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2.10 REFERENCE NO - 16/506644/REM 
APPLICATION PROPOSAL
Reserved Matters application following outline approval decided on appeal SW/13/1567 (Outline 
application for erection of 63 dwellings, open space, pedestrian and vehicular access, car 
parking, landscaping and associated works.) - Approval being sought for Access, Appearance, 
Landscaping, Layout and Scale and in relation to conditions 1, 7, 9 and 12 of the outline 
approval.

ADDRESS Land Opposite Greenways Brogdale Road Faversham Kent ME13 8YA  

RECOMMENDATION Grant, subject to conditions and the following:
1. Signing of the Deed of Variation
2. Receipt of revised drawings addressing the overlooking of the residential garden areas 

of plots 40 and 45 
3. Receipt of revised site levels and proposed finished floor levels plan 
4. Outstanding comments from Faversham Town Council, Kent County Council Ecology 

team and the Green Spaces Manager.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION
This reserved matters application relates to the access, appearance, landscaping, layout and 
scale which are acceptable and in accordance with the terms of the outline planning permission.  
The details are in accordance with the development plan.  

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE
Faversham Town Council objection. 

WARD Watling PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL 
Faversham Town

APPLICANT Matthew Homes 
Ltd.
AGENT BHD Ltd

DECISION DUE DATE
12/12/16

PUBLICITY EXPIRY DATE
24/11/16

OFFICER SITE VISIT DATE

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY (including appeals and relevant history on adjoining 
sites):
App No Proposal Decision Date
16/503281 Submission of details pursuant to condition 8 

Development Brief of approved SW/13/1567
Approved 7th 

February 
2017

SW/13/1567 Outline planning application for 63 dwelling with 
all matters reserved.  

REFUSED 25th March 
2014

Appeal reference
APP/V2255/A/14/2
224509

Outline planning application for 63 dwelling with 
all matters reserved.  

Appeal 
allowed

13th May 
2015
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MAIN REPORT

1.0 DESCRIPTION OF SITE

1.01 The site is located just outside the built-up area boundary of Faversham, as defined 
in the Swale Borough Local Plan 2008, within the designated countryside.  The site 
area is 3.5 hectares, a flat squared shaped open field.  

1.02 Located adjacent to the northern boundary is a residential area with an access road, 
Brogdale Place, which also leads to a commercial nursery business which lies along 
the western boundary.  The southern boundary faces out towards the open 
countryside and the eastern boundary faces onto Brogdale Road.  Abbey School is 
located to the north-east of the site and further to the south is Brogdale Farm.  

1.03 The site lies within the designated Faversham and Ospringe Fruit Belt as defined by 
Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal (2011) SPD.

1.04 Planning permission for the 63 houses was refused under SW/13/1567 and was then 
subsequently allowed at appeal in May 2015 and the decision notice is appended.

1.05 The immediate surrounding residential area, running along the northern boundary of 
the site features detached, semi-detached and terraced properties.  Located facing 
onto Brogdale Road are a number of 2 storey Victorian houses with Brogdale Place 
featuring detached 2 storey properties, built within the last 20 years.  

1.06 The boundary landscaping currently consists of post and rail fencing along the 
northern and southern boundaries with large mature conifers forming a boundary 
screen, with notable gaps along the eastern boundary to Brogdale Road.  A mature 
beech hedgerow runs along the western boundary, adjacent to the commercial 
nursery.  The topography of the site is level with a drop along the eastern boundary 
to Brogdale Road to the pavement alongside the road.     

2.0 PROPOSAL

2.01 Outline planning permission, with all matters reserved, was approved under appeal 
reference APP/V2255/A/14/2224509 in May 2015, this decision notice is appended 
and Members will note the 21 conditions that this permission is subject to.  This 
application seeks permission for the matters that were reserved under the outline 
permission.  The details submitted under this application area: access, 
appearance, landscaping, layout and scale.  In addition details have been 
provided in accordance with conditions 1 (access, appearance, landscaping, layout 
and scale), 7 (parking), 9 (existing and proposed floor slabs and heights) and 12 
(hard and soft landscaping) Please note that condition 8, which required the 
submission and approval of a Development Brief, has been complied with under 
reference 16/503281.

