC
Highways and the applicant.
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Trip Generation

It is accepted that this facility will not introduce new trips to the highway network,
however there is likely to be re-routed trips. Initially, in the first application, there
were routing concerns particularly on the local road network. These routing
concerns have been tested within the Kent Transport Model, a strategic model,
which can assess individual developments on the wider highway network. The
results showed that there is likely to be a transference of trips from A2 / M2
corridor to M20 corridor, but that the local roads will not be significantly impacted.

Localised HGV parking

Section 2 of the Transport Assessment, Part 1 highlights an existing issue of HGV
parking within lay-bys of local roads. Tonbridge and Malling is placed 3rd out of
the 12 Kent districts for the quantity of overnight lorry parking (outside of dedicated
facilities). This proposal will help to provide alternative arrangements for lorry
drivers to take breaks.

Access

Drawing numbers J9500 — 02 Rev B and 3136-F05 Rev G both show the intended
access layout from A20 London Road, near M26 Jct 2A. HGVs can access the site
from both M20 and M26, with traffic potentially using the A20 in-between National
Highways network (M20 Jct 2 and M26 Jct 2A). The A20 is a strategic road for
KCC Highways and will be built with HGV traffic in mind, and therefore raises no
concern in regards to the routing.

It is recommended that the applicant progresses a detailed design for the access
junction and tie-in to M26 Jct 2A. This design should go through the KCC
Technical Approval Process as it would be expected that the applicant delivers the
access junction through a Section 278 Agreement.

A Road Safety Audit has been supplied with this application and all identified
problems by the Auditors have been covered within the Designer's Response, and
therefore no longer cause issue with the design.

Swept Path

Drawing 3136-SP02 Rev B shows that an Articulated Vehicle can access the lorry
park facility without overrun of the proposed geometry. The access layout is
therefore acceptable to KCC Highways.

Summary

| refer to the above planning application and confirm that provided the following
requirements are secured by condition or planning obligation, then | would raise no
objection on behalf of the local highway authority:-
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Submission of a Construction Management Plan before the commencement of any
development on site to include the following:

Routing of construction and delivery vehicles to / from site

Parking and turning areas for construction and delivery vehicles and site personnel
Timing of deliveries

Provision of wheel washing facilities

Temporary traffic management / signage

Provision of measures to prevent the discharge of surface water onto the highway.

The development shall not be brought into use until a Travel Plan, to reduce
dependency on the private car, has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The Travel Plan shall include objectives and modal-
split targets, a programme of implementation and provision for monitoring, review
and improvement. Thereafter, the Travel Plan shall be put into action and adhered
to throughout the life of the development, or that of the Travel Plan itself,
whichever is the shorter. Monitoring fee for this development would be £948, as
the Travel Plan can only cover employed staff for the facility.

Section 278 Agreement between the applicant and KCC Highways to cover
highway mitigation associated with roundabout access junction and any highway
changes to lanes connecting into access junction and M26 Jct 2A.

Informative: It is important to note that planning permission does not convey
any approval to carry out works on or affecting the public highway.

Any changes to or affecting the public highway in Kent require the formal
agreement of the Highway Authority, Kent County Council (KCC), and it should not
be assumed that this will be a given because planning permission has been
granted. For this reason, anyone considering works which may affect the public
highway, including any highway-owned street furniture, is advised to engage with
KCC Highways and Transportation at an early stage in the design process.

Across the county there are pieces of land next to private homes and gardens that
do not look like roads or pavements but are actually part of the public highway.
Some of this highway land is owned by Kent County Council whilst some is owned
by third party owners. Irrespective of the ownership, this land may have highway
rights over the topsoil.

Works on private land may also affect the public highway. These include works to
cellars, to retaining walls which support the highway or land above the highway,
and to balconies, signs or other structures which project over the highway. Such
works also require the approval of the Highway Authority.
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5.4

5.5

Kent County Council has now introduced a formal technical approval process for
new or altered highway assets, with the aim of improving future maintainability.
This process applies to all development works affecting the public highway other
than applications for vehicle crossings, which are covered by a separate approval
process.

Should the development be approved by the Planning Authority, it is the
responsibility of the applicant to ensure, before the development is commenced,
that all necessary highway approvals and consents have been obtained and that
the limits of the highway boundary have been clearly established, since failure to
do so may result in enforcement action being taken by the Highway Authority. The
applicant must also ensure that the details shown on the approved plans agree in
every aspect with those approved under the relevant legislation and common law.
It is therefore important for the applicant to contact KCC Highways and
Transportation to progress this aspect of the works prior to commencement on
site.

Guidance for applicants, including information about how to clarify the highway
boundary and links to application forms for vehicular crossings and other highway
matters, may be found on Kent County Council’s website:
https://www.kent.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/highway-permits-and-licences/highways-
permissions- and-technical-guidance. Alternatively, KCC Highways and
Transportation may be contacted by telephone: 03000 418181

KCC Highways (reconsultation): No additional comments to make and not able to
comment on content of 3™ party representation submitted on behalf of the Parish
Councils.

