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 1 : VISION AND OBJECTIVE 
 

1. Do you agree with the Local Plan overall vision? Do you agree with the Local Plan objectives? 
1.1. The Residents of East Peckham (and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who 

have signed up to this Regulation 18 Collective Consultation Response consider that the Local Plan 
overall vision is not appropriate for applying to East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street as 
currently drafted and evidenced.  East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street are together 
collectively referred to as “East Peckham” in the rest of this document.  

1.2. This Collective Residents Response has been signed by 653 Residents and represents the views of all 
those who have signed up. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective 
Response, are separately emailed to TMBC, and it is requested that these are appropriately 
redacted. 

1.3. There has been no, or very little regard, had to balancing the provision of housing alongside flood 
risk, biodiversity, landscape, heritage and green belt protection. The balance regarding the 
allocations in East Peckham is fundamentally weighted in favour of housing provision, with no 
meaningful consideration given to the risks and threats of that provision. 

1.4. Of significant concern, is the Technical Note covering the TMBC Level 2 SFRA scoping exercise 
published part way through the consultation period on November 27th. Sites 59789, 58571 and 
68376 have over 80% of their area in Flood Zone 2, are therefore high risk in Flood Zone 2 and have 
areas in Flood zone 3. They are therefore ‘Least Preferable’. Residents have concerns regarding the 
accuracy of the new data published, including significant inconsistencies with the data in the Level 1 
SFRA assessment. This is vital information for Residents to fully understand the risks and impact of 
the proposed site allocations. 

1.5. We understand that East Peckham Parish Council wishes to progress work on a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, and needs opportunity to work with TMBC to prepare that. That Plan will 
provide a vital opportunity to identify an appropriate share of the growth, in a way that is 
sustainable for East Peckham, and in locations which do not impact adversely on flood 
risk/biodiversity/lead to coalescence and reflect the existing character of the area. 

1.6. Residents note that the Spatial Strategy for the draft Local Plan emerged through consultation in 
2022/2023. In the time that has elapsed it is clear that the climate crisis has worsened. In addition 
the new standard methodology means a significant increase in housing requirement. This raises the 
question should the spatial strategy have been reviewed, and is there a better alternative? 

1.7. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately emailed 
to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted.  
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2 : SPATIAL STRATEGY – WHERE AND HOW WILL WE GROW 
 

1. Do you agree with Policy SP1 Spatial Strategy? - Tell us why you agree or disagree about Policy SP1? 

 The Residents of East Peckham (and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have 
signed up to this Collective Consultation Response (653) do not agree with Policy SP1 because the 
draft Local Plan vision is not appropriate for applying to East Peckham as currently drafted and 
evidenced. This Response represents the views of all those who have signed up. The details of the 
Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately emailed to TMBC, and it is 
requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

 There has been no, or very little regard had to balancing the provision of housing alongside flood 
risk, biodiversity, landscape, heritage and green belt protection. The balance regarding the 
allocations in East Peckham is fundamentally weighted in favour of housing provision, with no 
meaningful consideration given to the risks and threats of that provision. 

 Of significant concern, is the Technical Note covering the TMBC Level 2 SFRA scoping exercise 
published part way through the consultation period on November 27th 2025. Sites 59789, 58571 and 
68376 have over 80% of their area in Flood Zone 2, are therefore high risk in Flood Zone 2 and have 
areas in Flood zone 3. They are therefore ‘Least Preferable’. Residents have concerns regarding the 
accuracy of the new data published, including significant inconsistencies with the data in the Level 1 
SFRA assessment. This is vital information for Residents to fully understand the risks and impact of 
the proposed site allocations. 

 We understand that East Peckham Parish Council wishes to progress work on a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, and needs opportunity to work with TMBC to prepare that. That Plan will provide 
a vital opportunity to identify an appropriate share of the growth, in a way that is sustainable for 
East Peckham, and in locations which do not impact adversely on flood risk/biodiversity/lead to 
coalescence and reflect the existing character of the area. 

 Residents note that the Spatial Strategy for the draft Local Plan emerged through consultation in 
2022/2023. In the time that has elapsed it is clear that the climate crisis has worsened. In addition 
the new standard methodology means a significant increase in housing requirement. This raises the 
question should the spatial strategy have been reviewed, and is there a better alternative? 

 The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately emailed 
to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted.  

Flooding 

1.1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF paragraph 170) states that: 
“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future)”. 

1.2. NPPF (paragraph 174) states: 
“Within this context the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding from any source.” 

1.3. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (Practice Planning Guidance (PPG)) states:  
“Safe access and egress will need to be demonstrated at all development sites. Emergency 
vehicular access should be possible during times of flood.“ 

The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (PGG) states: 

“…. the LLFA would expect all efforts to have been made to place property outside of known areas of 
flood risk in line with the sequential approach.” 

1.4. The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report notes at para 2.30 the requirements of the NPPF to 
avoid inappropriate development from areas at risk of flooding. 

1.5.  Increased flooding is anticipated and predicted as a result of climate change. Para 3.4 Sustainability 
Appraisal Scoping Report states: 
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“The consequences include predictions of warmer, drier summers and wetter winters with more severe 
weather events all year, as well as higher sea levels and increased river flooding.”  

1.6. The Sustainability Appraisal objective 8 states: 
“To reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new developments are at risk.” 

1.7. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (TMBC) draft Local Plan Policy CC7 and CC8 require avoiding 
flood risk areas and using Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) for all developments. 

1.8. Residents note with concern that East Peckham site allocations fundamentally fail to comply with 
the avoidance of flood risk areas. Development within East Peckham runs contrary to national 
policy and guidance. As East Peckham is an area of highest flood risk, TMBC should direct 
development away from such areas.  

1.9. East Peckham currently experiences the worst flooding of Parishes in the Borough.  612 dwellings 
have been assessed as at risk of flooding, the most in the Borough (Sustainability Appraisal Scoping 
Report 3.113). Flood risk translates to real risk to people’s safety, health and well-being, homes and 
livelihoods. Major floods occurred in 2000, 2013/14, and 2019/2020. With the impact of climate 
change this position will worsen.  

1.10. East Peckham sits where the River Medway, the Coult River and River Bourne meet, forming 
an extensive flat floodplain and creation of extensive fluvial (river) flooding risk. The low-lying fields 
that encircle East Peckham, act as natural flood storage when rivers overflow. Development on 
these greenfield sites would remove important natural flood storage capacity.  

1.11. The Bourne and Coult rivers are classed as major rivers. Note that the Environment Agency 
(EA) refers to the Coult as one of the three major rivers in the Borough; it is not a stream. Its impact 
must therefore be considered in that context. 

1.12. East Peckham has no major flood barrier or reservoir scheme protecting it, with no future 
plans for new flood defence infrastructure, other than the minor protection offered by the Coult 
Flood Storage Area (FSA). The Leigh flooding barrier only offers protection in respect of the Medway 
for Tonbridge and Hildenborough.  

1.13. The Leigh Barrier does not protect the River Bourne, Coult Stream, Alders Brook, Tudeley 
Brook or Boroughs Oak Stream, all of which contribute to local flooding and will unavoidably have 
mass development discharging surface water into them along the length of their catchment areas 
upstream due to both TMBC and TWBC Local Plans.  
 
Sources of flooding 

1.14. East Peckham floods primarily from the Medway River. This affects the entire South and side 
of the village with flooding depths of over a metre deep. There is no route for pedestrian or 
vehicular access through the village during these events. The Medway has flood protection that has 
failed many times causing serious flood events. The impact of future expansion of the Leigh Barrier 
has not been proven in regard to East Peckham.  

1.15. The River Bourne and Coult Stream flood the North side of the village, specifically the sites 
proposed for allocation and surrounding roads. The Bourne is unprotected and causes many flash 
floods affecting the Little Mill, Addlestead and Snoll Hatch areas.  

1.16. The Coult Stream floods the three central sites (EP2) proposed for allocation and runs 
directly through them. It has a flood defence at Bullen but flooding has occurred many times 
despite this. Downstream of these three sites the Coult causes significant flooding in Hale St, 
Smithers Lane, farmland and the tarmac plant, then beyond into Yalding.  

1.17. The Boroughs Oak Stream floods the Hale St site and the road adjacent to it. Modelling in 
chapter 5 of the Flood Risk Assessment for proposed development at The Harp, East Peckham 
November 2014 for planning application 14/03083/FL has shown a sheet of water running over the 
site and along the adjacent road southwards towards the Coult River can be expected to depths of 
400mm. This water runs southward along Hale St and Church Lane to the Coult River and impacts 
Site 59782. 

1.18. The Bourne joins the Medway 400m SW of Snoll Hatch, The Coult passes through the centre 
of the village and joints the Medway at Stoneham Lock. Any development upstream that discharges 
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into these watercourses will increase flood depths in both East Peckham and Yalding.  
 

Climate change impact to flooding 
1.19. The UK Climate Change Committee warned the Government of 15/10/2025 that  

"The need to strengthen the UK’s adaptation objectives is both essential and urgent. Objectives should, at a 
minimum, prepare the country for the weather extremes that will be experienced if global warming levels 
reach 2°C above preindustrial levels by 2050. Reaching 4°C above preindustrial levels by the end-of-century 
cannot yet be ruled out and should be considered as part of effective adaptation planning". 

1.20. An extracted summary of para 3.8, UK Climate projections 2018 for Kent County identified 
increased average winter precipitation of 10-20% by 2040, this is within the plan period. Para 4.6 
notes: 

“Flooding from increased rainfall, more intense storm events and sea level rise may lead to significant 
adverse impacts….There is potential for an increase in river flooding and also flooding from surface water 
runoff which can overwhelm the local drainage and sewerage infrastructure.” 

1.21. Residents note that there is a Climate Change Risk and Impact Assessment for Kent and 
Medway, June 2020. It notes a 20-30% increase in winter rain fall by 2080. A development must be 
safe for its lifetime, therefore those increased 20-30% rain fall projections must be included within 
the calculations.  It is also recognised that an increase in the frequency and severity of severe 
weather events is expected. 

1.22. Residents note the Climate Change Study (in TMBC Evidence Base): 
For Tonbridge and Malling, flood risk is a product of rainfall intensity. Currently, the 100-year return period 
1-day and 5-day maximum rainfall for the Winter season is estimated to be around 45mm and 72mm, 
respectively. By 2100, maximum 1 day rainfall is projected to increase to 51mm (13% increase), while 
maximum 5-day rainfall is projected to increase to 81mm (13% increase). Therefore, surface water runoff is 
also likely to be a potential risk for the borough. 

These figures are lower than actual historic rainfall events for one and five day rainfall figures. We need 
to understand how the above figures have been used to direct housing in the draft Local Plan, when they 
are lower than historic rainfall figures for one and five day rainfall events that caused previous major 
floods in East Peckham, whilst also forecasting a 20-30% increase in rainfall. 
 
Flooding Impact on roads 

1.23. Housing and road developments will result in more surface water being discharged into the 
Coult and Bourne rivers faster instead of slowly infiltrating, and so will increase the peak heights 
and flow rates of those rivers through the village. For East Peckham this means not only that there 
are roads which are not passable, but that any other roads which might be just passable instead, 
also become torrents that are unsafe to use.  

1.24. A significant number of roads in the village already flood from all  the waterways and surface 
water run off from the higher ground north of East Peckham. The list of roads includes: 

 Addlestead Road, Snoll Hatch Road, Pound Road, Old Road, Hale Street (both ends of the 
road), Branbridges Road, Medway Meadows, junctions of Crown Acres, Orchard Road, 
The Freehold and Fellmead are blocked with floodwater. Tonbridge Road, Smithers Lane, 
Hatches Lane and Bullen Lane are also under water as are large parts of Church Lane. 

 Additionally, whilst Bush Road is only partially flooded, Stanford Lane which is necessary 
in order to exit the village also floods.  
 

1.25. Faster runoff from developments means those floodwaters rise sooner, and there is a faster 
and potentially higher flow. A small increase in peak flow on a narrow stream can translate to 
significant increase in flood depth in low areas. 
 
Evacuation 

1.26. During flood incidents, evacuation may be necessary. Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk 
and Coastal Change, states practicality of safe evacuation from an area will depend on: 
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 the type of flood risk present 
 the extent to which advance warning can be given in a flood event 
 the number of people that would require evacuation from the area potentially at risk 
 the adequacy of both evacuation routes and identified places that people could be 

evacuated to (and taking into account the length of time that the evacuation may need to 
last); and  

 sufficiently detailed and up to date evacuation plans being in place for the locality that 
address these and related issues. 

1.27. Kent County Council’s (KCC’s) county-level flood assessment noted East Peckham/Yalding as 
Kent’s most flood-prone area. If all 586 allocated homes are built, East Peckham would have c1,872 
dwellings in total, of which 1,198 (64%) would be in flood risk zones. This is not a figure that EPPC 
Resilience Committee and Flood Wardens can service. East Peckham currently has 8 flood wardens. 
For a village the current size of East Peckham, the recommendation is for 15 flood wardens. 
Guidance from the Kent Resilience Forum states flood wardens should not enter flood water more 
than ankle deep.  Reference is also made to paragraph 1.1.17, and the identified water depth of 
400mm; this is more than ankle deep. In addition the remainder of the village experiences flood 
water up to a greater depth of 600mm. 
 

Flooding impacts downstream 
1.28.  The site allocations will mean increased flooding for other villages downstream including 

Yalding. 
1.29. Downstream at Yalding/Medway confluence, flooding at the confluence of the Medway, 

Beult, and Teise is well known. The Coult Stream and the Boroughs Oak Stream join the River 
Medway between East Peckham and Yalding. The Bourne joins downstream within the confines of 
East Peckham.  The cumulative effect of multiple developments in the catchment area will be 
significant. Development of the proposed sites in East Peckham will divert water faster to the River 
Medway, likely increasing flood levels at Yalding. The flood risk assessment should examine this risk, 
noting that the NPPF requires that development should not increase flood risk “elsewhere” (which 
would include adjacent villages down the river).  
 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and Sequential Testing 
1.30. All five sites are severely impacted by flooding and are on the floodplain. There is no safe dry 

access to, or egress from, any site. Whilst the land West of Hale Street is the least impacted, FZ3 
land remains because Hale Street (road) itself floods where it crosses the Coult Stream, forming a 
moat around the site, affecting access and egress.  