  
2.02 The total number of units proposed is 63 and these are a mix of 2, 3, 4, and 5 

bedroom houses.  The proposal would provide 30% affordable housing, 19 units 
consisting of a mix of shared ownership and social rented.  

2.03 The open space would be provided against the eastern boundary of the site and 
features two areas of open space, consisting of two areas split into 0.6173 hectares 
and 0.3829 hectares of open public space and amounting to approximately one 
hectare in total.  The submitted landscaping strategy confirms that the Corsican 
Pine trees running along the boundary to Brogdale Road would be removed and 
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replaced by native trees with additional hedge planting.  The open space areas 
would also feature two large focal trees and a number of Kent native fruit trees and 
some low key landscaping.  Two balancing ponds would be sited within the open 
space to encourage a wildflower meadows and biodiversity- please note that the 
siting of the ponds is still being considered and one option is to have one drainage 
pond instead of the two proposed. I have received the full details for the hard and 
soft landscaping and will report back to Members at the meeting.

2.04 The proposal has a main access into the site off Brogdale Road with a separate 
emergency access off Brogdale Place which would also provide an access to Units 
23-26.  I am awaiting the final details of the emergency access following 
consultation with Kent County Council Highways and Transportation.  The proposal 
also includes a pedestrian only entry and exit route from the site to the corner of 
Brogdale Place with Brogdale Road.  

2.05 In terms of the road network the proposal aims to achieve a more rural approach by 
using raised platforms to slow traffic and create a more rural feel by providing multi-
use surfaces.  

2.06 The proposal provides a varied use of locally found materials, in line with the details 
agreed under condition 8 (Development Brief) to reflect the local character.  The 
mix of housing provides a varied mix of house types featuring a traditional design 
approach.  The prominent plots facing onto the public areas or seen from the wider 
views have interesting architectural features to add interest and create a focal point.  

2.07 This application has been amended following extensive discussion with the 
applicant.  The design, layout, boundary treatments, public areas and road network 
have been improved to address our concerns and I am awaiting further drawings to 
address some plot overlooking.  I will update Members at the meeting.       

3.0 SUMMARY INFORMATION

Existing Proposed Change (+/-)

Site Area (ha) 3.5 hectares 3.5 hectares 0
No. of Storeys 0 2-2.5 +2-2.5
No. of Residential Units 0 63 +63 
No. of Affordable Units 0 19 +19

4.0 PLANNING CONSTRAINTS

4.01 The lies within the designated Faversham and Ospringe Fruit Belt as defined by 
Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal (2011) Supplementary 
Planning Document.  

5.0 POLICY AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

5.01 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): paras 7 (three dimensions of 
sustainable development), 8, 11 (presumption in favour of sustainable 
development), 12, 14, 17 (core planning principles), 35 (sustainable transport), 47 
(delivering a wide choice of high quality homes), 49, 50, 56 (good design), 69 
(healthy communities), 70, 73, 75, 109 (conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment); 112 (agricultural land); 118, 119, 120, 121, 123, 125, 129 (heritage 
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assets), 131, 162 (infrastructure), 186 (decision taking), 187, 196 (determining 
applications); 197, 204 (planning obligations) & 216 (weight to emerging policies).

5.02 National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG): Design; Natural environment; Housing 
and Economic Development needs assessment; Noise; Planning Obligations; Use of 
planning conditions; water supply, waste water and water quality land affected by 
contamination; light pollution; natural environment; neighbourhood planning; rural 
housing.