National Highways:. We are interested in the potential impacts that the
development might have on the SRN, in this case, M26 J2a. We are interested as
to whether there would be any adverse safety implications for the SRN as a result
of this proposal.

We have undertaken a review of the documents accompanying the outline
planning application, particularly the Transport Assessment (TA) dated January
2023 as prepared on behalf of the applicant by Eddisons.

Traffic impacts were considered through the provision of a VISSIM model for the
London Road corridor, which also included M26 J2a. Whilst the junction remains
busy during peak hours, especially on the M26 westbound off-slip, the difference
in vehicles queues and delays are only marginally affected by the proposals. As
gueues remain within the extent of the SRN off-slips, no mitigation measures are
required. We to accept that the proposals would not affect the safety, reliability
and/or operation of the SRN (the tests set out in DfT Circular 01/2022 and MHCLG
NPPF para 111). We have recommended three conditions covering Construction
Management, Drainage and Lighting.
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5.6 National Highways: No additional comments to make on additional information.

5.7 Kent Downs AONB Unit: (please note comments provided prior to the publication
of the revised NPPF December 2023 and the designation of National Landscapes)

The application site lies in the setting of the Kent Downs AONB, by virtue of its
proximity to the AONB adjacent to the AONB boundary which is located to the
north east and the fact that the site is visible in views from the Kent Downs
escarpment. The application should therefore be tested against the purpose of the
AONB designation, to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the AONB, in
line with paragraph 176 of the NPPF.

The primary legislation relating to AONBs, which underpins national planning
policy, is set out in the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. Section 85 of this
Act requires that in exercising any functions in relation to land in an AONB,
relevant authorities, which includes local authorities, shall have regard to the
purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB. This is
known as the ‘Duty of Regard’.

Under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, local authorities are required to
prepare an AONB Management Plan which must “formulate the policies for the
management of the AONB and for carrying out their functions in relation to it”. The
Kent Downs AONB Unit produces a Management Plan on behalf of the local
authorities within the AONB. The Management Plan has been formally adopted by
the local authorities in Kent in which the AONB occurs.

The national Planning Policy Guidance confirms that Management Plans can be a
material consideration in planning decisions.

The new Kent Downs Management Plan, Third Revision 2021 to 2026 has
recently been adopted, replacing the 2014 to 2019 Management Plan. The
Management Plan sets out the policy for the conservation, enhancement and
management of the AONB in a series of aims, actions and Principles. It can be
downloaded at: https://explore-kent-bucket.s3.eu-west-
1.amazonaws.com/uploads/sites/7/2021/11/16141210/The-Kent-Downs-AONB-
Management-Plan-2021-2026-Adopted.pdf

The following principles from the Management Plan are considered to be of
particular relevance to the current application:

MMP2 The Kent Downs AONB is a material consideration in plan making and
decision taking, and so local authorities will give a high priority to the AONB
Management Plan vision, aims, principles and actions in Local Plans, development
management decisions, planning enforcement cases and in taking forward their
other relevant functions.
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SD8 Ensure proposals, projects and programmes do not negatively impact on the
distinctive landform, landscape character, special characteristics and qualities, the
setting and views to and from the Kent Downs AONB.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 176 requires great
weight to be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection
in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. A recent Appeal decision has
confirmed that where a proposal is outside of an AONB, the effect on views
outside of the AONB, but gained from within the AONB would result in NPPF
paragraph 176 being relevant.

Amendments to the NPPF in July 2021 included reference to setting now being
incorporated “...while development within their setting should be sensitively
located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated
areas.’

Advice on how to approach development within an AONB setting is expanded on
in the NPPG at Paragraph: 042 Reference ID: 8-042-20190721. This advises:

Land within the setting of these areas often makes an important contribution to
maintaining their natural beauty, and where poorly located or designed
development can do significant harm. This is especially the case where long views
from or to the designated landscape are identified as important, or where the
landscape character of land within and adjoining the designated area is
complementary. Development within the settings of these areas will therefore need
sensitive handling that takes these potential impacts into account.

The setting of the AONB from the escarpment of the Kent Downs has enormous
value. It was a principle reason why the AONB was designated in this area. The
importance of setting has been supported by the Planning Inspectorate in several
recent dismissed appeal decisions. These include a proposed housing
development at Harrietsham and commercial developments at Waterside Park,
adjacent to Junction 8 of the M20 near Maidstone. In respect of the appeal at
Harrietsham, the Inspector concluded that “the unacceptable effects of the
proposal on the landscape character of the area, including its SLA categorisation
and its position at the edge of the AONB significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits that would arise from the proposal”. (APP/U2235/W/15/3119223).

