Site EP2: Land south of Church Lane

To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate to:
Policy Al: Housing and Employment Allocations

If your comments are in relation to a particular site allocation identified in the Local Plan, please select
the site you wish to make a representation on:
EP2

Which policy section does your representation relate to? Select ONE option to ensure your responses are
recorded accurately.
Policy Al

Do you consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
No

Do you consider the Local Plan to be sound
No

If you do not consider the Local Plan to be sound, please specify on what grounds.
Not justified

Site EP2 Comments

East Peckham Parish Council (EPPC) does not consider that this site allocation is justified by evidence, and
therefore the draft local plan is not sound.

Site EP2 should be removed as a draft Site allocation for the following reasons:

1. Flood Risk
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council's (TMBCs) own site screening records this site:
e as 100 per cent within the extreme (0.1 per cent annual probability) flood event with climate change
e 100 per cent within the wet-day reservoir flood extent
e 100 per cent within an Environment Agency Flood Alert and Flood Warning Area, with eight recorded
flood incidents within 50 metres.

Of the 80 allocation parcels TMBC screened, 59 are wholly in Flood Zone 1. East Peckham sits in a
catchment ranked "High" in TMBC’s cumulative flood impact mapping and has the highest proportion of
properties at flood risk in the Borough (over 800 of approximately 1,400). Parts of the site lie in Flood Zones
2and 3.

As the Tonbridge and Malling Regulation 19 Publication Local Plan is being progressed under the
requirements and transitional arrangements, as set out in the Government’s previous December 2024
National Planning Policy Framework, it is evident that the Regulation 19 Publication Local Plan does not
meet those requirements. As the proposed allocation at EP2 is in an area of high flood risk, there will be
risks to flooding elsewhere as a consequence of any development on this site and no Sequential Test has
been carried out.

It must be noted that the NPPF December 2024 paragraph 170 states “Inappropriate development in areas
at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk (whether
existing or future). Where is necessary in such areas, the development should be made safe for its lifetime
without increasing flood risk elsewhere.” Further paragraph 171 states that “Strategic policies should be
informed by a strategic flood risk assessment, and should manage flood risk from all sources. They should
consider cumulative impacts in, or affecting, local areas susceptible to flooding”, whilst paragraph 172
states that “All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development — taking

Page 1 of 6



Site EP2: Land south of Church Lane

into account all sources of flood risk and the current and future impacts of climate change — so as to avoid,
where possible, flood risk to people and property.”

The core aim of a Sequential Test is to protect people and property by ensuring new buildings are not
placed in high-risk flood zones if safer, reasonably available alternative sites exist.

TMBC's own Level 2 flood assessment rates access along Church Lane up to "Significant, Dangerous for
Most People" in the design event, with that hazard band lying over the built-up part of Hale Street on the
escape route, and records flow velocities below 0.25 metres per second in every modelled event, so the
water is effectively static and raising floor levels does not answer the risk of occupants being cut off. East
Peckham Parish Council has previously recorded flood depths of up to 900mm on Church Lane at the site
entrances, and the 2013 floods showed river and surface-water flooding occurring together.

A Sequential Test seeks to direct new development to areas of lowest risk of flooding from any source.
With a requirement of 1,117 dwellings per annum under Policy SP2 (Tonbridge and Malling Regulation 19
Publication draft Local Plan), a planned supply exceeding it by some 958 dwellings, and 59 allocation
parcels wholly in Flood Zone 1, reasonably available lower-risk sites plainly exist.

It is also noted that the proposed allocation at EP2 does not meet the requirements of the NPPF August
2026. The Plan-making Policy F2 a. (Planning for effective flood risk management) set out in the August
2026 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (which states that Local Plan making should be “produced
in accordance with this Framework”) has not been met as no borough-wide Sequential Test has been
carried out.

The proposed allocation at EP2 therefore fails to meet the requirements of both NPPF December 2024 and
NPPF August 2026.

2. Water Supply capacity

NPPF December 2024 states at paragraph 20 that “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for
the pattern, scale and design quality of places and make sufficient provision for infrastructure” including for
“water supply, wastewater and flood risk.”

Further NPPF December 2024 paragraphs 161 and 162 make it clear that plan making should “support the
transition to net zero by 2050 and take full account of all climate impacts” including water scarcity, and
“take a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change” taking into account the long-
term implications for water supply.