Development Plan:

5.03 The Swale Borough Local Plan Adopted 2008, saved policies SP1 (sustainable 
development), SP2 (environment), SP3 (economy), SP4 (housing), SP6 (transport 
and utilities), SP7 (community services and facilities), FAV1 (the Faversham and the 
rest of Swale planning area), SH1 (settlement hierarchy), E1 (general development 
criteria), E6 (countryside), E9 (landscape), E10 (trees and hedges), E11 (biodiversity 
and geological interests), E12 (designated biodiversity and geological conservation 
sites), H2 (new housing), H3 (affordable housing), T1 (safe access), T4 (cyclists and 
pedestrians) & C3 (open space on new housing developments).

5.04 The emerging Swale Borough Local Plan “Bearing Fruits” – ST1 (sustainable 
development), ST2 (targets for homes and jobs), ST3 (settlement strategy), ST4 
(meeting local plan development targets), ST7 (Faversham and Kent Downs 
strategy), CP2 sustainable transport), CP3 (high quality homes), CP4 (good design), 
CP5 (health and wellbeing), CP6 (community facilities and services to meet local 
needs), CP7 (natural environment), CP8 (conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment), DM6 (managing transport demand and impact), DM7 (vehicle 
parking), DM8 (affordable housing), DM14 (general development criteria), DM17 
(open space, sports and recreation provision), DM21 (water, flooding and drainage), 
DM24 (valued landscapes), DM28 (biodiversity and geological conservation), DM29 
(woodlands, trees and hedges), DM31 (agricultural land) & IMP1 (implementation 
and delivery plan).

Supplementary Planning Documents

Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity appraisal (2011)

Developer Contributions (2009)
 
6.0 LOCAL REPRESENTATIONS

6.01 Two letters of objection have been received making the following summarised 
comments:

 Concerns about the impact on the struggling local road network
 Concerned about the loss of agricultural land and thriving wildlife
 Loss of sunlight and impact on privacy on the adjacent existing properties
 The development will result in the current peace, quiet and tranqulity being 

taken away
 Overlooking concerns- existing properties to new properties
 Excessive noise and environmental pollution in the form of extra traffic
 The access to the development would create highway safety concerns due to 

being closely located to the access to Perry Court Oast (Please note that the 
revised drawings show the access re-site further to the north of Brogdale Road)  
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 Concerned that infill planting along the southern boundary would reduce light 
into the adjacent Perry Court Oast

 The leylandii should be removed
 The siting of the 5 bedroom houses in the south east corner will have a 

detrimental impact on the surrounding area and the open space should be 
redesigned to prevent this

6.02 Three letters of general comments have been received making the following 
summarised comments:

 Concern raised about access issues along Brogdale Road during the 
construction of the development

 Pedestrian crossing should be provided along the A2
 Junction between Brogdale Place and the A2 should be improved due to the 

increase in traffic
 Parking during the construction phase should be strictly regulated and have no 

detrimental impact on the surrounding residential amenity, access to the 
Nursery should remain free

 Noise should be limited during the construction phase
 Outlook for future residents needs to be considered- not just brick walls but good 

quality landscaping should be provided
 Adequate road network needs to be provided to deal with the additional traffic
 Concerned the house types are incorrectly listed
 Emergency access is not correctly designed 
 A footpath should be provided from the south east corner from Brogdale Road to 

link with the paths/access in front of plot 57 to allow a better wider path than that 
currently provided which is narrow, close and set higher than the road

6.03 Following the re-consultation on the amended drawings, I have received an 
additional 5 letters of objection from local residents making the following summarised 
comments:

 The building of property G25 will remove any view from the front of our property 
and also remove any privacy both in our garden and our front bedroom. The 
emergency access road will create a greater footfall and disruption in the direct 
vicinity of both 1 Nursery Cottage and 2 Nursery Cottage and also all of the 
residents of Brogdale Place. I continue to feel this development has been 
designed without any regard or consideration to the existing residents in this 
area.