In respect of the Waterside Park appeals it was concluded that “considerable
environmental harm would result from the loss of this area of countryside to
development through the combined impact on the landscape setting of the AONB
and the heritage assets. The developments would fail to protect the setting of the
AONB and therefore also conflict with the aims of Section 85 of the Countryside
and Rights of Way Act 2000”. (APP/U2235/A/14/2224036 &
APP/U2235/A/14/2229271).
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Further guidance on Setting is provided in the Kent Downs AONB Units adopted
Position Statement on Setting.

Proposal and AONB impacts

The application site is located at the base of escarpment of the Kent Downs, the
eastern part of the ridge of chalk that makes up the North Downs that was the
main target of the Kent Downs AONB designation, back in 1968. The site
comprises undulating grazed pasture land, enclosed by hedgerows (albeit gappy
in places) incorporating hedgerow trees. Views across the site southwards are
strongly rural in character, with the motorway having been successfully integrated
into the landscape in views from this direction due to vegetative planting. The
character of the site and adjacent fields to the west is considered to be consistent
with the landscape character of the adjacent AONB and to be of high landscape
value.

Land on the opposite side of the A20 however has been significantly urbanised in
recent years, not least with the introduction of the Nepicar Business Park. It should
be noted however developments on the eastern side of the A20 have taken place
on previously developed land. Historic mapping identifies that the site the subject
of the application along with the adjacent fields to the west of it have always been
undeveloped, and that the historic field boundary pattern remains largely
unchanged, despite the introduction of the motorway south of the site.

The site’s characteristics are considered to make a positive contribution to the
landscape character of the area, with the open, undeveloped and undulating
nature of the site together with its hedgerows and hedgerow trees resulting in it
contributing positively to the rural character and appearance of land on the
western side of the A20 as well as the immediate foreground to the AONB, with
which it has a strong physical and functional link as well as being important in its
own right, providing a strong rural buffer between the motorway and more urban
development on the eastern side of the A20 and the undeveloped AONB to the
north.

The application proposal incorporates a 200 space lorry park, HGV fuel station
and truck stop amenity building. The scale of the development is significant and
the proposal would fundamentally alter the character and appearance of the site
and result in the direct loss of open countryside and its replacement with a large
scale urban development. Any development of this scale on this sensitive site
would be harmful and inappropriate, however the nature of the proposal would be
a particularly damaging form of development, that is not, in our view, capable of
being satisfactorily mitigated, with harm arising not only from the physical
infrastructure on the site but from the impacts of large, often brightly coloured
lorries along with the associated vehicle movements. We note that this is a view
shared by an Inspector in respect of an appeal against the refusal of a similar
application (92/10028/OUT). In this case the Inspector concluded ‘There is no
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5.8

doubt in my mind that development here would be a substantial intrusion into this
open countryside with an adverse and unacceptable impact’.

While the scheme remains broadly the same as the previously refused scheme
(21/02648), the proposed mitigation planting along the site’s northern boundary
has been increased and two areas of planting are now indicated within the lorry
parking area. This is considered an improvement from the previous scheme in
helping to mitigate impacts on views from the higher elevations of the Kent Downs
AONB, although it would take some considerable time for the trees to establish
and be as effective as shown in the Year 15 visualisations. We would also point
out that while the submission makes much of the fact the ZVT indicates a limited
extent of visibility of the proposed development from the AONB. It fails to
acknowledge however that this includes an area of open access land on the
escarpment of the Kent Downs, a receptor of very high sensitivity, although the
visibility from PRoW MR238 that passes through it is acknowledged and assessed
in the LVIA.

Further harm would result from the proposed lighting of the entire lorry park —
introducing lighting into an extensive area where there currently is none, with harm
exacerbated by the 24/7 operation of the facility and need for lighting to be on all
night. While an indicative lighting scheme has been submitted that seeks to
minimise obtrusive light pollution, the lighting, which is required to remain on
throughout the hours of darkness, would inevitably result in impacts and all light
pollution, no matter how small, contributes to the general erosion of dark night
skies visible from the AONB and the urbanisation of the rural landscape.

Conclusion

Taking the above into account, it is considered that the proposal would fail to
conserve the landscape and scenic beauty of the Kent Downs AONB by impacting
on its setting and would therefore conflict with paragraph 176 of the NPPF as well
as guidance on development affecting the setting of AONBs in the NPPG. The
proposal would also fail to comply with adopted Tonbridge and Malling’s Core
Strategy policy CP7. The proposal would also be in conflict with the Kent Downs
AONB Management Plan, in particular Principle SD8.

CPRE: CPRE Kent OBJECTS to this development for the following reasons:

1) Unacceptable impact upon the Kent Downs AONB. We note the strong
object from the Kent Downs AONB unit on the basis that they consider the at the
proposal would fail to conserve the landscape and scenic beauty of the Kent Down
AONB by impacting upon its setting. We note that they conclude the proposal
would conflict with paragraph 176 of the NPPF and policy CP7 of the Councils
adopted Core Strategy Policy. It is our view that the location of the proposed
development is particularly sensitive in terms of the setting of the AONB. It is an
open agricultural field which has so far escaped the creep of nearby commercial
development, thereby offering important views into the AONB. We therefore

Part 1 Public



Area 2 Planning Committee

support and agree with the conclusions of the AONB unit. Further, we understand
that the local parish council are to undertake its own review of the LVIA and would
welcome the opportunity to comment upon this further in due course.