Whilst engagement with South East Water has taken place, there is no effective solution to the water
supply issue, rendering the EP2 proposed allocation undeliverable at this stage, with no clarity about when
the allocation could be delivered.

e South East Water's (SEWs) formal response to Tonbridge and Malling Regulation 18 draft Local Plan
(17 December 2025) states it “cannot accommodate additional growth beyond what was assumed in
our Water Resources Management Plan 2024" in areas without a supply surplus, that in Tonbridge
and Malling this applies "throughout the entire planning period", and that new solutions cannot even
be identified until its next plan's work concludes in spring 2028.

e The SEW Position and Options Statement (20 August 2026), produced after ministerial intervention,
guantifies the problem: a supply-demand deficit of up to 5.31 million litres per day at peak by
2041/42, with 4.04 already reached by 2034/35. It offers options, but defers the definitive answer to
the WRMP29 process, producing an updated strategy "from April 2030 onwards". Funding depends
on a provisional submission to Ofwat.

e TMBC's own Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) quantifies the interim schemes at 2.0 million litres per
day at their peak, falling to 1.0 from 2031/32, with the substantial SES Water transfer not arriving
until 2038/39, and concedes the surplus "drops away in the mid-2030s". On the Council's own figures,
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the supply schemes never close the gap in any year; the balance rests on demand reduction and on
options that do not yet exist.

e The pivotal conclusion quoted in the IDP - that "forecast supply-demand balance remains in surplus
throughout the Local Plan period" - is attributed to an AtkinsRealis Water Supply Study (August 2026)
which is not in the published evidence base. TMBC's evidence page lists a "Water Supply Report" with
no download link.

e The joint Defra/MHCLG letter describes "a credible pathway" while expressly "recognising the limits of
the reassurance that our departments are able to provide". It is not an assurance of supply, and says
so.

e East Peckham lies in SEW's Cranbrook zone (WRZ7), supplied from local groundwater; the Broad Oak
reservoir and Reculver desalination schemes are in East Kent, and the Arlington reservoir and
Peacehaven recycling schemes in East Sussex. No supply scheme serves the Cranbrook zone from
which East Peckham draws. The EP2 proposed allocation contains no water supply requirement at all.
Homes built here before the mid-2030s have no evidenced supply margin.

e SEW's WRMP24 tables show that zone in baseline deficit throughout the plan period and, after every
planned intervention, at a planned surplus of 0.00 Ml/d for every year to the early 2030.

e Wastewater. Southern Water (6 August 2026) confirms local network capacity for a foul flow of 0.58
litres per second. The strategic position remains that Southern Water's own drainage plan rates the
East Peckham catchment at "Very Significant" risk of hydraulic overload, with no named scheme, cost
or date.

Itis also to be noted that the proposed allocation at EP2 does not meet the requirements of NPPF August
2026. Plan-making Policy W1 (Planning for energy and water) states that “the development plan should be
informed by early engagement between the relevant plan-making authority, utility providers, regulators
and network operators, so that there is a clear understanding of energy supply and network capacity, water
supply, drainage and wastewater capacity, and associated requirements for additional infrastructure
provision.” Whilst engagement has taken place, there is no effective solution to the water supply issue,
rendering the EP2 proposed allocation undeliverable at this stage, with no clarity about when the allocation
could be delivered.

The proposed allocation at EP2 therefore fails to meet the requirements of both NPPF December 2024 and
NPPF August 2026.

3. Green Belt

NPPF December 2024 paragraphs 142 and 143 make it clear that the aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Of the five purposes set out in paragraph 143, the Green
Belt at EP2 serves the first four (checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; preventing
neighbouring towns merging into one another; assisting in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment; and preserving the setting and special character of historic towns). Given that other sites
not in Green Belt could be allocated for development it is also evident that purpose five can also be met.

The site remains Green Belt and is not Grey Belt and is not in a sustainable location (see below). Whilst an
assessment of Green Belt land has been carried out there is no justification for release of land at EP2. The
assessors recommended sub-area HS-03 (which becomes allocation EP2) for release only in combination
with four neighbouring sub-areas, warning that isolated release "would harm the performance of the wider
Green Belt". The Tonbridge and Malling Regulation 19 Publication draft Local Plan releases it alone.

It is further noted that the updated Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment - the document underpinning the
evidence for Green Belt release is severely corrupted from TMBC's own website and cannot be read. The

public cannot check the first stage of the Green Belt case.

EP2 is recorded against Hale Street (Tier 4, "Secondary Village"), with Tier 3 East Peckham shown as
receiving zero allocations, although EP2 adjoins both settlements and the case for developing rests on East
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Peckham's shops, school and buses. This understates growth pressure on East Peckham's services in every
settlement-level table. Further the open land forms the physical and visual gap between East Peckham and
Hale Street, which TMBC's Green Belt assessment treats as distinct settlements. Any development of the
proposed site will encroach into countryside, harm the separate identity and character of the two
settlements and negatively impact on the Green Belt that currently performs the role of a Local Green Gap.