 I do not understand why public spaces have been created alongside the 
Brogdale Road when these could be situated to give a more pleasing outlook to 
the residents of 1 & 2 Nursery Cottages and other residential dwellings in that 
area. To look out onto a brick wall shows little empathy or regard for existing 
property owners

 Continue concerns in relation to the emergency access details
 The houses facing Brogdale Place will have a detrimental impact on the existing 

residents and will block light into amenity areas
 The outlook for 1 and 1 Nursery Cottages should be improved- it is unfair that the 

new houses get to look out on to the ponds and trees
 The property immediately adjacent to No 12 Brogdale Road, Plot A1 is less than 

15 metres away, brick to brick from the corner of our property and as such will 
present a towering wall in front of all our windows resulting in loss of sunlight 

 Lounge, kitchen, study and 4 bedrooms of No12 face towards the side elevation 
of Plot A1
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 Plot A1 should be re-sited to address the impact on No 12 Brogdale Road
 The junction of Brogdale Place with Brogdale Road is a blind junction, there is 

not enough viewing angle for an exit from a large development- though only an 
emergency access is proposed this will eventually slip to be used as a full access

 The layout of the properties needs to change to allow emergency vehicles to 
access from the proposed main access

 Brogdale Road used to be a track which has now risen some 18” to 
accommodate draining- unacceptable increase in traffic

7.0 CONSULTATIONS

7.01 Faversham Town Council has objected to the application (as originally submitted) 
and makes the following comments:

(1) The Landscape Design Statement claims boundaries will be made up of native 
hedgerow and fruits trees. We do not consider it appropriate to keep the existing 
Cuprocyparis Leylandii, which adversely affects the reasonable enjoyment of 
nearby properties. Its replacement of something more suitable would also 
improve site lines

(2) The two access points should be swapped, the current Emergency Access 
becoming the Minor Access, as more traffic is likely to turn north towards 
Faversham

(3) The three 5 bedroom properties to the south east corner should be swapped with 
the open space, preserving the rural nature of the site

(4) Condition 16 has not been accounted for as a scheme to provide off road parking 
during construction has not been produced. It is vital that this is undertaken

(5) The two cul-de-sacs at the rear of the site should be joined and a wider space 
provided in the south west corner that abuts the nursery in order to future proof 
the site

I am awaiting comments from Faversham Town Council in relation to the amended 
drawings which address a number of the concerns raised above, most notably the 
proposal now includes the removal of the Leylandii and replacement with native 
species; the properties in the south-east corner have been re-sited elsewhere within 
the site and road layout changes.  I will update Members at the committee meeting 
regarding any further comments received from Faversham Town Council.  

7.02 Ospringe Parish Council has made the following comments:

‘This is a prominent site which extends the existing residential area into countryside 
and it is therefore crucial that there is a high quality screening and landscaping.  
The proposed positioning of the houses on the south east corner of the plot appear 
out of place as they are to the south of a wide open space and directly in the sight 
line when looking south from Brogdale Road. We would prefer to see these 
properties relocated to the west onto the proposed POS with the POS taking their 
place. We are also concerned to ensure that the access road to the development 
affords safe egress to and from Brogdale Road, and with adequate sight lines onto 
this busy road. Also it should be ensured that the access positioning does not conflict 
with the existing track on the eastern side of Brogdale Road.’
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Following the consultation on the revised drawings Ospringe Parish Council make 
the following comments:

‘We are pleased to note that housing has been moved to the west of the site leaving 
an open swathe adjacent to the Brogdale Road.  However, we are concerned that a 
vehicular access is shown onto Brogdale Place which if allowed, will involve traffic 
entering the Brogdale Road at a difficult corner with poor visibility.’

7.03 UK Power Networks has no objection to the proposal.  

7.04 Kent Police has no objection to the proposal. 

7.05 Kent County Council Lead Local Flood Authority have no comment to make on the 
details submitted in pursuance of the conditions and reserved matters.  