1.31. In the Level 1 SFRA Site Screening, four of the East Peckham sites are in the top 10 most 
flood-prone (out of 500+ assessed sites) in terms of area in Flood Zone 2.  

1.32. Of significant concern, is the Technical Note covering the TMBC Level 2 SFRA scoping 
exercise published part way through the consultation period on November 27th. Sites 59789, 58571 
and 68376 have over 80% of their area in Flood Zone 2, are therefore high risk in Flood Zone 2 and 
have areas in Flood zone 3. They are therefore ‘Least Preferable’. Residents have concerns 
regarding the accuracy of the new data published, including significant inconsistencies with the data 
in the Level 1 SFRA assessment. This is vital information for Residents to fully understand the risks 
and impact of the proposed site allocations. 

1.33. The decision to proceed with these sites in the draft Local Plan without a comprehensive 
Level 2 SFRA is questioned, as it would appear to be inconsistent with NPPF and PPG.  

1.34. We note that TMBC has still not yet published a detailed Sequential Test or Exception Test 
for review as part of the Reg 18 consultation, even though it is so vital for the site allocations across 
the Borough. We would like to understand the evidence to show why the high-risk sites in East 
Peckham were chosen over other alternatives.  
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1.2. Sustainability 

1.2.1. TMBC’s Plan incorporates Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objective 10: Climate Change 
Mitigation, which aims to reduce and minimise greenhouse gas emissions, achieve carbon 
neutrality for TMBC and the borough by 2030, and promote sustainable modes of transport, 
such as walking, wheeling, and public transport, while reducing private car use.  

1.2.2. Although Policy CC1 (Addressing Climate Change) in the plan touches on climate change, it 
relies on policy positions that predate the latest guidance from the Climate Change 
Committee (CCC) in 2025. The CCC advises that the UK’s adaptation objectives should, at a 
minimum, for weather extremes likely if global warming reaches 2°C above preindustrial 
levels by 2050, but should also consider the possibility of a 4°C increase by the end of the 
century. Effective adaptation planning therefore requires policies and plans robust enough 
to handle more severe climate impacts than previously anticipated. The CCC stresses the 
urgent need to strengthen adaptation objectives based on updated scientific 
understanding, guiding both national and local policy, including planning and development 
decisions.  

1.2.3. The site allocations in East Peckham and Hale Street stand in direct contradiction to the 
principles of reducing greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change underpinning the 
TMBC Local Plan.  

1.2.4. East Peckham has limited services and poor public transport. There are no evening or 
Sunday bus services. There is no train station or GP. We do not consider that East Peckham 
is a sustainable location for the quantity of growth allocated.  

1.2.5. The review of the East Peckham proposed allocations shows that they fail to deliver 
sustainable development in key areas, and as required by para 8 NPPF. This includes 
Traffic/highways, destruction of woodland, destruction of wildlife and habitat and climate 
change. 

1.2.6. Reducing reliance on private vehicles is not achieved by the allocations in East Peckham. On 
the contrary, the reliance on private vehicles is increased by the site allocations in East 
Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch.  

1.2.7. The Department for Transport’s 2024 Car Ownership Evidence Review highlights that rural 
households are more likely to own multiple cars, especially where public transport is 
limited. In rural areas, households typically own 1.5–1.7 cars (versus 0.7–1.0 in urban 
areas), with even higher rates expected in developments with a significant proportion of 
social housing (a relevant proportion of 50% of all East Peckham sites). Social housing 
residents are less likely to work from home and instead depend on private vehicles to 
access employment opportunities.  

1.2.8. This additional need is then further compounded by the losses of existing and developing 
woodlands on sites 59789 and 58751. 
 

1.3. Housing Requirement and Needs 
1.3.1. It is unclear how the housing requirement for East Peckham has been derived. Full 

explanation of this and the proportioning of housing requirements across the Borough is 
required. 

1.3.2. In addition the Housing Need in East Peckham should be properly assessed.  There is no 
assessment of local housing need in East Peckham.  It is noted that currently East Peckham 
has five empty social housing properties. 

1.3.3. To deliver the allocations in East Peckham would require release from the Green Belt, and 
therefore compliance with the Golden Rules, including 50% requirement for affordable 
housing. Of that percentage, the required portion of social housing risks also standing 
empty. Repeated attempts by East Peckham Almshouses charity (Boormans Almhouses) to 
engage with Clarion, the social housing provider, have proven entirely fruitless. 
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2. Do you agree with the spatial distribution for future growth in the borough provided at table 5.2? Tell 

us why you agree or disagree 
2.1. Table 5.2 is incorrect regarding the allocations for East Peckham. The allocations for Snoll Hatch 

(identified as a Secondary Village) are bundled in with the numbered allocations for East Peckham, 
which is itself identified as a Primary Village. The numbers for Snoll Hatch should have been 
separately represented, to be labelled as a Secondary Village. 

2.2. EPPC does not agree with the distribution for growth, and disputes the conclusions that East 
Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch are suitable areas for the quantity of development proposed. 
 

3. Do you agree with the settlement hierarchy in table 5.6? Tell us why you agree or disagree  
 
Sustainable Settlement Hierarchy 
3.1. Residents do not agree with the Settlement Hierarchy. East Peckham is identified as a Primary 

Village, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch are identified as Secondary Villages.  
3.2. TMBC Sustainable Settlement Study states that those settlements with the most services and 

facilities and good level of public transport provision and accessibility are typically the most 
sustainable settlements in the borough. Or with fewer services and facilities can be categorised 
higher in the hierarchy if, for example, it is in close proximity (800m walking distance) to a 
sustainable settlement and has sustainable access to the services and facilities within that 
settlement. There are no evening or Sunday bus services in East Peckham. There is also no train 
station or GP. It can not be reasonably argued that East Peckham offers good public transport or 
vital services. 

3.3. Fibre and superfast broadband are not available across the entirety of East Peckham, Hale Street 
and Snoll Hatch. Some locations within those areas continue to have to rely on legacy broadband 
technology, despite seeking actively to engage with providers including Openreach and those who 
carry their services.  

3.4. The scoring system produces obvious inconsistencies and undervalues transport accessibility, 
leading to unsound conclusions about settlement sustainability and hierarchy. 

3.5. The scoring system significantly underestimates the importance of transport accessibility, 
particularly in East Peckham.  

 Bus frequency: Only one bus per hour to Maidstone, Tonbridge, and Tunbridge Wells 
during the day (TMBC Evidence base records it as every 30 min Mon-Sun; this is 
incorrect).   

 Evening services: None available.  
 Sunday services: None available.  
 Rail access: East Peckham has no rail station, meaning residents are entirely dependent 

on limited bus services or private cars.  
3.6. Residents therefore request that TMBC:  

3.6.1. Reassess the settlement scoring methodology, giving appropriate weight to transport 
accessibility.  

3.6.2. Review the settlement hierarchy conclusions, ensuring that larger service hubs are correctly 
recognised.  

3.6.3. Reconsider allocations in settlements with poor public transport provision, particularly East 
Peckham, where growth would exacerbate congestion on the A228.  

 
4. Do you agree with Policy SP3: Settlement hierarchy and general development principles? Tell us why 

you agree or disagree 
4.1. Residents disagree with the application of this Policy. The proposed sites in East Peckham, Hale 

Street and Snoll Hatch do not offer sustainable development locations. 
4.2. We are aware that East Peckham Parish Council is in the early stages of commencing work on a 
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Neighbourhood Development Plan and the application for Area Designation has been lodged 
pursuant to the Localism Act 2011 (as amended). 
 

5. Do you have any comments on the Sustainable Settlement Study? What comments do you have? 
5.1. No comment 

 
6. Do you agree with Policy SP5: Future Employment Growth? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

6.1. No comment 
 

7. Do you agree with Policy SP7: Green Belt? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
7.1. East Peckham Green Belt land is part of its rural identity and is vital for environmental, health, and 

community benefits. 
7.2. The proposed alteration to the Green Belt in and around East Peckham must be in accordance with 

the NPPF and the updated Green Belt Planning Practice Guidance (Feb 2025). Altering Green Belt 
boundaries through the Local Plan requires exceptional circumstances and must not fundamentally 
undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area. Greenfield sites should 
only be removed in sustainable locations to meet development need.  

7.3. Residents submit that exceptional circumstances do not exist for altering the Green Belt in and 
around East Peckham to the extent proposed. TMBC has failed to demonstrate that the allocated 
sites within East Peckham are sustainable as required by the NPPG. 

7.4. In relation to para 5.92, destroying established green space for new development is counterintuitive 
because the reclassification of the land to grey belt would require new accessible green space 
contributions to be made.   

7.5. The site allocations already include valued and much used greenspaces and these should be 
preserved and protected rather than seeking to establish new sites. It is counterintuitive to destroy 
established green space in order for there to then be the requirements for accessible green space 
contributions. Accessible green space already exists with established and valuable wildlife habitat 
and woodland. (Site 58751). 

7.6. Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment review of the Borough’s Green Belt assesses performance of defined 
areas against the NPPF. The East Peckham & Hale Street Green Belt performs strongly for 
countryside protection, important for maintaining openness and rural character. Provisionally 
identifying the 5 sites as grey belt because they do not strongly contribute to all Green Belt 
purposes, fails to give sufficient weight to the area in which the land does score strongly as Green 
Belt.  

7.7. Residents request that TMBC demonstrate that they have sufficiently demonstrated that they have 
maximised development in all non Green Belt locations and that it has prioritised lower performing 
Green Belt land elsewhere in the Borough. 

7.8. Residents note the intention at para 5.93 to extend the Green Belt in other areas whilst seeking to 
justify the removal of East Peckham Green Belt.  

7.9. Site 58587, a site of 49.54 hectares which could yield around 900 houses, is not within the Green 
Belt, does not flood with 100% of its land outside Flood Zone 2, 3a and 3b and is regarded as 
deliverable. However, site 58587 is not proposed for allocation on the grounds that it “potentially” 
impacts on three conservation areas and is accessed via a narrow rural road network. It is however 
noted that the A228 runs through site 58587, it is very close to Tier 2 service centre West Malling 
along with its infrastructure and facilities and that it appears to be possible to maintain a buffer and 
green gap between development and the conservation areas. Further, site 58587 sits adjacent to 
site 59740 (which is adjacent to a sustainable settlement, Tier 2 service centre Kings Hill, is deemed 
suitable and proposed for allocation in the draft Local Plan) and could be developed in combination 
with site 59740. EPPC therefore seek clarity on how Green Belt and land with significant flood risk in 
East Peckham, with no safe egress/access during flood events, is regarded as more suitable and 
sustainable for development than non Green Belt land that does not flood, has a major road 
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providing good access and is adjacent to superior infrastructure and facilities. 
7.10. Having regard to the Golden Rules for the release of Green Belt land, East Peckham does not 

represent a sustainable location for 586 dwellings with 50% affordable housing.  
 

8. Do you agree with SP8 Managing Development in the Green Belt? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
8.1. Whilst SP8 seeks to ensure appropriate design considerations for development within the Green 

Belt Residents do not support Policy SP7 in respect to East Peckham and release of Green Belt. 
Further should Green Belt release in East Peckham be required then EPPC would seek to develop 
locally specific design guidance to reflect the local vernacular of East Peckham. 
 

9. Policy SP9 proposes a Local Green Gap near West Malling, Kings Hill and East Malling. Do you agree 
with the proposed boundary? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
9.1. Sites outside of the Green Belt have been refused in the draft Local Plan. For example Site 58587: 

• 49.54 hectares and could yield around 900 houses.  
• not within the Green Belt. 
• does not flood with 100% of its land outside flood zone 2,3a and 3b 
• is deliverable. 

9.2. Site 58587 sits adjacent to site 59740 which was deemed as suitable and is included within the Local 
Plan. Reviewing those sites clearly shows that site 58578 neatly slots in and around site 59740. 

9.3. It was stated in the LAA that site 58587 is remote from a sustainable settlement but if developed in 
combination with site 59740 would be adjacent to a sustainable settlement. That sustainable 
settlement is Tier 2 service centre Kings Hill. Site 58587 is also very close to Tier 2 service centre 
West Malling, along with its infrastructure and facilities. 

9.4. Site 58587 was deemed as unsuitable for “potentially” joining three conservation areas and having 
a narrow rural road network. However the A228 runs through site 58587, therefore already 
mitigating need to use rural roads. There is enough land to maintain a buffer between development 
and conservation areas (as has been proposed for site 59613 in East Peckham.) 

9.5. Instead of selecting site 58587 in conjunction with site 59740, TMBC has instead proposed site 
allocations for 586 houses within East Peckham, within Green Belt and Flood Zone land.  

9.6. Not only has site 58587 been refused as suitable, TMBC proposes the site partially creates a new 
“Green Gap” between East and West Malling. Site 58587 represents a small part of this proposed 
new Green Gap and its development would not harm the creation of the proposed new Green Gap. 

9.7. Questions must be raised in regard to how Green Belt and flood land in East Peckham, with no safe 
egress/access during flood events, can be selected by TMBC as more suitable and sustainable for 
development than non Green Belt land that doesn’t flood, has a major road providing good access 
and is adjacent to superior infrastructure and facilities? 

9.8. Residents therefore do not agree with the proposed Local Green Gap in this location or the 
proposed boundary relating to it. 
 

10. Is there anything you think is missing from our Spatial Strategy policies? If yes, please tell us what you 
think is missing. 
10.1. We maintain the need for consideration of an appropriate spatial strategy for East 

Peckham, within the context of the Local Plan Spatial Strategy.  
10.2. The key issue is the need to ensure that the growth in East Peckham is appropriately 

located, protects green belt, reduces flood risk, supports mitigation and adaption to climate 
change, enhances biodiversity and prevents degradation of the natural environment. In this 
regard we are of the view that sites other than those proposed would be more suitable and 
still meet the Local Plan spatial strategy. 
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3 : HELPING TO ADDRESS CLIMATE CHANGE 

1. Do you agree with Policy CC1: Addressing Climate Change? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
1.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham 

(and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”). The details of the Residents who have 
signed up to this Collective Response, are separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these 
are appropriately redacted.  

1.2.  Residents consider that the Local Plan overall vision is not appropriate for applying to East 
Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street (together collectively referred to as East Peckham in the rest 
of this document). as currently drafted and evidenced.  

1.3. Residents agree with the Policy, however the Policy is not achieved or supported by the proposed 
site allocations in East Peckham. 