NPPF August 2026 Plan-making Policy GB3 is also not met on the grounds that the release of Green Belt
land at EP2 is not “fully evidenced and justified.” The site at EP2 is rated by TMBC's own Green Belt
Assessment as performing strongly against Green Belt purposes. Further NPPF August 2026 Plan-making
Policy GB4 b. makes it clear that in defining a Green Belt boundary, villages should be included “where it is
necessary to restrict development because of the important contribution the open character of the village
makes to the openness of the Green Belt.”

The proposed allocation at EP2 therefore fails to meet the requirements of both NPPF December 2024 and
NPPF August 2026.

4. Regulation 19 — Adjoining sites have been rejected

Following Regulation 18 consultation, the emerging Local Plan site selection at Regulation 19 rejected the
adjoining Brook Farm parcel for "flood risk and no safe access", constraints that this parcel shares because
it depends on the same Church Lane access. Further, the adjoining land at the Coult Stream (58751) is now
proposed for designation as a Local Green Space LGS51 under Policy NE8 of the Tonbridge and Malling
Regulation 19 Publication draft Local Plan, protected to a standard the plan equates with Green Belt, and
this scheme discharges its surface water to that corridor.

5. Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land
The site is best and most versatile agricultural land. Noting that NPPF December 2024 states that Best and
most versatile agricultural land is land in grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification.”

NPPF December 2024 paragraph 187 recognises and seeks to ensure that the “economic and other benefits
of the best and most versatile agricultural land” are not negatively impacted by development proposals.
Further, footnote 65 to paragraph 188 makes it clear that “Where significant development of agricultural
land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher
quality.”

The choice between sites of differing quality is one for the emerging Local Plan's comparative assessment,
which the 958-dwelling surplus shows can be answered without this site. The permanent loss of 3.2ha of
Grade 2 land should weigh against the site allocation.

Itis also noted that NPPF August 2026 Plan-making Policy N2 1 (b) requires the quality of agricultural land
to be taken into account and, where significant development of agricultural land is necessary, "areas of
poorer quality land" to be used where possible.

The proposed allocation at EP2 therefore fails to meet the requirements of both NPPF December 2024 and
NPPF August 2026.

6. Transport and the sustainability of the location
The development would be car-dependent; services are not realistically walkable; bus and rail provision is
limited.

NPPF December 2024 paragraph 109 requires “a vision-led approach to identify transport solutions that

deliver well-designed, sustainable and popular places.” Paragraph 110 states that “Significant development
should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel
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and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and
improve air quality and public health.”

Paragraph 115 requires that assessment of sites “that may be allocated for development in plans” should
be ensured that “sustainable transport modes are prioritised taking account of the vision for the site, the
type of development and its location.” The proposed allocation at EP2 does not provide a vision-led
approach appropriate to sustainable transport solutions, nor does is prioritise sustainable transport modes.

Walking distances and the walking network

Measured on the actual network from the site access, the nearest convenience store is about 1.05km
(about 15 minutes each way) by the shorter route along unlit Church Lane and Pound Road, and about 1.65
to 1.8km (over 20 minutes) via Hale Street and Old Road, against Chartered Institution of Highways and
Transportation (CIHT) preferred maximum of 800m. At evidence-based walking speeds for older and less
mobile residents the shop is a 23 to 35 minute walk each way. A quarter of East Peckham parish residents
are aged 65 or over and 16 per cent are disabled.

The walking network is inadequate regardless of distance. TMBC's East Peckham Walking Audit (August
2025) records effective footway widths frequently below 1.5m on the routes serving the site. Direct
measurement by a Parish Councillor of the Church Lane footway either side of the proposed access found a
footway on one side only, about 1.3m clear of the kerb towards the school and about 1.12m usable
towards Hale Street, reducing to about 0.80m where vegetation encroaches; such widths cannot
accommodate a wheelchair or mobility scooter passing a pedestrian, contrary to NPPF Policy TR4 and the
Department for Transport's Inclusive Mobility guidance, and cannot be widened within the highway
boundary. Public Right of Way MR538 along the Coult is unlit, unsurfaced, narrow and uneven, lies within
the flood extents, and cannot form part of the everyday route.

Bus services

The Arriva No. 6 (Maidstone to Tunbridge Wells via East Peckham) provides a broadly hourly daytime
service Monday to Friday, with an afternoon gap of about three hours towards Maidstone and last buses in
the early evening, a reduced Saturday service of roughly one bus every ninety minutes, and no Sunday
service. This is verified from the operator's registered Bus Open Data Service files, whose only operating
profiles are Monday to Friday and Saturday. The only other service, Route 208 (Go-Coach), runs about nine
weekday and four Saturday trips. There are no evening and no Sunday buses to the village. The Department
for Transport Connectivity Metric (2025) scores the parish's LSOAs at 44.9 and 36.8 against a Borough
average of 55.4, and the English Indices of Deprivation 2025 rank it among the most service-isolated 10 to
20 per cent of areas in England.