2) Impact upon the Metropolitan Green Belt. The purpose of Green Belt is to
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The essential
characteristic of Green Belts are their openness and permanence. Inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt, and should only be
approved where very special circumstances exist to overcome the presumption
against inappropriate development. Clearly the proposed development will amount
to a permanent loss of openness within the green belt and is therefore by definition
inappropriate. We do not agree with the applicant that there are special
circumstances for the proposal owing to the need to provide Lorry Parking spaces
along the M20 corridor. Specifically, we would point to 1,700 currently unused lorry
parking spaces which have already been created, but not used, at the Ashford
Inland Border Facility which is less than 30 minute drive further along the M20.1
We would consider this a more appropriate alternative. This is in addition to
already established lorry stops closer to the proposed development, such as at
Maidstone Services and Clacket Lane.

3) Air Quality. The proposal will result in significant additional lorry movements.
We therefore note the concerns raised by the Councils Environmental Health
officer with respect to the use of air quality data from 2020 during the pandemic
period. We too therefore also consider further analysis should be undertaken
based upon the available pre-pandemic traffic surveys available and would wish to
comment upon this point further in due course.

4) Light Pollution. Our experience of lorry parks elsewhere in Kent, including that
at the Ashford Inland Border Facility, is that despite assures made with respect to
mitigation, these inevitably led to significant light pollution given the specific nature
of the use. Paragraph of NPPF 185(c) requires planning policies to limit the impact
of light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation, and to
limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity. CPRE has
long been a leading voice in the campaign against light pollution. We have a
special interest in this issue: darkness at night is one of the key characteristics of
rural areas and represents a major difference between what is rural and what is
urban. Given the sites location within the setting of the AONB and the nature of the
use limits the effectiveness of any proposed mitigation, significant weight against
the proposal should be given with respect to light pollution.

5.9 Environment Agency: No objections subject to conditions.

5.10 KCC LLFA: Itis understood from the report that the surface water for the site will
be managed through splitting the site into 3 catchments, the northern, central and
southern catchment. The surface water will then be attenuated in permeable
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5.11

5.12

paving and basins prior to a restricted discharge into an unnamed watercourse at
the total combined QBAR rate of 16.5 I/s.

1. Table 3.2 in the report shows the SuDS Mitigation Indices for the Northern
Catchment. We would also seek for it to be demonstrated that adequate
pollution control measures are in place for the central and southern catchments
in adherence to the CIRIA SuDS Manual 2015.

2. There appears to be discrepancies between the hydraulic calculations provided
and the Indicative Attenuation Layout (Drawing number: 105346 PEF ZZ XX CD
SK 00800, revision P04 dated 09/12/22) with the impermeable areas and the
discharge restrictions. We would seek for this to be clarified.

3. Further to this, no hydraulic analysis has been provided for the 2 year or 30 year
rainfall event scenarios. We expect for these to be provided.

4. It is noted that FEH 1999 was used within the microdrainage calculations. KCC
require the use of the more detailed and up-to date FEH13 dataset within drainage
design submissions. Where FeH data is not available, 26.25mm should be
manually input for the M5-60 value, as per the requirements of our latest drainage
and planning policy statement (November 2019).

5. As part of the hydraulic analysis we would also seek for the latest Environment
Agency climate change analysis to be used (10th May 2022). As part of this
update, revisions have been made to the 'Peak Rainfall Intensity Allowances' that
are used in applying climate change percentages to new drainage schemes. The
LLFA would now seek the 'upper end' allowance is designed for both the 30
(3.3%) and 100 (1%) year storm scenarios. The latest information on the
allowances and map can be found at the following link:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances

6. We also have concerns in relation to the surface water flow paths relating to
possible flood issues on site in relation to property.

We would therefore recommend a holding objection for this application until the
above information is provided.

KCC LLFA: Comments awaited on additional information and will be included in
the supplementary report if received.

KCC Heritage: The site of proposed development lies within an area of potential
for multi-period archaeological remains, some of which may be of significance.
There are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary itself but there
are designated historic buildings close to the site including Moat Cottage, a
medieval house; and Moat Restaurant, a Medieval farm complex set within a
possible Medieval manorial moated complex which may be of early Medieval
origins.
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The Kent HER suggests prehistoric and Roman activity in the area and there are
indications of Early Medieval activity. Wrotham is considered to have been an
Early Medieval Palace and settlement with Jutish and other Early Medieval
cemeteries nearby. There are several PAS Roman and later metal artefacts
recorded in the nearby fields. The topographical location especially with the water
channel would have made this area attractive for settlement. There is nothing
recorded on the site itself but this probably reflects limited nature of formal
archaeological investigation rather than lack of archaeology.