1.4. The Policy cites the need for a proactive and best practice approach, contributing towards reducing 
greenhouse gas and transition to net zero plus maximizing use of measures to adapt to net zero. 
The proposed site allocations in East Peckham do not support this approach. 
 

1.5. Sustainability 
1.5.1. TMBC’s Plan incorporates Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objective 10: Climate Change 

Mitigation, which aims to reduce and minimise greenhouse gas emissions, achieve carbon 
neutrality for TMBC and the borough by 2030, and promote sustainable modes of transport, 
such as walking, wheeling, and public transport, while reducing private car use. The reliance on 
private vehicles will be increased by the site allocations in East Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll 
Hatch as there are limited public transport options and limited Active Travel opportunities .  

1.5.2. For climate change mitigation, using land for development in sustainable locations is 
necessary. The proposed site allocations in East Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch are not 
sustainable. There are limited services and facilities available, the impact of flooding will be 
worsened by the site allocations in East Peckham, there will be loss of Green Belt and 
environmental amenity provision and reducing reliance on private vehicles is not achieved by 
the allocations in East Peckham.  

1.5.3. Although Policy CC1 (Addressing Climate Change) in the plan touches on climate change, it 
relies on policy positions that predate the latest guidance from the Climate Change Committee 
(CCC) in 2025. The CCC advises that the UK’s adaptation objectives should, at a minimum, 
prepare for weather extremes likely if global warming reaches 2°C above preindustrial levels by 
2050, but should also consider the possibility of a 4°C increase by the end of the century. 
Effective adaptation planning therefore requires policies and plans robust enough to handle 
more severe climate impacts than previously anticipated. The CCC stresses the urgent need to 
strengthen adaptation objectives based on updated scientific understanding, guiding both 
national and local policy, including planning and development decisions.  

1.5.4. The site allocations in East Peckham are therefore in direct contradiction to the principles of 
reducing greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change underpinning the draft TMBC Local 
Plan. This section outlines the reasons why such developments are not sustainable, referencing 
the relevant policies and data from TMBC documents.  

1.5.5.  The rural location of these sites would also necessitate increased use of delivery vans for 
supplies and goods. Reports indicate that new housing developments in rural and semi-rural 
areas are typically designed around car dependency, with poor access to public transport or 
safe walking/cycling routes. This not only increases car ownership but also reliance on delivery 
services. Urban design guidance from 2024 and 2025 now explicitly requires new housing 
developments to allocate space for online shopping deliveries, acknowledging the growth in 
delivery van traffic. This further increases emissions associated with new developments in rural 
locations.  

1.5.6. The Department for Transport’s 2024 Car Ownership Evidence Review highlights that rural 
households are more likely to own multiple cars, especially where public transport is limited. In 
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rural areas, households typically own 1.5–1.7 cars (versus 0.7–1.0 in urban areas), with even 
higher rates expected in developments with a significant proportion of social housing (a 
relevant proportion of 50% of all East Peckham sites). Social housing residents are less likely to 
work from home and instead depend on private vehicles to access employment opportunities.  

1.5.7. This additional need is then further compounded by the loss of existing and developing 
woodlands on sites 59789 and 58751. 

1.5.8. The proposed housing developments in East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street are likely to 
increase greenhouse gas emissions through higher private vehicle use, the loss of natural 
carbon sinks, insufficient local facilities, and greater delivery and service van traffic. These 
outcomes conflict with TMBC’s objectives of reducing emissions, mitigating climate change, 
and supporting an Active Transport Strategy.  
 

1.6. Pollution 
1.6.1. TMBC Sustainability Assessment SA 5 “protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity”. 

Requirement that growth strategies be sustainable and aligned with climate and biodiversity 
priorities.  

1.6.2. The ecological impacts of housing development on Coult Stream Woodland Strip and 
associated land will be significant. The proposed housing allocations adjacent to Coult Stream 
will introduce significant ecological pressures through chemical runoff, artificial lighting, and 
noise disturbance, all of which are well documented in scientific literature as harmful to 
riparian corridors and woodland strips.  

1.6.3.  Residents submit that the East Peckham proposed site allocations do not support TMBC’s 
stated environmental priorities, including climate neutrality, air and water quality protection, 
and biodiversity recovery. We therefore urge TMBC to reject these allocations and redirect 
housing growth to transit-accessible, low-carbon locations consistent with TMBC’s Local Plan  
and Climate Emergency commitments and EPPC’s own Climate Emergency declaration.  
 

2. Do you agree with Policy CC2: Circular Economy and its approach to reducing waste and reusing 
resources? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
2.1. No comment 

 
3. Do you agree with Policy CC3: Sustainable Design and Construction? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

3.1. No comment 
 

4. Do you agree with Policy CC4: Energy and Heating? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
4.1. No comment 

 
5. Do you agree with Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon and Heat Projects? Tell us why you agree or 

disagree 
5.1. No comment 

 

6. Do you agree with Policy CC6: Water Efficiency? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
6.1. No comment 

 
7. Do you agree with Policy CC7: Managing Development Within Flood Risk Areas? Tell us why you agree 

or disagree 
 

Flooding 
7.1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF paragraph 170) states that: 

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future)”. 
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7.2. NPPF (paragraph 174) states: 
“Within this context the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding from any source.” 

7.3. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (Practice Planning Guidance (PPG)) states:  
“Safe access and egress will need to be demonstrated at all development sites. Emergency 
vehicular access should be possible during times of flood.“ 

“…. the LLFA would expect all efforts to have been made to place property outside of known areas of 
flood risk in line with the sequential approach.” 

7.4. The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report notes at para 2.30 the requirements of the NPPF to 
avoid inappropriate development from areas at risk of flooding. 

7.5.  Increased flooding is anticipated and predicted as a result of climate change. Para 3.4 Sustainability 
Appraisal Scoping Report states: 

“The consequences include predictions of warmer, drier summers and wetter winters with more severe 
weather events all year, as well as higher sea levels and increased river flooding.”  

7.6. The Sustainability Appraisal objective 8 states: 
“To reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new developments are at risk.” 

7.7. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (TMBC) draft Local Plan Policy CC7 and CC8 require avoiding 
flood risk areas and using Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) for all developments. 

7.8. Residents note with concern that East Peckham site allocations fundamentally fail to comply with 
the avoidance of flood risk areas. Development within East Peckham runs contrary to national 
policy and guidance. As East Peckham is an area of highest flood risk, TMBC should direct 
development away from such areas.  

7.9. East Peckham currently experiences the worst flooding of Parishes in the Borough.  612 dwellings 
have been assessed as at risk of flooding, the most in the Borough (Sustainability Appraisal Scoping 
Report 3.113). Flood risk translates to real risk to people’s safety, homes and livelihoods. Major 
floods occurred in 2000, 2013/14, and 2019/2020. With the impact of climate change this position 
will worsen.  

7.10. East Peckham sits where the River Medway, the Coult River and River Bourne meet, forming 
an extensive flat floodplain and creation of extensive fluvial (river) flooding risk. The low-lying fields 
that encircle East Peckham, act as natural flood storage when rivers overflow. Development on 
these greenfield sites would remove important natural flood storage capacity.  

7.11. The Bourne and Coult rivers are classed as major rivers. Note that the Environment Agency 
(EA) refers to the Coult as one of the three major rivers in the Borough; it is not a stream. Its impact 
must therefore be considered in that context. 

7.12. East Peckham has no major flood barrier or reservoir scheme protecting it, with no future 
plans for new flood defence infrastructure, other than the minor protection offered by the Coult 
Flood Storage Area (FSA). The Leigh flooding barrier only offers protection in respect of the Medway 
for Tonbridge and Hildenborough.  

7.13. The Leigh Barrier does not protect the Bourne, Coult, Alders Brook, Tudeley Brook or 
Boroughs Oak Stream, all of which contribute to local flooding and will unavoidably have mass 
development discharging surface water into them along the length of their catchment areas 
upstream due to both TMBC and TWBC Local Plans.  
 

Sources of flooding 
7.14. East Peckham floods primarily from the Medway River. This affects the entire South and side 

of the village with flooding depths of over a metre deep. There is no route for pedestrian or 
vehicular access through the village during these events. The Medway has flood protection that has 
failed many times causing serious flood events. The impact of future expansion of the Leigh Barrier 
has not been proven in regard to East Peckham.  

7.15. The Bourne and Coult Rivers flood the North side of the village, specifically the sites 
proposed for allocation and surrounding roads. The Bourne is unprotected and causes many flash 
floods affecting the Little Mill, Addlestead and Snoll Hatch areas.  
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7.16. The Coult floods the three central sites (EP2) proposed for allocation and runs directly 
through them. It has a flood defence at Bullen but flooding has occurred many times despite this. 
Downstream of these three sites the Coult causes significant flooding in Hale St, Smithers Lane, 
farmland and the tarmac plant, then beyond into Yalding.  

7.17. The Boroughs Oak Stream floods the Hale St site and the road adjacent to it. Modelling in 
chapter 5 of the Flood Risk Assessment for proposed development at The Harp, East Peckham 
November 2014 Herrington Consulting Limited for planning application 14/03083/FL has shown a 
sheet of water running over the site and along the adjacent road southwards towards the Coult 
River can be expected to depths of 400mm. This water runs southward along Hale St and Church 
Lane to the Coult River. 

7.18. The Bourne joins the Medway 400m SW of Snoll Hatch, The Coult passes through the centre 
of the village and joints the Medway at Stoneham Lock. Any development upstream that discharges 
into these watercourses will increase flood depths in both East Peckham and Yalding.  
 

Climate change impact to flooding 
7.19. The UK Climate Change Committee warned the Government in 15/10/2025 that  

"The need to strengthen the UK’s adaptation objectives is both essential and urgent. Objectives 
should, at a minimum, prepare the country for the weather extremes that will be experienced if 
global warming levels reach 2°C above preindustrial levels by 2050. Reaching 4°C above 
preindustrial levels by the end-of-century cannot yet be ruled out and should be considered as 
part of effective adaptation planning". 

7.20. An extracted summary of para 3.8, UK Climate projections 2018 for Kent County identified 
increased average winter precipitation of 10-20% by 2040, this is within the plan period. Para 4.6 
notes: 

“Flooding from increased rainfall, more intense storm events and sea level rise may lead to significant 
adverse impacts….There is potential for an increase in river flooding and also flooding from surface 
water runoff which can overwhelm the local drainage and sewerage infrastructure.” 

7.21. Residents note that there is a Climate Change Risk and Impact Assessment for Kent and 
Medway, June 2020. It notes a 20-30% increase in winter rain fall by 2080. A development must be 
safe for its lifetime, therefore those increased 20-30% rain fall projections must be included within 
the calculations.  It is also recognised that an increase in the frequency and severity of severe 
weather events is expected. 

7.22. I note the Climate Change Study (in TMBC Evidence Base): 
For Tonbridge and Malling, flood risk is a product of rainfall intensity. Currently, the 100-year 
return period 1-day and 5-day maximum rainfall for the Winter season is estimated to be around 
45mm and 72mm, respectively. By 2100, maximum 1 day rainfall is projected to increase to 51mm 
(13% increase), while maximum 5-day rainfall is projected to increase to 81mm (13% increase). 
Therefore, surface water runoff is also likely to be a potential risk for the borough. 

7.23. These figures are lower than actual historic rainfall events for one and five day rainfall 
figures. We need to understand how the above figures be used to direct housing in the draft Local 
Plan, when they are lower than historic rainfall figures for one and five day that caused previous 
major floods in East Peckham, whilst also forecasting a 20-30% increase in rainfall. 
 

Flooding Impact on roads 

7.24. Housing and road developments will result in more storm water being discharged into the 
Coult and Bourne rivers faster instead of slowly infiltrating, and so will increase the peak heights 
and flow rates of those rivers through the village. For East Peckham this means not only that there 
are roads which are not passable, but that any other roads which might be just passable instead, 
also become torrents that are unsafe to use.  

7.25. A significant number of roads in the village already flood from all  the waterways and surface 
water run off from the higher ground north of East Peckham. The list of roads includes: 

 Addlestead Road, Snoll Hatch Road, Pound Road, Old Road, Hale Street (both ends of the 
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road), Branbridges Road, Medway Meadows, junctions of Crown Acres, Orchard Road, 
The Freehold and Fellmead are blocked with floodwater. Tonbridge Road, Smithers Lane, 
Hatches Lane and Bullen Lane are also under water as are large parts of Church Lane. 

 Additionally, whilst Bush Road is only partially flooded, Stanford Lane which is necessary 
in order to exit the village also floods.  

7.26. Faster runoff from developments mean those floodwaters rise sooner, and there is a faster 
and potentially higher flow. A small increase in peak flow on a narrow stream can translate to 
significant increase in flood depth in low areas. 
 

Evacuation 
7.27. During flood incidents, evacuation may be necessary. Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk 

and Coastal Change, states practicality of safe evacuation from an area will depend on: 
 

 the type of flood risk present 
 the extent to which advance warning can be given in a flood event 
 the number of people that would require evacuation from the area potentially at risk 
 the adequacy of both evacuation routes and identified places that people could be 

evacuated to (and taking into account the length of time that the evacuation may need to 
last); and  

 sufficiently detailed and up to date evacuation plans being in place for the locality that 
address these and related issues. 

7.28. Kent County Council’s (KCC’s) county-level flood assessment noted East Peckham/Yalding as 
Kent’s most flood-prone area. If all 586 allocated homes are built, East Peckham would have c1,872 
dwellings in total, of which 1,198 (64%) would be in flood risk zones. This is not a figure that EPPC 
Resilience Committee and Flood Wardens can service. East Peckham currently has 8 flood wardens. 
For a village the current size of East Peckham, the recommendation is for 15 flood wardens. 
Guidance from the Kent Resilience Forum states flood wardens should not enter flood water more 
than ankle deep.  Reference is also made to paragraph 1.1.17 , and the identified water depth of 
400mm; this is more than ankle deep. In addition the remainder of the village experiences flood 
water up to a greater depth of 600mm. 
 

Flooding impacts downstream 
7.29. The site allocations will mean increased flooding for other villages downstream including 

Yalding. 
7.30. Downstream at Yalding/Medway confluence, flooding at the confluence of the Medway, 

Beult, and Teise is well known. The Coult and the Boroughs Oak join the Medway between East 
Peckham and Yalding. The Bourne joins downstream within the confines of East Peckham.  The 
cumulative effect of multiple developments in the catchment area will be significant. Development 
of the proposed sites in East Peckham will divert water faster to the Medway, likely increasing flood 
levels at Yalding. The flood risk assessment should examine this risk, noting that the NPPF requires 
that development should not increase flood risk “elsewhere” (which would include adjacent villages 
down the river).  