7.06 SGN raises no objection to the proposal.

7.07 Natural England raise no objection subject to mitigation for additional recreational 
impact on the designated sites and to ensure that adequate means are in place to 
secure the mitigation before occupation.   Natural England has no further 
comments to make on the revisions. 

7.08 Southern Water has no new comments to make on the application and refer to their 
original response dated 15th January 2014 which made the following comments:

‘There is currently inadequate capacity in the local network to provide foul sewage 
disposal to service the proposed development.  Additional off-site sewers, or 
improvements to existing sewers, will be required to provide sufficient capacity to 
service the development.  The applicant should enter into a formal agreement with 
Southern Water to provide the necessary sewerage infrastructure required to service 
this development.’ 

7.09 The Environment Agency has no comment to make on this application.   

7.10 The Environmental Health Manager raises no objection to the proposal. 

7.11 Kent Police raises no objection to the proposal.

7.12 KCC Highways and Transportation have made the following comments on the 
original submission:

‘It is appreciated that the application is made to consider the reserved matters that 
were not included within the earlier Outline application, SW/13/1567, which was 
subsequently approved through the Planning Appeal process. That outline 
application had all matters reserved, including Access, although it was supported at 
the time by the inclusion of a Transport Assessment to consider the highway impacts 
of the proposed development. As all matters were reserved, it was merely the 
principle of residential on the site that was accepted, and Transport Assessment was 
used to demonstrate that the level of traffic that would be generated could be 
accommodated on the highway network. 

Discussions with the Transport Consultant at that time confirmed that highway 
improvements to the Brogdale Road junction with the A2 could be undertaken, 
together with the provision of a signalised pedestrian crossing on the A2, just west of 
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Brogdale Road. These works were shown on RGP drawing 2014/2166/001 Revision 
D, and I would expect these to be delivered.

The Transport Assessment also provided details of the possible access into the site, 
and the location has been carried over onto this Reserved Matters application. It 
would be appropriate for this application to include the detailed design of the access, 
to show the footway provision and how the proposed junction would tie into the 
existing highway alignment, and should not be pre-determined by the approval of the 
Appeal where access was a reserved matter. Looking at the proposed location of the 
vehicular access, I would consider that it is too close to the access serving The Oast, 
Perry Court Cottages and Oastings etc, and should be staggered instead to provide 
separation between the two access points. I would suggest that a minimum 20m 
stagger distance between centrelines would be appropriate in this instance.

With regard to the remainder of the development proposals, I would offer the 
following comments:

1. The proposed access carriageway width should be maintained at a minimum 
5.5m width over a distance of 20m from the junction onto Brogdale Road;

2. The main internal roads should be designed to Minor Access Road parameters in
accordance with The Kent Design Guide, with a design speed of 20mph. This will 
require speed restraint features designed into the road at 60m intervals;

3. Where provided, footways should be 1.8m wide;
4. The footway around the car layby opposite plot 61 should be maintained at the 

full 1.8m width;
5. Car parking provision should accord to the current parking document adopted in 

Kent IGN3. This location, being on the entrance into the countryside and with no 
parking controls, would suggest that the parking demand likely to be generated 
by the development is going to fall into the category of Suburban Edge. Here, 
minimum standards would apply, where more than the minimum number should 
be considered. Given that a significant number of the proposed dwellings are 
large 4 and 5 bedroom houses, these are likely to attract high car ownership. It 
should be noted that IGN3 does not count garages towards the parking 
provision, and spaces should be independently accessible, rather than in tandem 
arrangements. This is because the evidence base of IGN3 concluded that 
garages are often not used for parking, and tandem spaces are inconvenient as 
they require vehicles to be swapped around, so the second vehicle will often be 
parked on-street instead, inappropriately or taking up valuable unallocated visitor 
parking. In general, there is a lot of tandem parking provided, and car ports 
attached to buildings that are likely to be easily converted into garages;