There are clearly Post Medieval farm complexes in the vicinity which may have
had Medieval origins and the proposed development site would have been part of
the farmed land. The stream is likely to have been a formal part of the water
feeding the Moat Farm moat. This stream may also have served the Neppiker
Brewery to the north. This brewery developed in the mid-19" century with a
possible maltings within the Moat Farm complex. The identification of buildings on
the Tithe Map suggests a little community here.

Although there are no known archaeological remains on the proposed site, there is
potential for significant remains to survive, especially in view of the prehistoric and
Early Medieval remains known in the area. It would be preferable for any decisions
regarding this proposed scheme to be fully informed by suitable heritage
assessments, which in this case should include targeted fieldwork (historic
landscape walkover survey and geophysical survey with consideration of trial
trenching if appropriate).

| note the application is supported by an assessment of heritage, including
archaeology. But this assessment is minimal and does not sufficiently assess
potential. It focuses most on known heritage assets, especially surrounding listed
buildings. Given the significance of Wrotham as an Anglo Saxon high status
residence with settlement and several AS burials known around, the implications
of finding Early Medieval remains on this site is not sufficient explored.

In earlier comments, | recommended the need for pre-determination fieldwork in
the form of geophysical surveying and perhaps targeted trenching. | maintain this
recommendation for this outline application.

In summary, the proposed development may have an impact on significant
archaeology. | welcome the assessment of archaeology but it reflects slightly
limited understanding of the archaeological potential of the site.

| recommend a geophysical survey with the options for some targeted trial
trenching prior to determination of this application is essential to ensure decisions
are suitably informed for this major application.

5.13 Private Reps + site and press notice: 406 objections received raising the following
comments:
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e Inappropriate development in the green belt

e No exceptional circumstances

e Does not accord with requirements in government circular 01/2022
e Impact on adjacent AONB

e Increase noise and pollution

e Increase in traffic

e Increase in light pollution

e No proof that services will be used

e Reapplying shows a disregard for the previous concerns raised.
e Should enlarge existing facilities rather than build new

e Should be built on brownfield land

e No thought being given to existing residents

e Better to build houses on the site

e Existing lorry parks are not fully utilised

e Loss of wildlife

e Impact on property values

e Inappropriate access — should only be accessed from the motorway
e Impossible to get out of houses

e Impact on human health

e No local benefits

e Road floods at present and is known to ice over

e Not a suitable location

e Profit before common sense

e 24 hour operation will mean no respite from traffic and noise
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A20 is badly congested and will be the only link to the site from the motorway
network.

Would destroy village life

Should be at an alternative site

Already rejected twice

Supposed to be the garden of England not a lorry park

Become a haven for immigrants

Will ruin the Moat public house

Dedicated facility at Ashford underused

Will lead to littering and other anti-social behaviour

Road surface cannot cope with existing traffic let alone more HGVs
Why need a fuel station when there has been one opposite for many years?
None of the people supporting the development live anywhere near it

Freight should be moved to the continent on electric trains through the channel
tunnel to reduce the need for HGVs

Company totally ignores the local residents
What is the point in green belt if we do not protect it

Support comments do not look real and appear automated.

426 responses in support of the application (the majority of which have arisen from
an online survey):-

Need for lorry parking

Country would grind to a halt without lorry drivers
Need cheaper parking areas

Parking on the continent is free — should be in UK
Safe parking needed

Lack of overnight parking
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6.1

6.2

Motorway services are not designed to cope with HGVs

Lack of parking in the south east in general

Not able to on roadside or in industrial areas

Plenty of green space in Kent. The loss of this part will not make a difference.
Determining Issues:

The principle considerations with this application are whether the previous
reasons for refusal have been overcome. The application raises a number of
different policy considerations and determinative issues that can be
summarised as follows:

Planning policy support for lorry parking and national and regional transport
guidance.

The principle of the development at this location, including the impact on the
Green Belt, whether the development is appropriate, the effect on openness,
and any conflict with the purposes of including land within it.

The effect of the development on the character and appearance of the areal/its
visual impact, including on the setting of the Kent Downs National Landscape.

The effect of the development on residential amenity, by reason of noise,
disturbance and light pollution.

The effect of the development on the safety and operation of the road network,
including local roads and the strategic highway network, from trip generation
and vehicle movements, and whether this would unacceptably affect highway
safety, or whether it would lead to severe cumulative traffic build up.

The impact of the development on nearby heritage assets and below ground
archaeological remains.

If the development would harm protected species, ecology or biodiversity, and
if so whether adequate mitigation is proposed and if it can be delivered.

Whether drainage, archaeology and contaminated land have been adequately
considered.

If sufficient very special circumstances have been evidenced, such that the
harm to the Green Belt, and any other harm, are clearly outweighed by the
benefits of the scheme.