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and Sequential Testing 
7.31. All five sites are severely impacted by flooding and are on the floodplain. There is no safe dry 

access to, or egress from, any site. Whilst the land West of Hale Street is the least impacted, FZ3 
land remains because Hale Street (road) itself floods where it crosses the Coult Stream, forming a 
moat around the site, affecting access and egress.  

7.32. In the Level 1 SFRA Site Screening, four of the East Peckham sites are in the top 10 most 
flood-prone (out of 500+ assessed sites) in terms of area in Flood Zone 2.  

7.33. Of significant concern, is the Technical Note covering the TMBC Level 2 SFRA scoping 
exercise published part way through the consultation period on November 27th. Sites 59789, 58571 
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and 68376 have over 80% of their area in Flood Zone 2, are therefore high risk in Flood Zone 2 and 
have areas in Flood zone 3. They are therefore ‘Least Preferable’. Residents have concerns 
regarding the accuracy of the new data published, including significant inconsistencies with the data 
in the Level 1 SFRA assessment. This is vital information for Residents to fully understand the risks 
and impact of the proposed site allocations. 

7.34. The decision to proceed with these sites in the draft Local Plan without a comprehensive 
Level 2 SFRA is questioned, as it would appear to be inconsistent with NPPF and PPG.  

We note that TMBC has still not yet published a detailed Sequential Test or Exception Test for review as part 
of the Reg 18 consultation, even though it is so vital for the site allocations across the Borough. We would 
like to understand the evidence to show why the high-risk sites in East Peckham were chosen over other 
alternatives.  

Sequential Testing and Exceptions Test 

7.35.  Residents do not agree with the Policy on managing development within flood risk areas, on 
the basis that TMBC evidence base contains no published consideration of sequential or exceptions 
testing for review as part of the Reg 18 consultation.  

7.36.  We would like to understand the evidence and rational for why these high-risk sites were 
chosen over safer alternatives. Housing should not go in Functional Floodplain (Flood Zone 3b) and 
should only be allocated to Flood Zone 3a if both the Sequential Test and robust Exceptions Test are 
met (including safe dry access, depth/velocity hazard, residual risk, climate change allowances and 
compensatory storage). 

7.37. TMBC is requested to demonstrate sequential testing and provide that for review.  
 

8. Do you agree with Policy CC8: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
8.1. An increase in impermeable surfaces (roofs, roads, driveways), generates faster surface water 

runoff.  
8.2. Residents note Policy CC8 in TMBC’s draft plan regarding the use of SuDS, however East Peckham’s 

ground conditions severely limit SuDS options to manage this runoff.  Much of East Peckham has a 
shallow water table. This means infiltration techniques (like soakaways) do not work; the ground is 
often saturated or impermeable. For example, a recent engineering study for a proposed 
development in the village (planning app TM/21/03353/FL) found soakage tests repeatedly failed. 
The developer’s solution was to raise ground levels by over 0.5m to fit soakaways, and ultimately to 
propose discharging “excess” surface water into the Coult Stream. 
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4 : CONSERVING AND ENHANCING OUR NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
1. Do you agree with Policy NE1: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment? 

1.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham 
(and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are 
separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

1.2. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 (as amended) 
places a duty on all public authorities to have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing 
biodiversity. The NPPF emphasizes the importance of the natural environment and green 
infrastructure for health, well being and quality of life. (Para 96, chapter 8, paragraph 174(b) 
chapter 15). 

1.3. Given the Policy NE1 recognises the value of the natural environment, we are disappointed to note 
the detrimental impact on the biodiversity and wildlife in respect to the proposed site allocations 
68376, 58751 and 59789. 

1.4. These sites are located on the northern and central edges of East Peckham village. Collectively, they 
comprise approximately 15 hectares of predominantly greenfield land currently designated as 
Green Belt bounded by hedgerows, mature trees, and small watercourses. Together they form part 
of the Coult Stream catchment and include low-lying land prone to seasonal flooding (and therefore 
provide flood storage). The land is adjacent to and buffers the Coult Stream, a narrow but 
ecologically significant and vital wildlife corridor that supports a mix of riparian vegetation, mature 
trees, and linear woodland strips. 

1.5. The area forms part of the transition between the built edge of East Peckham and the surrounding 
open countryside. Its network of hedgerows, field margins, and small watercourses provides 
essential foraging, nesting, and movement routes for wildlife, including several protected/Section 
41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 priority species. Section 41 
species (for example Nightingale and Turtle Doves) are present. The presence of protected species 
would require mitigation and supports the argument that these sites should not be released from 
the Green Belt. The richness and variety of the species associated with the Coult Stream on Site 
58751 are such that significant mitigation would be required. The site should therefore not be 
released from the Green Belt. 

1.6. The Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy assesses site 58751 as an accessible local green space, 
and part of the green infrastructure.  

1.7. The woodland site EA06 was included in the Green Belt assessment. However this assessment is 
incomplete because it fails to identify the woodland in site 58751, and just mentions that the site 
was bounded to the north by a stream. The assessment failed to take into account the particular 
characteristics of the wood and its impact on/value to the rest of the site and adjoining sites 68376 
and 59789.  

1.8. Woodland is a climax community, and vital for the species it supports. SA objective 5 (To protect 
and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity) is therefore not met by the destruction of trees and 
acres of long established wildlife habitat within site 58751. 

1.9. The KCC Tree Strategy aims to avoid the loss of Tree stock as referenced in one of the underpinning 
principles of better management and protection of existing stock.  

1.10. TMBC’s Tree Charter identifies East Peckham for investigation for tree planting because it is 
below the target 19%. Elsewhere in the Borough TMBC is also well below target.  

1.11. Destroying woodland as part of development flowing from the proposed site allocations is 
contradictory to national policy, KCC Policy and TMBC’s own Tree Charter. 

1.12. Green infrastructure and access to natural environment is becoming increasingly important in 
planning terms, because it is understood that it delivers a wide range of environmental, economic, 
health and wellbeing benefits for nature, climate, and communities. Preserving a valuable natural 
site at the heart of East Peckham preserves the contact with the natural world that is shown to 
reduce the burden on health and social services. Site 58751 and its connected surrounding areas 
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provide that vital resource for East Peckham. Strong green infrastructure is clearly linked to building 
a strong economy and driving economic growth, helping to create high quality environments 
attractive to businesses and investors. 

1.13. Residents are concerned that TMBC have relied on a habitat survey map that is outdated. Site 
58751 is now scrub woodland habitat which supports the biodiversity and priority species reported, 
and not rough neutral grassland.  

1.14. We also note that Green Infrastructure and local green space of sites 58751 and 59789/68376 are 
included within TMBC current calculations. Should the proposed site allocations remain in the draft 
Local Plan, the evidence base will need to be recalculated and reassessed due to the loss of these 
green areas. 
 

2. Do you agree with Policy NE2: National Landscapes? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
2.1. No comment 

 
3. Do you agree with Policy NE3: Landscape Character? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

3.1. No comment 
 

4. Do you agree with Policy NE4: Designated sites, irreplaceable habitat and priority habitat and species? 
Tell us why you agree or disagree 
4.1. No comment 

 
5. Do you agree with Policy NE5: Biodiversity Net Gain? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

5.1. No comment 
 

6. Do you think there’s a case for requiring Biodiversity Net Gain greater than 10%? Please explain your 
answer 
6.1. No comment 

 
7. Do you agree with Policy NE6: Green and Blue Infrastructure? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

7.1. The loss of wildlife rich corridors should be avoided.  
7.2. Site 58751 is identified as a local green space in the TMBC green/blue infrastructure plan. The 

proposed allocation of this Site is not supported by Policy NE6. 
 

8. Do you agree with Policy NE7: Woodland, trees and hedgerows? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
8.1. Alternative allocations to those proposed in East Peckham would reduce the loss of mature 

trees, hedgerows and biodiversity on proposed site allocations.  
8.2. Alternative allocations could be located in site areas where further tree planting could be 

undertaken, thus supporting the biodiversity in East Peckham, and the target planting for 
the Borough. 
 

9. Do you have any comments on the council’s Local Belt Space Methodology? If yes do you have any 
comments? 
 

10. Do you have any comments or wish to submit evidence on the Local Green Spaces that listed in Annex 
3? If yes, please tell us which site your comments relate to. (Example BG-01)  

 
10.1. Residents continue to support the designation of Land North of Westwood Road, East 

Peckham, (Site 59525) as a Local Green Space. 
10.2. Residents also strongly support the designation of Site 58751 (Land rear of Henham 

Gardens/Coult Stream, East Peckham) as a Local Green Space, pursuant to the application by East 
Peckham Parish Council on 20th December 2025.  
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5 : CONSERVING AND ENHANCING OUR HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT 
1. Do you agree with Policy HE1: The Historic Environment? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
2. Do you agree with Policy HE2: Listed Buildings? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

No comment 
 

3. Do you agree with Policy HE3: Conservation Areas? 
3.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham 

(and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are 
separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

3.2. Site 59613 lays between the two conservation areas and overlaps the same land as sites refused on 
those grounds, so it therefore seems odd that this is proposed for site allocation.  

3.3. The adjacent site 58746 was deemed unsuitable in the Land Availability Assessment for the 
following reason: 

“This site is adjacent to a sustainable settlement. However, development in this location 
could potentially join two conservation areas together and impact on their setting, and 
part of the site falls within Flood Zone 3b. Therefore, this site is considered unsuitable for 
development.” 

 

3.4. Site 59837 shares the same plot of land and overlaps site 69613. Site 59837 was deemed unsuitable 
in the Land Availability Assessment for the following reason: 

“The site is adjacent to a sustainable settlement; however, this site acts as a buffer to the 
conservation area to the west and therefore is unsuitable for development. 

 
4. Do you agree with Policy HE4: Historic Parks and gardens? 
5. Do you agree with Policy HE5: Archaeology? 
6. Do you agree with Policy HE6: Enabling Development for Heritage Assets? 
7. Is there anything you think is missing from our Historic Environment policies? If yes, please tell us 

what you think is missing. 
Overall, how satisfied are you with the Historic Environment policies? 
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6 : ACHIEVING HIGH QUALITY DESIGN 
1. Do you agree with Policy D1: Achieving High Quality Design? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

1.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham 
(and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are 
separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

1.2. Suburban-density estates conflict with the rural character of East Peckham.  
1.3. Current housing density is in the region 25-27 dwellings per hectare.  
1.4. Any proposed development should be in keeping with the existing housing density and Policy D1 

must seek to ensure that any development meets the existing vernacular and supports the 
character of the area Policy D2.  
 

2. Do you agree with Policy D2: Design Codes and Masterplans? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
2.1. No Design Codes, Character Assessments, or Landscape Impact Assessments have been supplied. 

 
3. Is there anything you think is missing from our Design policies? If yes, please tell us what you think is 

missing. 
4. Overall, how satisfied are you with the Design policies? 
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7 : RESPONDING TO LOCAL HOUSING NEEDS 
1. Do you agree with Policy H1: Housing to Address Needs? Tell us why you agree or disagree 

 This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham (and 
surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are 
separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 
 

1.1 Housing Needs 

1.1.1. There is no clarity about how the housing requirement for East Peckham has been calculated. 
We would therefore like to request clarity on the methodology TMBC have used to determine 
the housing requirement across each parish; how has the apportionment taken place? There is 
also no evidence of local assessed housing need in East Peckham. 

1.1.2. The Housing Requirement for East Peckham should be clarified and the Housing Need in East 
Peckham should be properly assessed if such significant allocations are to be pursued, that are 
in direct conflict with balancing the other requirements identified in SP1.  

1.1.3. To deliver the allocations in East Peckham would require release from the Green Belt, and 
therefore compliance with the Golden Rules, including 50% requirement for affordable 
housing. Of that percentage the required portion of social housing risks also standing empty. 
Repeated attempts by East Peckham Almshouses charity  (Boormans Almhouses) to engage 
with Clarion, the social housing provider, have proven entirely fruitless. A full assessment of 
local affordable housing need is required.  
 

1.2. East Peckham Parish Council - Neighbourhood Development Plan 
1.2.1. Residents understand that EPPC intends to undertake its own review/assessment of sites that 

it considers are better suited to development, given its knowledge of the constraints and 
opportunities of the Parish.  

1.2.2. The Parish Council has submitted to TMBC an application for Designation of the East Peckham 
Neighbourhood Area to commence the process for preparing a Neighbourhood Development 
Plan. This would inform how the TMBC vision and need for allocations can align with better 
and best outcomes for East Peckham. The current site allocations are not appropriate or 
deliverable, and there are better site allocation options available. 

 
2. Do you agree with Policy H2: Affordable Housing? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
3. Do you think that affordable housing should be prioritised, even if it comes at the expense of other 

infrastructure requirements? Please explain your answer 
4. Do you agree with Policy H3: Build to Rent? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
5. Do you agree with Policy H4: Gypsy Traveller and Travelling Showpeople – Safeguarding Sites? Tell us 

why you agree or disagree 
6. Do you agree with Policy H5: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople – Site Criteria? Tell us why 

you agree or disagree 
7. Do you agree with Policy H6: Specialist Housing to Meet the Needs of Older and Vulnerable People? 

Tell us why you agree or disagree 
8. Do you agree with Policy H7: Accessible and Adaptable Homes? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
9. Do you agree with Policy H8: Self and Custom Build Homes? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
10. Do you agree with Policy H9: Houses in Multiple Occupation? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
11. Do you agree with Policy H10: Residential Extensions, Alterations, Annexes and Ancillary 

Accommodation? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
12. Is there anything you think is missing from our Housing policies? If yes tell us what is missing 
13. Overall, how satisfied are you with the Housing policies? 
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8 : DEVELOPMENT IN OUR RURAL AREAS 
1. Do you agree with Policy R1: Rural Exception Sites? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
2. Do you agree with Policy R2: Housing For Rural Workers? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
3. Do you agree with Policy R3: Replacement Dwellings Outside Settlement Confines? Tell us why you 

agree or disagree 
4. Do you agree with Policy R4: Conversion of an Existing Building to Residential Use Outside Settlement 

Confines? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
5. Do you agree with Policy R5: Residential Parks? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
6. Do you agree with Policy R6: Employment Development Outside Existing Settlement Confines? Tell us 

why you agree or disagree 
7. Do you agree with Policy R7: Agriculture, Forestry and Horticulture? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
8. Do you agree with Policy R8: Farm Diversification? 
9. Do you agree with Policy R1: Rural Exception Sites? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
10. Do you agree with Policy R9: Sustainable Tourism and Visitor Accommodation? Tell us why you agree 

or disagree 
11. Do you agree with Policy R10: Equestrian Facilities in the Countryside? Tell us why you agree or 

disagree 
12. Is there anything you think is missing from our Rural Communities policies? If yes please tell us what 

you think is missing 
13. Overall, how satisfied are you with the Rural Communities policies? 