6. Notwithstanding the above, it is difficult to assess where the parking for each 
house is allocated, as no parking schedule has been provided. I would ask that a 
labelled plan is provided to assist;

7. Parking should be conveniently located in respect to each dwelling, so that it is 
used in preference to more convenient on-street or inappropriate parking on 
verges and footways. In particular, plots 26 and 30 may encourage parking on 
the lane outside the front doors. To some extent, this may also apply to plot 29 
where their door leads directly to the lane;

8. Parking spaces should be a minimum of 2.5m by 5m, and widened by 200mm on 
each side that is positioned against a wall or fence. In addition, spaces in front of 
garages should be lengthened to 5.5m so that the garage door can be opened 
without the vehicle overhanging the highway;

9. The parking space directly outside plot 12 could be difficult to manoeuvre in or 
out of due to being off-alignment with the lane carriageway;
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10. There is no vehicle turning facility along the lane alongside plots 47 to 49. 
Vehicles should not be expected to reverse more than 25m;

11. The emergency access will double as a footway/cycleway connection, so it must 
be ensured that visibility splays are provided at its junction with Brogdale Place, 
and a dropped kerb provided on the opposite side of Brogdale Place itself to 
provide flush passage. I think it would also be appropriate for the footway on 
Brogdale Road to be extended the short distance into Brogdale Place to link up 
with the emergency access;

12. The extents of the adoptable areas should be identified, to ensure that these will 
meet the appropriate design standards, and private areas are obvious and are 
provided with adequate turning facilities;

13. Where refuse freighters are not expected to enter certain areas, refuse collection 
points will need to be provided, with carry distances in accordance with the 
distances described in the Kent Design Guide; and 

14. Secure cycle storage should be shown for each dwelling. Generally, garages will 
count as adequate provision for those houses that include these; otherwise a 
shed/store in the rear gardens will suffice.’

Following the consultation on the revised drawings KCC Highways and 
Transportation have raised no objection to the proposal subject to conditions 
requiring bicycle storage; pedestrian visibility splays and details of the safeguarding 
of the emergency access to prevent unauthorised use by other vehicles.

7.13 The Strategic Housing and Health Manager raises no objection to the proposal.

7.14 The Green Spaces Manager has raised no objection to the proposal and makes the 
following comments:

‘Generally the size of the open space is adequate and provision has been made for 
an off-site play contribution and a commuted sum for future maintenance. Currently 
there is not sufficient detail of the landscaping to make too much comment 
concerning the final scheme. I believe we would be looking for a reasonably simple 
scheme given the semi-rural location, but I am particularly interested in boundary 
treatment/security and profiles of the ponds (wet/dry) and their accessibility.’

7.15 Kent County Ecology Team- I am awaiting the comments and will update Members 
at the meeting.

7.16 I am awaiting comments on the revised drawings from Faversham Town Council, 
Ospringe Parish Council and the Green Space Officer.  I will update Members at 
the meeting.  

8.0 BACKGROUND PAPERS AND PLANS

Proposed plans and elevations; existing plans and elevations; landscape strategy 
and plans, landscape plans.

9.0 APPRAISAL

Principle of Development

9.01 The principle of the development of this site for 63 dwellings has been established 
under the outline planning permission which was allowed at appeal.  This report 
therefore concentrates on the design implications of the proposal.  Members should 
note that in assessing this development, regards is had to Building for Life 12 
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(produced by Cabe at the Design Council, Design for Homes and the House Builders 
Federation) which is a tool for assessing the urban design qualities of the 
development.  It has a traffic light system that highlights areas which offer good 
design, need to be improved or, would normally lead to a development being 
refused.  I will touch on the results of this assessment in the body of this report.  
Members should note that this Council has not adopted the Building for Life 12 
document and so should only be used for guidance purposes.  The key issues in 
this case are: design, residential amenity and highway safety and amenity.