These matters are considered in further detail and the following headings.
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

National Planning Policy and Department for Transport Guidance on Lorry Parking

Paragraph 113 of the NPPF 2023 states that:

Planning policies and decisions should recognise the importance of providing
adequate overnight lorry parking facilities, taking into account any local shortages,
to reduce the risk of parking in locations that lack proper facilities or could cause a
nuisance. Proposals for new or expanded distribution centres should make
provision for sufficient lorry parking to cater for their anticipated use.

Department for Transport Circular 01/2022: ‘Strategic road network and the
delivery of sustainable development’ formalises the government’s position on the
provision of new policy guidance regarding the provision of freight facilities,
including truckstops,on the Strategic Road Network (SRN).

This Circular is the policy of the Secretary of State in relation to the SRN which
should be read in conjunction with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), planning policy for traveller sites, national planning policy for waste,
planning practice guidance, national design guide, National Model Design Code,
Manual for Streets (MfS), local transport note (LTN) 1/20 and all other material
considerations when strategic policy-making authorities are setting policies and
making decisions on planning and development proposals under the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990.

The Circular states the following when considering the spacing of freight facilities:

79. Drivers of many heavy goods and public service vehicles are subject to a
regime of statutory breaks and other working time restrictions, such that roadside
facilities are critical enablers of compliance with such requirements.

80. It is recognised that on certain parts of the SRN and at certain times a
shortage of parking facilities for HGVs can make it difficult for drivers to find safe
space to stop and adhere to requirements for mandatory breaks and rests. To
alleviate the shortage, the expansion of existing facilities on the SRN is likely to be
needed alongside the creation of new parking sites. As a result, existing truckstops
(including closed facilities) on or near to the SRN must be retained for their
continued and future use unless it can be clearly demonstrated that a need no
longer exists.

81. In areas where there is an identified need, the company will work with relevant
local planning authorities to ensure that local plan allocations and planning
application decisions address the shortage of HGV parking on or near to the SRN.
In these circumstances, local planning authorities should have regard to the
following spacing requirements:
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6.7

6.8

6.9

(). the maximum distance between motorway facilities providing HGV parking
(being service areas, rest areas or truckstops) should be no more than 14 miles;
and

(ii). the maximum distance between APTR facilities providing HGV parking (being
service areas or truckstops) should be the equivalent of 20 minutes driving time for
HGVs.

82. Where the general spacing distances above are met but a need for HGV
parking still arises, the company will support the case to address unmet demand,
subject to an assessment of the safety of the proposed access or egress
arrangements.

It should be noted though that it is not the governments policy that lorry parking
should be provided at the expense of any other relevant planning matter. Itis
therefore necessary to consider the principle of providing the development at this
location and any other resulting harms.

Location of development

The site is located outside of any settlement boundary where policy CP14 of the
TMBCS seeks to restrict new development. The introduction of a new standalone
employment use would not meet with any of the exceptions listed under this policy.
However, it is accepted that policy CP14 is now considerably out of date due to
the age of the Core Strategy, which is not currently delivering the required land for
housing and employment need. Furthermore, it is unlikely that sufficient space
exists within the settlement boundaries for such a proposal, and therefore any
limited technical conflict with policy CP14 would not be considered to withhold
consent on this basis and needs no further consideration.

However, the site is also within the Green Belt, and this is a matter which must be
considered separately.

Green Belt — Policy Context

6.10 The site is in the Green Belt where Policy CP3 of the TMBCS advises that

National Green Belt policy will apply (Section 13 of the NPPF). The fundamental
aim of the Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently
open, with the essential characteristics of Green Belts being their openness and
their permanence.

6.11 Paragraph 152 of the NPPF states that “inappropriate development is, by

definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very
special circumstances.”

6.12 Paragraph 153 states that “when considering any planning application, local

planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to
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the Green Belt and that very special circumstances will not exist unless potential
harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is
clearly outweighed by other considerations”.

6.13 Paragraph 154 of the NPPF advises that the construction of new buildings should
be regarded as inappropriate in the Green Belt.

6.14 However, one exception listed under paragraph 155 of the NPPF includes local
transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt
location, provided they preserve the Green Belt’s openness and do not conflict
with the purposes of including land within it.

Green Belt — Openness assessment

6.15 Given that the development is intended to serve as a county wide form of transport
infrastructure, it is not considered that it can reasonably be described as “local”.
Furthermore, it has not been demonstrated that a Green Belt location is required,
as will be explained in later sections of this report.

6.16 Nonetheless, even if that were not the case, the scale and nature of the
development is considerable, involving extensive laying of hardstanding, up to 200
HGVs parking spaces, new structures including the amenity building, fuelling
station, internal roads, car parking, security fencing, plant and associated
paraphernalia. It is very clear that regardless of whether the development would
be considered a form of local transport infrastructure, or even one requiring a
Green Belt location, it would fundamentally fail the requisite tests under paragraph
155 for the following reasons.