 
13.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East 

Peckham (and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this 
Collective Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, 
are separately emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

13.2. East Peckham is made up of nine distinct hamlets. The proposed site allocations are concentrated 
into the centre of the village and would have the effect of joining up Hamlets that should remain 
distinct. This risks losing the identity of the village and compromising the anti coalescence that 
defines the design of the Parish and its rural area.  
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10 : NEW AND IMPROVED INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION 
1. Do you agree with Policy INF1: Provision of Infrastructure and Services? Tell us why you agree or 

disagree 
This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham (and 
surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately 
emailed to TMBC, and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 
 

1.1. Schools/Education capacity 
1.1.1. East Peckham Primary School is already full based on local records, with multiple known cases 

of village children unable to secure places (2025/2026 intake) due to insufficient places.  
1.1.2. CP25 states that (infrastructure must be in place when needed). There is currently no provision 

for a new school. This needs to be considered and addressed in detail with the Local Education 
Authority prior to any development proceeding.  

1.1.3. If there is no additional school provision intended for East Peckham, this will necessitate 
families travelling to other locations for schooling and the many related activities that are part 
of a primary school education, such as after school clubs, fundraising events, assemblies, 
award ceremonies and parents evenings. Given the lack of sustainable public transport 
provision, this will further increase car journeys in and around East Peckham. 

1.1.4. We request the detail of the consultation that is being undertaken with the Local Education 
Authority in this regard and the detail of what is being done to address this shortfall? 

 

1.2. Digital connectivity 
1.2.1. Fibre and superfast broadband are not available across the entirety of East Peckham, Hale 

Street and Snoll Hatch. Some locations within those areas continue to have to rely on legacy 
broadband technology, despite seeking actively to engage with providers including Openreach 
and those who carry their services.  
 

1.3. Electrical Infrastructure 
1.3.1. There are concerns that the electrical infrastructure is underrated, and additional housing will 

cause the wiring, substations and subsequent infrastructure to fail. 
1.3.2. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with UK 

Power Networks. 
 

1.4. Healthcare 
1.4.1.  NPPF paragraph 100-101 requires capacity assessment and community infrastructure 

planning.  
1.4.2. East Peckham has no GP surgery and is reliant on surrounding practices (Paddock Wood, 

Hadlow, Yalding/Wateringbury, or Marden). 586 new homes will add just under approximately 
1,500 patients to nearby surgeries. Some GP surgery books are now closed. The impact on 
healthcare will be significant. 

1.4.3. Combined population uplift from all five sites cannot be serviced by existing facilities. This 
needs to be addressed in consultation stage, and plans outlined at this stage, rather than 
leaving infrastructure provision to be considered when development comes forward. 

1.5. East Peckham’s residents must still have reasonable access to doctors, hospitals, and commuter 
routes as the area grows.  

1.6. We are concerned about whether road access and ambulance travel times to the local hospitals will 
worsen and become unsustainable.  
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1.7. Traffic impacts 
 East Peckham relies on a few key road corridors for access to regional centres and services. 

These include the A26 corridor toward Maidstone, the A228 corridor south toward 
Pembury/Tunbridge Wells, and the A228 north toward the M20/London. There are already 
several pressure points and travel delays under current demand, without the additional 
demand that new site allocations will create. 

 At peak hours, the Wateringbury lights already cause tailbacks; drivers experience notable 
delays along the A26 into Maidstone. This route is vital to access Maidstone and Maidstone 
hospital. 

 Route: via A228 south over Colts Hill to the A21/A264 Pembury junction. East Peckham is 
about 8–9 miles from Pembury Hospital. Colts Hill (the A228 climb south of Paddock Wood) 
is notorious as a narrow, winding stretch without a bypass. At peak times, traffic often 
queues where the A228 meets the A264 and A21 at the foot of Pembury Hill near the 
hospital. 

 How will TMBC ensure that the East Peckham – Pembury route remains viable in peak 
times? 

 The following commuter Routes to London & Regional Hubs are also cause for concern: 
 Northbound via A228 → M20/M26 for London; west via B2017/A21 for Tonbridge/London; 

east via A228→A21→Tunbridge Wells (overlaps with Pembury route above). Also rail via 
Paddock Wood station. 

 Road (M20 corridor): Many residents drive north on the A228 to reach the M20 at Junction 4 
(near Leybourne/Kings Hill) or Junction 5 (Aylesford).  

 The context of flood-prone roads and lack of rail alternatives exacerbate East Peckham’s 
transport challenges. 

 
1.8. Water/Sewerage 

1.8.1. South East Water networks in rural villages often have limited spare capacity, requiring off-site 
reinforcement. 

1.8.2. Pumping stations may be needed due to topography and groundwater presence. Multiple off-
site utility upgrades likely result in long lead times, high costs, and uncertain adoption strategy. 

1.8.3. The Vice Chairman of EPPC was present at a public meeting when South East Water confirmed 
that they are unable to make representations regarding how they will meet increased demand. 
One presumes that this must flow from the fact that they are under a statutory duty to provide 
service.  

1.8.4. Much of the water supply for Kent comes from underground aquifers, and much less from 
reservoirs. This presents a significant infrastructure issue for water supply as the underground 
water aquifers are struggling to recharge sufficiently and climate change is further impacting 
that difficulty. 

1.8.5. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with 
South East Water (Supply) and Southern Water (Waste Management) regarding how future 
provision will be secured for existing residents as the demand increases. 
 

2. Do you agree with Policy INF2: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel? Tell us why you agree or 
disagree 
2.1. East Peckham has limited connections to public transport.  
2.2. The nearest train station, Beltring is 2.4km from the site, and is not a commuter station. The roads 

to it are narrow, without lighting or pavement that regularly flood making it impassable to 
pedestrian and vehicles. The station is unmanned and lacks parking, a booking office, telephone,  
toilets, wheelchair availability, step free access, accessible taxis. There is no impaired mobility set 
down and no staff to assist.  

2.3. The public transport service from East Peckham is inadequate: 
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 Bus frequency: Only one bus per hour to Maidstone, Tonbridge, and Tunbridge Wells 
during the day (The TMBC Evidence base records it as every 30 min Mon-Sun; this is 
incorrect)   

 Evening bus services: None available.  
 Sunday services: None available.  
 Rail access: East Peckham has no rail station, meaning residents are entirely dependent 

on limited bus services or private cars.  
2.4. A 586 housing allocation is not deliverable as a sustainable development without committed 

network upgrades proven via the Infrastructure Development Plan.  
2.5. As a rural area East Peckham lacks any significant facilities in terms of retail, leisure or employment. 

It does not feature in Figure 11.3: Retail Hierarchy for Tonbridge and Malling Borough.  There is no 
evidence of additional housing need in East Peckham to meet local employment needs. East 
Peckham has no sustainable transport links.  Public transport opportunities to local centres 
containing employment, retail, educational, leisure and other facilities are limited.  To access all 
such facilities (employment, retail, schools, leisure, health facilities etc.) the inhabitants of the 
proposed developments will depend on vehicle use, primarily private vehicles.   

2.6. The lack of local services significantly increase the traffic of delivery vehicles. The design of any 
housing development will consequently and inevitably build in car dependency.  It also places 
additional demands on the wider local transport infrastructure.   

2.7. The A228 is already regularly gridlocked and new developments in Paddock Wood will accentuate 
traffic congestion on it and other routes to local centres of employment/education/retail/leisure 
etc. 

2.8. The proposed site allocations will inevitably result in East Peckham becoming a large “commuter 
village.”   
TMBC’s own Climate Change Strategy (2020-2030) acknowledges that transport is a major 
contributor to CO2 emissions, that TMBC has a “key role in ensuring that new housing and 
development in the borough is as sustainable as possible”… and “any new growth takes into account 
sustainability issues, such as reducing the need to travel”.  
 

3. Do you agree with Policy H2: Affordable Housing? Tell us why you agree or disagree 
3.1. We maintain that the site allocations within the Green Belt are inappropriate. East Peckham is not a 

suitable location for 50% affordable housing across multiple sites. East Peckham lacks sustainable 
public transport links resulting in high car dependency. The cost of running one or multiple cars for 
a households runs contrary to the likely affordability for families in affordable housing. 
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11 : DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATIONS 
1. Do you agree with Policy A1: Housing and Employment Allocations? What makes you feel this way 

about Policy A1? Are these the right locations for growth? 
1.1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham 

(and surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are 
separately emailed to TMBC, and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

1.2. The site allocation in respect of East Peckham should be reviewed and entirely removed in advance 
of progressing the draft Local Plan to Regulation 19. East Peckham is not the right location for 
growth on the sites allocated. The allocations are not justified, effective, or consistent with national, 
regional or local policy or guidance.   

1.3. East Peckham is a rural community that consists of nine Hamlets. The entirety of the village of East 
Peckham, including its constituent Hamlets, is surrounded by land designated as Green Belt. The 
proposed allocations are concentrated into the centre of the village. This risks losing the rural 
identity of the village and the anti coalescence that defines the design of the Parish.  

1.4. The site allocations proposed in the draft Local Plan present a number of significant constraints 
including: 

 flooding and flood risk 
 highways 
 settlement strategy 
 social infrastructure 
 design 
 geotechnical feasibility 
 utilities provision 
 land ownership 
 loss of high quality biodiversity and habitats 
 extent of any mitigation measures 

1.5. These issues collectively raise questions over the deliverability and sustainability of the site 
allocations. Given the multiple constraints and challenges to overcome the proposed allocation are 
likely to be unviable and therefore undeliverable. Further the constraints mean that the scale 
cannot be delivered safely or without unreasonable and unacceptable mitigation measures.  

1.6. The matters highlighted here are substantial and significant and go to the heart of whether 
deliverability of these sites is achievable and realistic. 

1.7. Significantly, the draft Local Plan fails to adequately assess other more suitable sites: 
 with lower flood risk, or demonstrate that sequential testing has been undertaken. 
 with better transport connections and infrastructure.  
 which do not have a significant negative impact on the natural environment. 

1.8. Local residents have outlined that not all the proposed allocated land is offered by land owners for 
sale or development. There appears to have been a failure to identify and consider whether all 
proposed Sites are deliverable, as some of the land owned is not for sale or available for 
development. 

1.9. Residents request detailed investigation and analysis of all the outstanding issues before any 
decision is concluded in favour of progressing the allocation of these sites. Without such 
investigation and analysis the proposed site allocations for East Peckham should be entirely 
removed in advance of progressing the draft Local Plan to Regulation 19.  
 

1.10. Sequential Testing and Exceptions Test 
1.10.1. Other Sites should be identified in line with the requirements for sequential testing. All the 

sites allocated are within or immediately adjacent to flood zones, so reasonable alternatives 
with lower risk must be considered and should be preferred under NPPF. 

1.10.2. We strongly contest that housing should not go in Functional Floodplain (Flood Zone 3a/b) 
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and should only be allocated to Flood Zone 2 if both the Sequential Test and robust Exception 
Test are met (including safe dry access, depth/velocity hazard, residual risk, climate change 
allowances and compensatory storage). 

1.10.3. Sequential Testing should be undertaken at this stage. Without such testing the proposed 
site allocations do not appear to be justified. Residents challenge TMBC to prove to the 
contrary. 
TMBC are requested to demonstrate Sequential Testing. 
 

Consideration of other sites 
1.10.4.  Residents would like TMBC to confirm whether all non Green Belt land in the Borough has 

been allocated for development, and whether it has prioritised lower performing Green Belt 
land elsewhere in the Borough. There are other re‑distribution options that reduce EP1-2/HS1 
where flood risk is demonstrably lower and sustainable access is better. 

1.10.5.  We note the lack of allocations in other areas where no or very low housing numbers have 
been allocated within the Ward. We are concerned to note that sites identified as part of the 
2022 Call for Sites/Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation have not been brought forward to 
this 2025 Consultation. There is no coherent explanation provided for the lack of consideration 
of potential sites elsewhere in other parishes within the ward, and the failure to provide a 
more equitable allocation. Focusing 95% of the allocation for the Ward in East Peckham is 
entirely unreasonable. West Peckham and Mereworth have no allocation, and Wateringbury 
has only 30 homes allocated. TMBC are requested to provide clarity about how the housing 
requirement has been apportioned and why. 

1.10.6. In Wateringbury at least 8 sites were promoted; all eight had 0% of their area in Flood Zones 
2 or 3 (entirely Flood Zone 1). None of those were allocated in the draft plan.  

1.10.7. In Mereworth/West Peckham, numerous sites were 100% in Flood Zone 1. These also were 
not allocated. By contrast, all five East Peckham sites are in the top tier of flood risk in the ward 
(and borough), yet all five were taken forward. Whilst it is recognised that Sequential Testing 
has yet to take place, and it remains unclear why Sites 59789, 58571 and 68376 are not 
included on the assessment for sites to be subjected to Sequential Testing, EPPC believe that 
there is a need to undertake this testing at this stage. Without such testing the proposed 
allocations do not appear to be justified at this stage. Residents challenge TMBC to prove to 
the contrary.     
 

East Peckham Parish Council - Neighbourhood Development Plan 
1.10.8. Residents understand that East Peckham Parish Council has submitted to TMBC an 

application for Designation of the Neighbourhood Area to commence the process for a 
Neighbourhood Development Plan. The Parish Council needs opportunity to have detailed 
discussions with TMBC in this regard, and undertake its own review/assessment of sites that it 
considers are better suited to development given its knowledge of the constraints and 
opportunities of the Parish.  
 

Quality of Evidence Base 

1.10.9. There is not a clear demonstration of an evidence led approach in relation to proposed East 
Peckham site allocations.  