Rail

Neither Beltring nor Yalding train stations are a realistic car-free option. Beltring is an unstaffed halt with no
car park (Office of Rail and Road, 2024/25: 14,532 entries and exits, about 40 a day), with no footway or
lighting on its approach roads, reached on foot only by crossing the A228 Branbridges Bypass, a national-
speed dual carriageway with no pedestrian crossing on that stretch, on which four people died in two
collisions in the twelve months to June 2026 (Kent Police appeals; press reports). Yalding is reached by
narrow lanes without footways, unsuitable for cycling under LTN 1/20, with a 21-space car park. Rail access
is, in practice, dependent on the private car, and even then Beltring is not a realistic rail option.

Structural car dependency
Maidstone Borough Council objected to the Tonbridge and Malling Regulation 18 draft Local Plan proposed
East Peckham allocations on cross-boundary transport grounds.

At the 2021 Census only 126 of the East Peckham parish's 1,352 households (9.3 per cent) had no car, while

758 (56.1 per cent) ran two or more, a rising trend; the EPPC’s 2026 household survey found 87.3 per cent
of respondents travelling as a car driver. Cycling infrastructure is effectively absent.
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NPPF Plan-making Policy TR1 requires “sustainable transport should be considered from the earliest stages
of plan-making, so that it is reflected in the vision for the plan area and its specific proposals, and forms an
integral part of a plan’s strategy for creating well-designed, sustainable, inclusive and popular places.”
The proposed allocation at EP2 does not support this.

Placing car-dependent dwellings at EP2 is contrary to both NPPF December 2024 and NPPF August 2026.

7. Community infrastructure

NPPF December 2024 requires that “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern,
scale and design quality of places and make sufficient provision for community facilities (such as health,
education and cultural infrastructure).”

e Healthcare. East Peckham has no GP surgery. In response to current planning applications, NHS Kent
and Medway (16 July 2026) confirms any development "will increase demand on primary and
community healthcare services". Paddock Wood Town Council objects because East Peckham's new
residents would place further pressure on its already stretched Woodlands surgery.

e  Education. East Peckham Primary School holds few spare places and the Reception year has been
oversubscribed.

NPPF August 2026 Plan-making Policy HC1 1. a. makes it clear that plan making should be “informed by an
understanding of any existing deficits in the availability of community facilities and public service
infrastructure, and additional requirements expected over the plan period, arising from proposed
development and wider changes in the local population and public service provision.”

8. Ecology, biodiversity net gain and lighting

NPPF December 2024 paragraphs 187, 188, 192 b) seek to ensure that planning policies enable the
protection and enhancement of the natural environment. EP2 is a site that provides flood conveyance and
therefore has a specific and unique habitat role. The site is also recognised as being important to a number
of species including bats.

EP2 is a site where there are opportunities to improve and enhance biodiversity and habitats. It therefore
has a role to play in nature recovery and nature-based solutions to mitigate the impact of climate change at
the neighbourhood level. NPPF August 2026 Plan-making Policy N1 requires “development plans to
safeguard and enhance the natural environment, and reflect the wider benefits from natural capital and
ecosystem services” and to take account of the opportunities to promote nature recovery.

Conclusion

The proposed allocation EP2 lacks a credible justification and does not meet the requirements of either
NPPF December 2024 or NPPF August 2026 in a number of areas. To ensure the Tonbridge and Malling
Borough Council Local Plan 2024-2042 is sound and safe from legal challenge, Tonbridge and Malling
Borough Council must remove this proposed allocation from the submission plan.

Page 6 of 6



	Site EP2 Comments
	1. Flood Risk
	2. Water Supply capacity
	NPPF December 2024 states at paragraph 20 that “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and design quality of places and make sufficient provision for infrastructure” including for “water supply, wastewater and flo...
	Whilst engagement with South East Water has taken place, there is no effective solution to the water supply issue, rendering the EP2 proposed allocation undeliverable at this stage, with no clarity about when the allocation could be delivered.
	It is also to be noted that the proposed allocation at EP2 does not meet the requirements of NPPF August 2026. Plan-making Policy W1 (Planning for energy and water) states that “the development plan should be informed by early engagement between the r...
	3.  Green Belt
	4.  Regulation 19 – Adjoining sites have been rejected
	5.  Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land
	6. Transport and the sustainability of the location
	Walking distances and the walking network
	Bus services
	Rail
	Structural car dependency

	7. Community infrastructure
	8.  Ecology, biodiversity net gain and lighting
	Conclusion