6.17 Firstly, the proposal would completely fail to preserve openness. The effect of
introducing the development set out above to the site would result in a clear,
permanent and harmful loss of openness, from both the built form, the
hardstanding and parked vehicles, and the associated infrastructure. Regardless
of the final design of the proposal, this effect would inevitably occur based on the
outline parameters being sought. The loss of openness would be obvious from
surrounding vantage points, including along London Road, from travelling along
the M26 past the site, from the residential and commercial properties around the
site and where longer-range views are possible. The loss of openness would be
both spatial and visual, and harmfully so. The loss of openness would be affected
across the whole site but most acute when the HGV parking areas are full, and
where the amenity and fuelling buildings would be erected.

Green Belt — Purposes

6.18 It is further necessary to consider whether the development would conflict with the
purposes of including land within the Green Belt, which are set out under
paragraph 143 of the NPPF as follows:
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6.19

6.20

6.21

6.22

6.23

6.24

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

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

C) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

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

It is considered that only paragraph (c) is relevant to this case. When considering
whether the proposal would conflict with this key purpose, it is also clear that it
would, and fundamentally so.

As noted previously, the site’s current appearance is open, rural, and devoid of
any built form. There is encroachment into the countryside setting from the
adjacent built development along London Road, but this is not present on the
proposed site.

However, the effect of the development, regardless of final design, would
irreversibly encroach into the existing open countryside. It would amalgamate built
form with that already present across the road, leading to a much greater
concentration of development in an otherwise open side of the road. Grazing land
would be replaced with hardstanding, buildings, and parked lorries. The Green
Belt’s key role in safeguarding the countryside from the encroachment of built form
into open areas would be wholly and irreversibly undermined across the site. As
such, there can be no doubt that the development would conflict with this
important purpose.

Green Belt — whether inappropriate development

Drawing the above conclusions together, the development would clearly fail to
comply with the only possible exception policy within the NPPF that merits
consideration. As a result, the development would constitute inappropriate
development in the Green Belt, which is harmful by definition. Paragraph 153
directs that substantial weight should be afforded to this harm. This is not a ceiling
or upper limit for measuring harm, and it follows that more serious harm to the
Green Belt should be afforded more weight.

In addition to definitional harm, there would be a very substantial permanent and
harmful loss of openness, based on the outline parameters sought.

Finally, the development would fundamentally conflict with a key purpose of
including land within the Green Belt, by extending built development out from the
more limited linear development on London Road, into an open and undeveloped
site. The countryside would be encroached upon, to a significant and harmful
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6.25

6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

degree. As a result, there would be a strong “in principle” objection to the location
of the proposed development on Green Belt grounds.

For these reasons, there is clear policy conflict with paragraphs 142, 143, 152 —
155 of the NPPF, and policy CP3 of the TMBCS. Whether sufficient very special
circumstances exist to clearly outweigh this harm are considered in later sections
of this report.

Character and Appearance / National Landscape (AONB) setting — Policy context

Policy CP24 of the TMBCS requires development to be of a high quality and be
well designed to respect the site and its surroundings in terms of its scale, layout,
siting, character and appearance. Policy SQ1 of the MDE DPD advises that new
development should protect, conserve and, where possible, enhance the character
and local distinctiveness of the area including its setting in relation to the pattern of
the settlement, roads and surrounding landscape.

These policies are broadly in conformity with those contained within the
Framework which relate to quality of new developments, in particular paragraph
135 of the NPPF that requires proposals to be visually attractive as a result of
good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping. Schemes
should also be sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or
discouraging appropriate innovation or change.

Since the submission of the application, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty have
been renamed “National Landscapes”. Section 245 of the Levelling-up and
Regeneration Act 2023 sets up a new statutory duty that all “relevant authorities”
(including local planning authorities), “must seek to further the purposes” of the
designated landscape, strengthening the previous duty to “have regard” to the
purposes. For National Landscapes, this purpose is conserving and enhancing
natural beauty. The NPPF has yet to be updated with the areas still referred to as
AONBs.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states:

‘Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic
beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
which have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues. The
conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are also important
considerations in these areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks
and the Broads. The scale and extent of development within all these designated
areas should be limited, while development within their setting should be
sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the
designated areas’..
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6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

Policy CP7 of the TMBCS is consistent with the aims of paragraph 182 by
confirming that development will not be permitted which would be detrimental to
the natural beauty and quiet enjoyment of the Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. It adds that development effecting these areas must have regard to
landscape character.

A further relevant material consideration is the Kent Downs AONB management
plan, and the policies listed within it. Most relevant are those highlighted by the
AONB unit, including:

MMP2 The Kent Downs AONB is a material consideration in plan making and
decision taking, and so local authorities will give a high priority to the AONB
Management Plan vision, aims, principles and actions in Local Plans, development
management decisions, planning enforcement cases and in taking forward their
other relevant functions.