1.10.10. The emphasis in the allocation of the proposed sites, appears to be linked to 
ensuring sites are contiguous with pre-existing hamlets/development. Thus, undermining anti-
coalescence. This is a key to the rural identity of East Peckham. The proposed allocations are 
concentrated into the centre of the village. This risks losing the identity of the village and the 
anti coalescence that defines the design of the Parish, identifiable by the distinct nature of the 
nine Hamlets within East Peckham. 

1.10.11. There is a lack of transparent and identifiable rationale linking the proposed site 
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allocations to evidence. Residents note the repeated comments of Planning Cabinet Portfolio 
Holder Mike Taylor, both at Cabinet on 29/10/25 and at a public consultation meeting 
organised in East Peckham on Sunday 16th November 2025. He commented that he considered 
the draft Local Plan and housing allocations to be “fair”. However site suitability should simply 
follow a robust, transparent analysis of all the relevant evidence. It is on this basis alone that 
sites should be allocated. There is real concern that the proposed allocations are somehow 
policy driven rather than based on a coherent review of all evidence. 

1.10.12. There is a lack of rationale to explain why sites that are outside of the green belt 
have been refused in the draft Local Plan, in favour of sites within East Peckham that are Green 
Belt and high risk Flood Zone land. Specific reference is made to the rejection of site 58587 
(which adjoins 59740 deemed as suitable for allocation.) We are concerned how Green Belt 
and flood land in East Peckham, with no safe egress/access during flood events, can be 
selected by TMBC as more suitable and sustainable for development rather than non Green 
Belt land that doesn’t flood, has a major road delivering good access and is adjacent to 
superior infrastructure and facilities?  

1.10.13. Residents note the intended use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) to review the 
Regulation 18 consultation responses on the draft Local Plan. We request that the following 
information be published in this regard: 

 detail of the AI models being used to assess the consultation feedback 
 the auditing of output 
 whether generative AI has been explicitly removed (dependencies, leaning, bias)  
 the prompts that will be used to generate the response  
 how they can be independently reviewed and interrogated for fairness, accuracy and 

appropriateness. 
 the interplay with the continued role of Officers in reviewing the draft consultation 

responses in full, and making resulting assessments and decisions.  
1.10.14. Public authorities are under a legal obligation to base decision making on rational, 

lawful reasoning, consider relevant evidence and exercise discretion reasonably. Dependence 
on AI raises legitimate concerns about proper oversight and critical evaluation. 

1.10.15. Reviewing the evidence base and data has led to a finding of documents that are 
unstructured and inconsistent, so many of our attempts to fully analyse the published 
information have been unable to appropriately process and review the evidence base. There 
are clear weaknesses and what appear to be errors in the evidence base that make it even 
more challenging for residents to interrogate and analyse the evidence base. 

1.10.16. Further TMBC updated its Flooding evidence base in relation to the scoping exercise 
for SFRA on 27 November 2025 well after the Consultation had commenced. Residents are 
concerned that some consultation responses will have been made in relation to the previous 
uploaded documents and not in relation to the updated document. 
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12 : DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATIONS MAP (EP1) 
EP1: Snoll Hatch 
59613 

1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham (and 
surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately 
emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

2. Residents do not agree with the site allocation for EP1/59613. 
3. There has been no, or very little regard had to balancing the provision of housing alongside flood risk, 

biodiversity, landscape, heritage and green belt protection. The balance regarding the allocations in East 
Peckham is fundamentally weighted in favour of housing provision, with no meaningful consideration 
given to the risks and threats of that provision. 

4. East Peckham Parish Council needs the opportunity to work with TMBC to prepare a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, and identify an appropriate share of the housing requirement growth in a way that is 
sustainable for East Peckham, in locations which do not impact adversely on flood risk/biodiversity/lead 
to coalescence and reflect the existing character of the area. 

5. It is noted that the Spatial Strategy for the draft Local Plan emerged through consultation in 2022/2023. 
In the time that has elapsed it is clear that the climate crises has worsened. In addition the new standard 
methodology means a significant increase in housing requirement. This raises the question should the 
spatial strategy have been reviewed, and is there a better alternative? 

6. The site allocation presents a number of significant constraints including: 
 flooding and flood risk 
 highways 
 settlement strategy 
 social infrastructure 
 design 
 geotechnical feasibility 
 utilities provision 
 land ownership 
 loss of high quality biodiversity and habitats 
 extent of any mitigation measures 

7. These issues collectively raise questions over the deliverability and sustainability of the site allocations. 
Given the multiple constraints and challenges to overcome the proposed allocation are likely to be 
unviable and therefore undeliverable. Further the constraints mean that the scale cannot be delivered 
safely or without unreasonable and unacceptable mitigation measures.  

8. There is local knowledge of significant covenants affecting the Site. Investigation is needed to establish 
the nature of these covenants and how they might impact the deliverability of the Site. 
 

Flooding 

9. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF paragraph 170) states that: 
“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future)”. 
 

10. NPPF (paragraph 174) states: 
“Within this context the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding from any source.” 

11. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (Practice Planning Guidance (PPG)) states: “Safe access 
and egress will need to be demonstrated at all development sites. Emergency vehicular access should be 
possible during times of flood.“ 

12. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (PGG) states: 
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“…. the LLFA would expect all efforts to have been made to place property outside of known areas of 
flood risk in line with the sequential approach.” 

13. The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report notes at para 2.30 the requirements of the NPPF to avoid 
inappropriate development from areas at risk of flooding. 

14. Increased flooding is anticipated and predicted as a result of climate change. Para 3.4 Sustainability 
Appraisal Scoping Report states: 

“The consequences include predictions of warmer, drier summers and wetter winters with more severe 
weather events all year, as well as higher sea levels and increased river flooding.”  

15. The Sustainability Appraisal objective 8 states: 
“To reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new developments are at risk.” 

16. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (TMBC) draft Local Plan Policy CC7 and CC8 require avoiding 
flood risk areas and using Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) for all developments. 

17. We note with concern that East Peckham site allocations fundamentally fail to comply with the 
avoidance of flood risk areas. Development within East Peckham runs contrary to national policy and 
guidance. As East Peckham is an area of highest flood risk, TMBC should, direct development away from 
such areas.  

18. East Peckham currently experiences the worst flooding of Parishes in the Borough.  612 dwellings have 
been assessed as at risk of flooding, the most in the Borough (Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 
3.113). Flood risk translates to real risk to people’s safety, homes and livelihoods. Major floods occurred 
in 2000, 2013/14, and 2019/2020. With the impact of climate change this position will worsen. 

19. This site consists 76% flood zones 2 and 3.  
20. Site 59613 has no pedestrian or vehicular access during flood events with flooding of up to 60cm deep 

on roads surrounding the site. It is affected by wet day reservoir flooding, and falls within a flood 
warning area and a high cumulative flood impact area 

21. The adjacent site 58746 was deemed unsuitable in the Land Availability Assessment for the following 
reason: 

“This site is adjacent to a sustainable settlement. However, development in this location could 
potentially join two conservation areas together and impact on their setting, and part of the site 
falls within Flood Zone 3b. Therefore, this site is considered unsuitable for development.” 

22. Site 59837 shares the same plot of land and overlaps site 59613. Site 59837 was deemed unsuitable in 
the Land Availability Assessment for the following reason: 

“The site is adjacent to a sustainable settlement; however, this site acts as a buffer to the 
conservation area to the west and therefore is unsuitable for development. 

23. Therefore, how can site 59613 be classed as suitable when it both lays between the same two 
conservation areas and overlaps the same land as sites refused on those grounds. 
 

Sustainability 

24. The review of the East Peckham proposed allocations shows that they fail to deliver sustainable 
development in key areas, and as required by para 8 NPPF. 

25. TMBC’s Plan incorporates Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objective 10: Climate Change Mitigation, which 
aims to reduce and minimise greenhouse gas emissions, achieve carbon neutrality for TMBC and the 
borough by 2030, and promote sustainable modes of transport, such as walking, wheeling, and public 
transport, while reducing private car use.  

26. As a rural area East Peckham lacks any significant facilities in terms of retail, leisure or employment. 
Those limited services and poor public transport services means that the importance of transport 
accessibility has not been fully considered in relation to this site allocation. 

27. To access all such facilities (employment, retail, schools, leisure, health facilities etc.) the inhabitants of 
the proposed developments will depend on vehicle use, primarily private vehicles.   

28. The lack of local services also significantly increase the traffic of delivery vehicles. 
29. The site allocations in East Peckham and Hale Street stand in direct contradiction to the principles of 

reducing greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change underpinning the TMBC Local Plan.  
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30. Reducing reliance on private vehicles is not achieved by the allocations in East Peckham. The reliance on 
private vehicles is increased by the site allocations in East Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch.  

31. This additional need is then further compounded by the losses of existing and developing woodlands on 
sites 59789 and 58751. 

32. The limited access to essential services in East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street—( healthcare, 
education, shopping, and leisure) plus employment opportunities, means residents would need to travel 
longer distances, predominantly by car. This heightened reliance on private vehicles not only raises 
emissions but also contradicts TMBC draft Local Plan objective of promoting compact, mixed-use 
development in areas with better access to services (Policy H1), which helps reduce the need for car 
travel and supports climate change mitigation goals. 

33. The East Peckham proposed site allocations do not support TMBC’s stated environmental priorities, 
including climate neutrality, air and water quality protection, and biodiversity recovery. EPPC therefore 
urges TMBC to reject these allocations and redirect housing growth to transit-accessible, low-carbon 
locations consistent with TMBC’s Local Plan and Climate Emergency commitments.  
 

Housing requirements and need 

34. It is unclear how the housing requirement for East Peckham has been derived. Full explanation of this 
and the proportioning of housing requirements across the Borough is required. 

35. In addition the Housing Need in East Peckham should be properly assessed.  There is no assessment of 
local housing need in East Peckham and it is noted that currently East Peckham has five empty social 
housing properties 

 

Greenbelt 

36. The proposed alteration to the Green Belt in and around East Peckham must be in accordance with the 
NPPF and the updated Green Belt Planning Practice Guidance (Feb 2025). Altering Green Belt boundaries 
through the Local Plan requires exceptional circumstances and must not fundamentally undermine the 
purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area. Greenfield sites should only be removed in 
sustainable locations to meet development need.  

37. We submit that exceptional circumstances do not exist for altering the Green Belt in and around East 
Peckham to the extent proposed. TMBC has failed to demonstrate that the allocated sites within East 
Peckham are sustainable as required by the NPPG. 

38. Having regard to the Golden Rules for the release of Green Belt land, East Peckham does not represent a 
sustainable location for 50% affordable housing.  
 

Housing density 

39. Current housing density is in the region 25-27 dwellings per hectare.  
40. Any proposed development should be in keeping with the existing housing density. Policy D1 and seek to 

ensure that any development meets the existing vernacular and supports the character of the area 
Policy D2.  
 
Anti coalescence 

41. East Peckham is made up of nine distinct hamlets. The proposed allocations are concentrated into the 
centre of the village. This risks losing the identity of the village and compromising the anti coalescence 
that defines the design of the Parish.  
 

Education 

42. East Peckham Primary School is already full based on local records, with multiple known cases of village 
children unable to secure places (2025/2026 intake) due to insufficient places.  
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43. CP25 states that (infrastructure must be in place when needed). There is currently no provision for a 
new school. This needs to be considered and addressed in detail with the Local Education Authority prior 
to any development proceeding.  

44. NPPF paragraph 100-101 requires capacity assessment and community infrastructure planning.  
 

Healthcare 

45. East Peckham has no GP surgery and is reliant on surrounding practices (Paddock Wood, Hadlow 
Yalding/Wateringbury, or Marden). 586 new homes will add just under approximately 1,500 patients to 
nearby surgeries, many of whose books are closed. The impact on healthcare will be significant contrary 
to TMBC stated policy of improving health (SA1) 

46. Combined population uplift from all five sites cannot be serviced by existing facilities. This needs to be 
addressed in consultation stage and plans outlined at this stage rather than leaving infrastructure 
provision to be considered when development comes forward. 
 

Highways/Roads 

47. East Peckham relies on a few key road corridors for access to regional centres and services. These 
include the A26 corridor toward Maidstone, the A228 corridor south toward Pembury/Tunbridge Wells, 
and the A228 north toward the M20/London. Jacobs’ transport modelling (commissioned as part of 
TMBC’s Local Plan evidence) highlights several pressure points on these routes by the year 2042, 
especially during peak hours. EPPC is concerned that residents will experience increasingly challenging 
travel on roads and highways with ongoing and increasing congestion and gridlocked conditions 
especially at peak times.  

48. The context of flood-prone roads and lack of rail alternatives exacerbate East Peckham’s transport 
challenges. 
 

Utilities 

49. Water networks in rural villages often have limited spare capacity, requiring off-site reinforcement. 
50. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with South East 

Water (Supply) and Southern Water (Waste Management) and how future provision will be secured for 
existing residents as the demand increases. 

51. Fibre and superfast broadband are not available across the entirety of East Peckham, Hale Street and 
Snoll Hatch. Some locations within those areas continue to have to rely on legacy broadband technology, 
despite seeking actively to engage with providers including Openreach and those who carry their 
services.  

52. There are concerns that the electrical infrastructure is underrated and additional housing will cause the 
wiring, substations and subsequent infrastructure to fail. 
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12 : DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATIONS MAP (EP2) 
EP2: Church Lane – 3 sites 
59789 / 58751 / 68376 

1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham (and 
surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately 
emailed to TMBC and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

2. Residents do not agree with the site allocation for EP2/59789, 58751, 68376. 
3. There has been no, or very little regard had to balancing the provision of housing alongside flood risk, 

biodiversity, landscape, heritage and green belt protection. The balance regarding the allocations in East 
Peckham is fundamentally weighted in favour of housing provision, with no meaningful consideration 
given to the risks and threats of that provision. 

4. Of significant concern, is the Technical Note covering the TMBC Level 2 SFRA scoping exercise published 
part way through the consultation period on November 27th. Sites 59789, 58571 and 68376 have over 
80% of their area in Flood Zone 2, are therefore high risk in Flood Zone 2 and have areas in Flood zone 3. 
They are therefore ‘Least Preferable’. Residents have concerns regarding the accuracy of the new data 
published, including significant inconsistencies with the data in the Level 1 SFRA assessment. This is vital 
information for Residents to fully understand the risks and impact of the proposed site allocations. East 
Peckham Parish Council needs opportunity to work with TMBC to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan, and 
identify an appropriate share of the housing requirement in a way that is sustainable for East Peckham, 
in locations which do not impact adversely on flood risk/biodiversity/lead to coalescence and reflect the 
existing character of the area). 

5. It is noted that the Spatial Strategy for the draft Local Plan emerged through consultation in 2022/2023. 
In the time that has elapsed it is clear that the climate crises has worsened. In addition the new standard 
methodology means a significant increase in housing requirement. This raises the question should the 
spatial strategy have been reviewed, and is there a better alternative? 

6. Local residents have outlined that not all the proposed allocated land is offered by land owners for 
development. There appears to have been a failure to identify and consider the land owned that is not 
for sale or available for development. 

7. The site allocations proposed in the draft Local Plan present a number of significant constraints 
including: 

 flooding and flood risk 
 highways 
 settlement strategy 
 social infrastructure 
 design 
 geotechnical feasibility 
 utilities provision 
 land ownership 
 loss of high quality biodiversity and habitats 
 extent of any mitigation measures 

8. These issues collectively raise questions over the deliverability and sustainability of the site allocations. 
Given the multiple constraints and challenges to overcome the proposed allocation are likely to be 
unviable and therefore undeliverable. Further the constraints mean that the scale cannot be delivered 
safely or without unreasonable and unacceptable mitigation measures.  
 

Flooding 
 

9. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF paragraph 170) states that: 
“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future)”. 
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10. NPPF (paragraph 174) states: 

“Within this context the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding from any source.” 

11. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (Practice Planning Guidance (PPG)) states: “Safe access 
and egress will need to be demonstrated at all development sites. Emergency vehicular access should be 
possible during times of flood.“ 

12. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (PGG) states: 
“…. the LLFA would expect all efforts to have been made to place property outside of known areas of 
flood risk in line with the sequential approach.” 

13. The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report notes at para 2.30 the requirements of the NPPF to avoid 
inappropriate development from areas at risk of flooding. 

14. Increased flooding is anticipated and predicted as a result of climate change. Para 3.4 Sustainability 
Appraisal Scoping Report states: 

“The consequences include predictions of warmer, drier summers and wetter winters with more severe 
weather events all year, as well as higher sea levels and increased river flooding.”  

15. The Sustainability Appraisal objective 8 states: 
“To reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new developments are at risk.” 

16. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (TMBC) draft Local Plan Policy CC7 and CC8 require avoiding 
flood risk areas and using Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) for all developments. 

17. EPPC notes with concern that East Peckham site allocations fundamentally fail to comply with the 
avoidance of flood risk areas. Development within East Peckham runs contrary to national policy and 
guidance. As East Peckham is an area of highest flood risk, TMBC should, direct development away from 
such areas.  

18. East Peckham currently experiences the worst flooding of Parishes in the Borough.  612 dwellings have 
been assessed as at risk of flooding, the most in the Borough (Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 
3.113). Flood risk translates to real risk to people’s safety, homes and livelihoods. Major floods occurred 
in 2000, 2013/14, and 2019/2020. With the impact of climate change this position will worsen. 

19. Sites have been missed from SFRA Level 2 Scoping analysis. Due to such high percentage of flood zones 2 
and 3 covering the land, the sites are “Least Preferable.”  

20. All five East Peckham sites are in the top tier of flood risk in the ward (and borough), yet all five were 
taken forward. Whilst it is recognised that Sequential Testing has yet to take place, and it remains 
unclear why Sites 59789, 58571 and 68376 are not included in the assessment for sites to be subjected 
to Sequential Testing, we believe that there is a need to undertake this testing at this stage. Without 
such testing the proposed allocations do not appear to be justified at this stage. EPPC challenges TMBC 
to prove to the contrary. 

21. Infiltration testing adjacent to this site has failed many times.  
o Planning application TM/21/03353/FL 
o Site is affected by wet day reservoir flooding. Site falls within a flood warning area Site falls 

within a high cumulative flood impact area 
o Due to failed infiltration testing and high water table across the village, refused planning 

application TM/21/03353/FL applied to discharge surface water into the Coult Stream. Any 
surface water discharge into the Coult will increase existing flooding of properties downstream 
and therefore create residual flooding across East Peckham, the tarmac plant and further into 
Yalding. 

 
Sustainability 

22. The review of the East Peckham proposed allocations shows that they fail to deliver sustainable 
development in key areas, and as required by para 8 NPPF. 

23. TMBC’s Plan incorporates Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objective 10: Climate Change Mitigation, which 
aims to reduce and minimise greenhouse gas emissions, achieve carbon neutrality for TMBC and the 
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borough by 2030, and promote sustainable modes of transport, such as walking, wheeling, and public 
transport, while reducing private car use.  

24. As a rural area East Peckham lacks any significant facilities in terms of retail, leisure or employment. 
Those limited services and poor public transport services means that the importance of transport 
accessibility has not been fully considered in relation to this site allocation. 

25. To access all such facilities (employment, retail, schools, leisure, health facilities etc.) the inhabitants of 
the proposed developments will depend on vehicle use, primarily private vehicles.   

26. The lack of local services also significantly increase the traffic of delivery vehicles. 
27. The site allocations in East Peckham and Hale Street stand in direct contradiction to the principles of 

reducing greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change underpinning the TMBC Local Plan.  
28. Reducing reliance on private vehicles is not achieved by the allocations in East Peckham. The reliance on 

private vehicles is increased by the site allocations in East Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch.  
29. This additional need is then further compounded by the losses of existing and developing woodlands on 

sites 59789 and 58751. 
30. The limited access to essential services in East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street—(healthcare, 

education, shopping, and leisure) plus employment opportunities, means residents would need to travel 
longer distances, predominantly by car. This heightened reliance on private vehicles not only raises 
emissions but also contradicts TMBC draft Local Plan objective of promoting compact, mixed-use 
development in areas with better access to services (Policy H1), which helps reduce the need for car 
travel and supports climate change mitigation goals. 

31. The East Peckham proposed site allocations do not support TMBC’s stated environmental priorities, 
including climate neutrality, air and water quality protection, and biodiversity recovery. I therefore urge 
TMBC to reject these allocations and redirect housing growth to transit-accessible, low-carbon 
locations consistent with TMBC’s Local Plan and Climate Emergency commitments. 
 

Housing requirements and need 

32.  It is unclear how the housing requirement for East Peckham has been derived. Full explanation of this 
and the proportioning of housing requirements across the Borough is required. 

33. In addition the Housing Need in East Peckham should be properly assessed.  There is no assessment of 
local housing need in East Peckham and it is noted that currently East Peckham has five empty social 
housing properties. 
 

Greenbelt 

34. The proposed alteration to the Green Belt in and around East Peckham must be in accordance with the 
NPPF and the updated Green Belt Planning Practice Guidance (Feb 2025). Altering Green Belt boundaries 
through the Local Plan requires exceptional circumstances and must not fundamentally undermine the 
purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area. Greenfield sites should only be removed in 
sustainable locations to meet development need.  

35. Residents submit that exceptional circumstances do not exist for altering the Green Belt in and around 
East Peckham to the extent proposed. TMBC has failed to demonstrate that the allocated sites within 
East Peckham are sustainable as required by the NPPG. 

36. Destroying established green space for new development is counterintuitive because the reclassification 
of the land to grey belt would require new accessible green space contributions to be made.   

37. The site allocations already include valued and much used greenspaces and these should be preserved 
and protected rather than seeking to establish new sites. It is counterintuitive to destroy established 
green space in order to then require accessible green space contributions. Accessible green space 
already exists with established and valuable wildlife habitat and woodland. (Site 58751). 

38. The ecological impacts of housing development on Coult Stream Woodland Strip and associated land will 
be significant. The proposed housing allocations adjacent to Coult Stream will introduce significant 
ecological pressures through chemical runoff, artificial lighting, and noise disturbance, all of which 
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are well documented in scientific literature as harmful to riparian corridors and woodland strips. These 
habitats function as critical ecological networks, supporting species such as bats 
(Pipistrellus and Myotis spp.), water voles (Arvicola amphibius), amphibians, and kingfishers 
(Alcedo atthis).  

39. The Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy assesses site 58751 as an accessible local green space, and 
part of the green infrastructure.  

40. The allocations are contrary to KCC Tree Charter and TMBC Tree Charter. 
41. Having regard to the Golden Rules for the release of Green Belt land, East Peckham does not represent a 

sustainable location for 50% affordable housing.  
 

Housing density 

42. Current housing density is in the region 25-27 dwellings per hectare.  
43. Any proposed development should be in keeping with the existing housing density. Policy D1 and seek to 

ensure that any development meets the existing vernacular and supports the character of the area 
Policy D2.  
 

Anti-coalescence 

44. East Peckham is made up of nine distinct hamlets. The proposed allocations are concentrated into the 
centre of the village. This risks losing the identity of the village and compromising the anti coalescence 
that defines the design of the Parish.  
 

Education 

45. East Peckham Primary School is already full based on local records, with multiple known cases of village 
children unable to secure places (2025/2026 intake) due to insufficient places.  

46. CP25 states that (infrastructure must be in place when needed). There is currently no provision for a 
new school. This needs to be considered and addressed in detail with the Local Education Authority prior 
to any development proceeding.  
 

Healthcare 

47. NPPF paragraph 100-101 requires capacity assessment and community infrastructure planning.  
48. East Peckham has no GP surgery and is reliant on surrounding practices (Paddock Wood, Hadlow 

Yalding/Wateringbury, or Marden). 586 new homes will add just under approximately 1,500 patients to 
nearby surgeries, some GP surgeries have stated they have closed their books to new patients. The 
impact on healthcare will be significant. 

49. Combined population uplift from all five sites cannot be serviced by existing facilities. This needs to be 
addressed in consultation stage and plans outlined at this stage rather than leaving infrastructure 
provision to be considered when development comes forward. 

 

Roads/Highways 

50. East Peckham relies on a few key road corridors for access to regional centres and services. These 
include the A26 corridor toward Maidstone, the A228 corridor south toward Pembury/Tunbridge Wells, 
and the A228 north toward the M20/London. Jacobs’ transport modelling (commissioned as part of 
TMBC’s Local Plan evidence) highlights several pressure points on these routes by the year 2042, 
especially during peak hours. EPPC is concerned that residents will experience increasingly challenging 
travel on roads and highways with ongoing and increasing congestion and gridlocked conditions 
especially at peak times.  

51. The context of flood-prone roads and lack of rail alternatives exacerbate East Peckham’s transport 
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challenges. 
 

Utilities 

52. Water networks in rural villages often have limited spare capacity, requiring off-site reinforcement. 
53. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with South East 

Water and how future provision will be secured for existing residents as the demand increases. 
54. Fibre and superfast broadband are not available across the entirety of East Peckham, Hale Street and 

Snoll Hatch. Some locations within those areas continue to have to rely on legacy broadband technology, 
despite seeking actively to engage with providers including Openreach and those who carry their 
services.  

55. There are concerns that the electrical infrastructure is underrated and additional housing will cause the 
wiring, substations and subsequent infrastructure to fail. 

 
SITE 59789   
 
Flooding 
56. This site is covered by 93% flood zones 2 and 3.  
57. Site has no pedestrian or vehicular access during flood events with flooding of up to 60cm deep on roads 

accessing the site. 
 
Wildlife/Habitat 
58. The site is partial woodland. 
59. An area within the site is broadleaf woodland and assessed by Adonis Blue Environment Consultants to 

be part of the Green Infrastructure of the Borough. (Sources, Figure 5 Map of General Habitats, and 
Figure 13 Map of Green Infrastructure Network, Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy). 

60. To choose to develop part of the Green Infrastructure Network for development is harmful to amenity 
and health. It will destroy hundreds of established trees and habitat of many species. It will affect 
calculations within TMBC evidence base and affect sustainability appraisals, landscape character 
appraisals and suitability assessments across the village due to this Green Infrastructure area being 
harmed. Should this site be chosen to stay within the Local Plan new evidence base is requested and 
needed. 

 

SITE 58751: (Henham/Coult Stream) 

Flooding 

61. This site is covered by 94% flood zones 2 and 3.  
62. Site has no pedestrian or vehicular access during flood events with flooding of up to 60cm deep on roads 

accessing the site. 
63. Infiltration testing adjacent to this site has failed many times. (Planning application TM/21/03353/FL). 
64. Site is affected by wet day reservoir flooding and a flood warning area. Site falls within a high cumulative 

flood impact area 
65. Due to failed infiltration testing and high water table across the village, refused planning application 

TM/21/03353/FL applied to discharge surface water into the Coult Stream. Any surface water discharge 
into the Coult will increase existing flooding of properties downstream and therefore create residual 
flooding across East Peckham, the tarmac plant and further into Yalding. 

 
 
Wildlife/Habitat 

 
66. The site is woodland and home to red list species of wildlife. 
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67. The site has been assessed by Adonis Blue Environmental Consultants as a locally accessible green space. 
Source, Figure 14 Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy  

68. To choose a locally accessible green space for development is harmful to amenity and health. It will 
destroy hundreds of established trees and habitat of many species. It will affect green space calculations 
within TMBC evidence base. It will affect sustainability appraisals, landscape character appraisals, 
suitability and sustainability assessments across the village. Should this site be chosen to stay within the 
Local Plan new evidence base is requested and needed, otherwise sustainability/suitability assessments 
and calculations based upon amenity, health, green space, sustainability, landscape appraisals will be 
false due to the loss of this green space that is currently included within TMBC evidence base.  

69. Despite the above, Site 58751 has somehow been assessed as; 
 Minor positive for health 
 Minor positive for climate change mitigation 
 Negligible effect for biodiversity and geodiversity 
 Major positive for housing 

Alongside 
 Significant negative effect for flooding 
 Significant negative for soils 
 Significant negative for historic environment 

70. Residents request that TMBC explain how the destruction of 4.85 hectares of woodland, a local green 
space, hundreds of trees, habitat of red list species and development upon land that is 94% flood zone 2 
and 3 are positives for health and climate change mitigation, and of negligible effect upon biodiversity 
and geodiversity.  
 

SITE 68376: (Church Lane) 

Flooding 

71. This site is covered by 84% flood zones 2 and 3.  
72. Site has no pedestrian or vehicular access during flood events with flooding of up to 60cm deep on roads 

accessing the site. 
73. Infiltration testing on this site has failed many times. (Planning application  TM/21/03353/FL). 
74. Site is affected by wet day reservoir flooding. Site falls within a flood warning area and a high cumulative 

flood impact area. 
75. Due to failed infiltration testing and high water table across the village, refused planning application 

TM/21/03353/FL applied to discharge surface water into the Coult Stream. Any surface water discharge 
into the Coult will increase existing flooding of properties downstream and therefore create residual 
flooding across East Peckham, the tarmac plant and further into Yalding. 