SD1 Ensure that policies, plans, projects and net gain investments affecting the
Kent Downs AONB take a landscape led approach are long term, framed by the
Sustainable Development Goals appropriate to the Kent Downs, cross cutting and
recurrent themes, the vision, aims and principles of the AONB Management Plan

SD2 The local character, qualities, distinctiveness and natural resources of the
Kent Downs AONB will be conserved and enhanced in the design, scale, siting,
landscaping and materials of new development, redevelopment and infrastructure
and will be pursued through the application of appropriate design guidance and
position statements.

SD8 Ensure proposals, projects and programmes do not negatively impact on the
distinctive landform, landscape character, special characteristics and qualities, the
setting and views to and from the Kent Downs AONB.

As set out in the site description, the land has a gentle undulating character,
comprised of open grazing grassland hedgerows and tree cover. The motorway is
generally screened by mature planting along its banks. There is also some
screening on the boundary with the motorway and London Road, but the site is
clearly visible from the road frontage and the surrounding fields. It is wholly rural in
character and serves as a visual counterbalance to the built development across
the other side of London Road. The current appearance of the site, with its open
grassland and hedgerows, is consistent with the character of the AONB and
therefore contributes positively to it. This view is shared by the AONB unit, with
the site being in the foreground of the AONB and therefore being fundamentally
part of its setting as set out in para 182 of the NPPF.

Regardless of the final design and finish, the introduction of the lorry park within
the outline parameters sought would result in a complete and total erosion of this
rural character. It would be wholly lost, and replaced with built development, lorry
parking, hardstanding and buildings, which would appear as unnatural and
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incongruous features within the current open character of the site. The
development, regardless of final design, would substantially increase the amount
of built development within the setting of the AONB, and amalgamate the extent of
built form across both sides of the road, whereas previously this part was open
and free from buildings.

6.34 The applicant’s LVIA within the ES assesses the landscape effects of the
development, including on the field itself, and considers that the majority of
adverse effects would be short term during the construction phase, which it
considers can be mitigated through the use of a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP), and that all long-term effects would not be significant
due to the enhanced planting proposed along the northern edge of the site in order
to reduce the visibility of the site.

6.35 Whilst having careful regard to the view of the applicant on the landscape effects
of the development, as submitted in the relevant sections of the ES, Officers do
not agree with many of the conclusions.

6.36 As noted by the Kent Downs AONB unit, the field plays an important role as a
buffer of open rural land from the nearby motorway and the existing development
to the north of London Road. The proposed development, as well as resulting in
the total loss of this contribution, would also serve to fracture the remaining open
countryside on this part of the road, enclosing it with harmful built development,
and consolidating it with the development on the north side of the road, resulting in
a much larger concentration of detracting features within the immediate setting of
the AONB.

6.37 The landscaping proposed, in conjunction with some limited existing screening, is
simply insufficient to provide meaningful mitigation for a development of this scale
and nature. It would also take a substantial amount of time to establish and
mature, resulting in long term harm that would be fully visible from surrounding
vantage points and from adjacent fields. Regardless of whether these views may
or may not be publicly accessible does not lessen the landscape harm that would
result; and development can be substantially harmful to landscape character
regardless of whether it is prominent from public vantage points. These
conclusions are also consistent with the findings of the Inspector in the 1992
appeal, and despite its age, there is nothing to suggest the character and setting
of the site has changed so significantly that these conclusions are no longer
relevant.

6.38 One key concern of the AONB unit, shared by Officers is the inevitable use of
lighting given the proposed 24-hour use of the facility. Artificial lighting is a
particularly harmful unnatural feature which can seriously erode the natural setting
of the AONB, being particularly prominent overnight when the natural landscape
state would be dark. It would draw considerable attention to the built development,
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6.39

6.40

6.41

6.42

6.43

hardstanding and parked vehicles present on the site, which would also be when
the site is expected to be at greatest capacity.

The ES suggests that new planting can mitigate this but given the inevitable
widespread use and sheer size of the facility, it is not considered that this could be
meaningfully mitigated against. The clear and perceivable effect of light pollution
would be permanent and seriously harmful to the setting of the AONB, completely
spoiling the existing undeveloped nature of the site and its contribution to the rural
character of the area. As a 24 hour facility, there would never be any respite for
the AONB; the light pollution would persist in perpetuity for the lifetime of the
development. It is noted that the applicant has sought to limit light pollution and
suggests that light would not overspill beyond the boundaries, but it would still be
visible from beyond these boundaries even if not directly illuminating them. Winter
months would see this effect particularly magnified, due to less daylight and less
tree coverage.

It is also noted that these conclusions were shared by the Inspector in the previous
appeal decision from 1992 (92/10028/0OUT). In this case the Inspector concluded

‘There is no doubt in my mind that development here would be a substantial
intrusion into this open countryside with an adverse and unacceptable impact’.

Therefore, whilst carefully considering the submissions within the ES as to
landscape impact, the nature and scale of the proposal is such that complete
landscape mitigation is simply not considered to be possible. There would be total
and harmful loss of open rural character within the immediate boundaries of the
site, the development would consolidate built form with existing harmful
development across the road, and the setting of the AONB would be significantly
negative