 
Green Belt 

76. A development was refused on this site 10/9/2024 for reasons. 
“1. The proposal would introduce development into the green belt which is by definition 
harmful and constitutes inappropriate development. There are no very special circumstances 
which would clearly outweigh the resulting definitional, spatial and visual harm to the 
openness of the green belt. The proposal would result in a visible merging of separate 
settlements and encroach into the countryside thereby being contrary to two of the purposes 
of the green belt. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CP3 of the Tonbridge and Malling 
Borough Core Strategy 2007 and paragraph 143 and paragraphs.  
152-154 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2023 
 

1.1 The proposal would result in an encroachment of development beyond the settlement boundary into 
the countryside. The siting and scale and of the overall development would contribute to an 
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urbanising effect to the detriment of the rural character of the area. This would conflict with Policy 
CP24 of the Tonbridge and Malling Borough Core Strategy 2007 and Policy SQ1 of the Managing 
Development and Environment Development Plan Document 2010.”   

77. Despite the above evidence found with TMBC and governmental databases, this site has been assessed 
in the Interim Availability Appraisal as “negligible effect” for water/flooding and uncertain minor 
negative effect upon landscape/townscape. We request that TMBC please explain the rational for this 
assessment. 
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12 : DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATIONS MAP (HS1) 
HS1: Land West of Hale Street 
59782 

1. This collective consultation response is submitted on behalf of (653) Residents of East Peckham (and 
surrounding areas) (herein referred to as “Residents”) who have all signed up to this Collective 
Response. The details of the Residents who have signed up to this Collective Response, are separately 
emailed to TMBC, and it is requested that these are appropriately redacted. 

2. Residents do not agree with the site allocation for HS1/59782.  
3. There has been no, or very little regard had to balancing the provision of housing alongside flood risk, 

biodiversity, landscape, heritage and green belt protection. The balance regarding the allocations in East 
Peckham is fundamentally weighted in favour of housing provision, with no meaningful consideration 
given to the risks and threats of that provision. 

4. East Peckham needs the opportunity to work with TMBC to prepare a Neighbourhood Development 
Plan, and identify an appropriate share of the housing requirement growth in a way that is sustainable 
for East Peckham, in locations which do not impact adversely on flood risk/biodiversity/lead to 
coalescence and reflect the existing character of the area). 

5. It is noted the Spatial Strategy for the draft Local Plan emerged through consultation in 2022/2023. In 
the time that has elapsed it is clear that the climate crises has worsened. In addition the new standard 
methodology means a significant increase in housing requirement. This raises the question should the 
spatial strategy have been reviewed, and is there a better alternative? 

6. The site allocation presents a number of significant constraints including: 

 flooding and flood risk 
 highways 
 settlement strategy 
 social infrastructure 
 design 
 geotechnical feasibility 
 utilities provision 
 land ownership 
 loss of high quality biodiversity and habitats 
 extent of any mitigation measures 

53. These issues collectively raise questions over the deliverability and sustainability of the site allocations. 
Given the multiple constraints and challenges to overcome, the proposed allocation are likely to be 
unviable and therefore undeliverable. Further the constraints mean that the scale cannot be delivered 
safely or without unreasonable and unacceptable mitigation measures.  
 

Flooding 
7. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF paragraph 170) states that: 

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk (whether existing or future)”. 
 

8. NPPF (paragraph 174) states: 
“Within this context the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding from any source.” 

9. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (Practice Planning Guidance (PPG)) states: “Safe access 
and egress will need to be demonstrated at all development sites. Emergency vehicular access should be 
possible during times of flood.“ 

10. The Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment Checklist (PGG) states: 
“…. the LLFA would expect all efforts to have been made to place property outside of known areas of 
flood risk in line with the sequential approach.” 

11. The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report notes at para 2.30 the requirements of the NPPF to avoid 
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inappropriate development from areas at risk of flooding. 
12. Increased flooding is anticipated and predicted as a result of climate change. Para 3.4 Sustainability 

Appraisal Scoping Report states: 
“The consequences include predictions of warmer, drier summers and wetter winters with more severe 
weather events all year, as well as higher sea levels and increased river flooding.”  

13. The Sustainability Appraisal objective 8 states: 
“To reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new developments are at risk.” 

14. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (TMBC) draft Local Plan Policy CC7 and CC8 require avoiding 
flood risk areas and using Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) for all developments. 

15. EPPC notes with concern that East Peckham site allocations fundamentally fail to comply with the 
avoidance of flood risk areas. Development within East Peckham runs contrary to national policy and 
guidance. As East Peckham is an area of highest flood risk, TMBC should, direct development away from 
such areas.  

16. East Peckham currently experiences the worst flooding of Parishes in the Borough.  612 dwellings have 
been assessed as at risk of flooding, the most in the Borough (Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 
3.113). Flood risk translates to real risk to people’s safety, homes and livelihoods. Major floods occurred 
in 2000, 2013/14, and 2019/2020. With the impact of climate change this position will worsen. 

17. This site is 14% flood zone 2 and 3. However It has no pedestrian or vehicular access during flood events 
with flooding of up to 60cm deep on roads surrounding the site. 

18. The SFRA Level 2 Scoping exercise assesses the site as “Least Preferable” 
19. Infiltration testing close to this site has failed many times. 
20. Site is affected by wet day reservoir flooding 
21. Site falls within a flood warning area and within a high cumulative flood impact area. Planning 

application TM/21/03353/FL was refused. One of the reasons for refusal was due to failed infiltration 
testing and high water table across the village. 

22. Any surface water discharge into the Coult will increase existing flooding of properties downstream and 
therefore create residual flooding across East Peckham, the tarmac plant and further into Yalding. 

23. Modelling in regard to planning application 14/03083/FL, (directly opposite site 59782) evidences 
expected water depths of 400mm on Hale St directly adjacent to site 59782. Hale St is the only road to 
provide access to site 59782. These depths do not allow any safe egress or access during flood events. 

24. It is estimated that during significant flood events, the flood depth on Hale Street could reach 
approximately 400mm (0.4 meters). This estimation is supported by: 
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24.1 Hydraulic Modelling Data: Flood modelling based upon data provided by the Environment 
Agency indicates that floodwaters may accumulate to a depth of 400mm on Hale Street. 
Topographic Analysis using LiDAR terrain data shows that Hale Street slopes towards the Coult 
Stream, which facilitates the accumulation of floodwater, particularly in low-lying areas. 

24.2 Reference to Figure 5.6 suggests that the maximum flood contour at the site (taken along 
the cross section provided) will be approximately 14.25m AODN. under the design event. This 
suggests a maximum flood depth of up to 1m in the road.  

24.3 This water is, however, likely to flow towards the lowest point, which is shown by Figure 5.6 
to be located within the highway. From this point flood water would flow in a southerly direction 
towards the low lying flood plain surrounding the Coult Stream, which is located to the south of the 
site (refer to Figure 5.8 below).  Therefore it is concluded that the depth of flooding adjacent to the 
study site is estimated to be in the region of 400mm under the design flood event.  

 

 

    

      

 

 

 

 

 

25. The NPPF (paragraph 125 (e)) states that safe access and egress routes must be available during flood 
events. With Hale Street expected to flood to a depth of 400mm, access to the site becomes dangerous 
and will not be possible during peak flood conditions. This predicted flood depth and the associated flow 
velocity would classify Hale Street as presenting a significant hazard, making it unsafe for occupants to 
evacuate or for emergency services to access the site during flooding. 
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Sustainability 
 

26. The review of the East Peckham proposed allocations shows that they fail to deliver sustainable 
development in key areas, and as required by para 8 NPPF. 

27. TMBC’s Plan incorporates Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objective 10: Climate Change Mitigation, which 
aims to reduce and minimise greenhouse gas emissions, achieve carbon neutrality for TMBC and the 
borough by 2030, and promote sustainable modes of transport, such as walking, wheeling, and public 
transport, while reducing private car use.  

28. As a rural area East Peckham lacks any significant facilities in terms of retail, leisure or employment. 
Those limited services and poor public transport means that the importance of transport accessibility 
has not been fully considered in relation to this site allocation. 

29. To access all such facilities (employment, retail, schools, leisure, health facilities etc.) the inhabitants of 
the proposed developments will depend on vehicle use, primarily private vehicles.   

30. The lack of local services also significantly increase the traffic of delivery vehicles. 
31. The site allocations in East Peckham and Hale Street stand in direct contradiction to the principles of 

reducing greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change underpinning the TMBC Local Plan.  
32. Reducing reliance on private vehicles is not achieved by the allocations in East Peckham. The reliance on 

private vehicles is increased by the site allocations in East Peckham, Hale Street and Snoll Hatch.  
33. This additional need is then further compounded by the losses of existing and developing woodlands on 

sites 59789 and 58751. 
34. The limited access to essential services in East Peckham, Snoll Hatch and Hale Street—( healthcare, 

education, shopping, and leisure) plus employment opportunities, means residents would need to travel 
longer distances, predominantly by car. This heightened reliance on private vehicles not only raises 
emissions but also contradicts TMBC draft Local Plan objective of promoting compact, mixed-use 
development in areas with better access to services (Policy H1), which helps reduce the need for car 
travel and supports climate change mitigation goals. 

35. The East Peckham proposed site allocations do not support TMBC’s stated environmental priorities, 
including climate neutrality, air and water quality protection, and biodiversity recovery. I therefore urge 
TMBC to reject these allocations and redirect housing growth to transit-accessible, low-carbon 
locations consistent with TMBC’s Local Plan and Climate Emergency commitments.  
 

Housing requirements and need 

36. It is unclear how the housing requirement for East Peckham has been derived. Full explanation of this 
and the proportioning of housing requirements across the Borough is required. 

37. In addition the Housing Need in East Peckham should be properly assessed.  There is no assessment of 
local housing need in East Peckham and it is noted that currently East Peckham has five empty social 
housing properties. 
 

Greenbelt 

38. The proposed alteration to the Green Belt in and around East Peckham must be in accordance with the 
NPPF and the updated Green Belt Planning Practice Guidance (Feb 2025). Altering Green Belt boundaries 
through the Local Plan requires exceptional circumstances and must not fundamentally undermine the 
purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the plan area. Greenfield sites should only be removed in 
sustainable locations to meet development need.  

39. Exceptional circumstances do not exist for altering the Green Belt in and around East Peckham to the 
extent proposed. TMBC has failed to demonstrate that the allocated sites within East Peckham are 
sustainable as required by the NPPG. 

40. Destroying established green space for new development is counterintuitive because the reclassification 
of the land to grey belt would require new accessible green space contributions to be made.   

41. Having regard to the Golden Rules for the release of Green Belt land, East Peckham does not represent a 
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sustainable location for 50% affordable housing. 
42. There is a lack of rationale to explain why sites that are outside of the green belt have been refused in 

the draft Local Plan, in favour of sites within East Peckham that are Green Belt and high risk Flood Zone 
land. Specific reference is made to the rejection of site 58587 in Wateringbury (which adjoins 59740 
deemed as suitable for allocation.) The Parish Council is concerned as to how Green Belt and flood land 
in East Peckham, with no safe egress/access during flood events, can be selected by TMBC as more 
suitable and sustainable for development than non Green Belt land that doesn’t flood, has a major road 
delivering good access and is adjacent to superior infrastructure and facilities?  

43. Residents are also concerned about what other non green belt sites might have been rejected. 
 
Housing Density  

44. Current housing density is in the region 25-27 dwellings per hectare.  
45. Any proposed development should be in keeping with the existing housing density. Policy D1 and seek to 

ensure that any development meets the existing vernacular and supports the character of the area 
Policy D2.  
 

Anti - Coalescence 

46. East Peckham is made up of nine distinct hamlets. The proposed allocations are concentrated into the 
centre of the village. This risks losing the identity of the village and compromising the anti coalescence 
that defines the design of the Parish.  

 

Education 

47. East Peckham Primary School is already full based on local records, with multiple known cases of village 
children unable to secure places (2025/2026 intake) due to insufficient places.  

48. CP25 states that (infrastructure must be in place when needed). There is currently no provision for a 
new school. This needs to be considered and addressed in detail with the Local Education Authority prior 
to any development proceeding.  

 
Healthcare 

49. NPPF paragraph 100-101 requires capacity assessment and community infrastructure planning.  
50. East Peckham has no GP surgery and is reliant on surrounding practices (Paddock Wood, Hadlow 

Yalding/Wateringbury, or Marden). 586 new homes will add just under approximately 1,500 patients to 
nearby surgeries.  Some of those GP practices have closed their books to new patients. The impact on 
healthcare will be significant. 

51. Combined population uplift from all five sites cannot be serviced by existing facilities. This needs to be 
addressed in consultation stage and plans outlined at this stage rather than leaving infrastructure 
provision to be considered when development comes forward. 

 

Roads/Highways 

52. East Peckham relies on a few key road corridors for access to regional centres and services. These 
include the A26 corridor toward Maidstone, the A228 corridor south toward Pembury/Tunbridge Wells, 
and the A228 north toward the M20/London. Jacobs’ transport modelling (commissioned as part of 
TMBC’s Local Plan evidence) highlights several pressure points on these routes by the year 2042, 
especially during peak hours. We are concerned that residents will experience increasingly challenging 
travel on roads and highways with ongoing and increasing congestion and gridlocked conditions 
especially at peak times.  

53. The context of flood-prone roads and lack of rail alternatives exacerbate East Peckham’s transport 
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challenges. 
 
Utilities 

54. Water networks in rural villages often have limited spare capacity, requiring off-site reinforcement. 
55. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with South East 

Water and how future provision will be secured for existing residents as the demand increases. 
56. Fibre and superfast broadband are not available across the entirety of East Peckham, Hale Street and 

Snoll Hatch. Some locations within those areas continue to have to rely on legacy broadband technology, 
despite seeking actively to engage with providers including Openreach and those who carry their 
services.  

57. There are concerns that the electrical infrastructure is underrated, and additional housing will cause the 
wiring, substations and subsequent infrastructure to fail. 

58. TMBC is asked to provide detailed information regarding the consultation underway with UK Power 
Networks. 

 