9.02 The site is currently a level field, enclosed by a rail and post fence set within the 
context of the Brogdale Place residential area, the nursery to the west and the wider 
countryside.  Views from the site are from the public footpath to the south of the 
site, from Brogdale Place and also from Brogdale Road into the site. 

9.03 The Building for Life 12 assessment (as mentioned above) focuses on 12 key areas 
of urban design: connections; facilities and services; public transport; local housing 
need; character; working with the site and its context; well defined streets and 
spaces; easy to find your way around; streets for all; car parking; public and private 
space and; external storage and amenity space. I have assessed various elements 
of the scheme against the guidance contained within the Building for Life 12 
document and will discuss each of these in detail in the subsequent paragraphs.  

9.04 The site is located at the edge of the built-up area boundary of Faversham with good 
links to Faversham in the form of formal pavements; it is a shame that this 
development does not provide for a pedestrian crossing at the A2/Brogdale Road 
junction (this cannot now be sought under this application).  Faversham as a town 
is well served in terms of public transport with a mainline train station and good road 
network links to the A2 and the M2.  The proposal provides good access points into 
and out of the site in the form of a footpath and a main access into the site.  These 
have been well designed to encourage sustainable modes of transportation.  Kent 
Highways raise no objection to the revised scheme and have confirmed that the 
amendments address their original concerns.  

9.05 In terms of the housing need, the proposed housing mix has taken the advice from 
the Council’s Housing team into full consideration providing 19 affordable housing 
units.  

9.06 The proposal meets the aims of Building for Life in respect of the connection 
providing pedestrian links through the site and out the site.  Officers have had a 
number of discussions in relation to the layout of the scheme and significant 
changes have been made to improve the layout in terms of connectivity.  The 
proposal includes a direct pedestrian link from the north-east corner to the pavement 
on Brogdale Road which is very much welcomed.  The connectivity to the open 
space located in the eastern areas of the site is well placed and will encourage use 
of these areas; the exact boundary treatment will need to carefully assessed.  I 
have received additional landscaping details as in accordance with condition 12 of 
the outline permission, I am currently assessing the proposed landscaping and have 
consulted the Tree Consultant for comment.  I will update Members at the meeting.

9.07 Another one the main considerations of this proposal is the design in terms of 
character.  Officer’s have worked hard with the agent to achieve a development that 
reflects the local vernacular design styles found at Brogdale Place and the wider 
area whilst also creating a unique sense of place within the site that sits well within 
the wider context.  The scheme has been significantly amended to create an 
‘outward’ facing development that responds positively to the wider area and respect 



Planning Committee – 22 June 2017 ITEM 2.10

217

the rural character of the area.  The design of the individual units is of good quality 
and the materials proposed reflect some of the local character; higher quality 
materials are proposed on the prominently sited plots. I have asked for some 
revisions to the elevations of the units to ensure that there is a high quality finish.  I 
hope that these revisions will be forthcoming.    

9.08 Working with the site and its context: the site has no features that can be 
incorporated into the development and I therefore consider that the development 
responds accordingly to its wider context.  The scheme successfully provides views 
from the site from Brogdale Place, Brogdale Road and the wider countryside and the 
public footpath.

9.09 With regards to creating well defined streets and spaces the design and layout has 
significantly evolved following discussions with officers.  Buildings create interesting 
focal points within the site and address the road and pedestrian routes thereby 
creating well defined streets.  The public open spaces are faced by a number of the 
units facing towards the eastern boundary creating an outward facing development 
whilst creating safe areas for public use.  The landscaping is used to create areas 
of interest within the site, with strategic placements of focal trees.  I have asked the 
agent to incorporate local species into the landscape management plan.  Following 
discussions a number of the side elevations that face a road or footpath now feature 
side windows ensuring that no blank elevations are present.  This is very notable on 
areas that are located in a prominent setting such as Plots 1, 24 and 25 which now 
successful address Brogdale Place.

9.10 Another element to consider is the ease in which people can find their way around 
the site.  The development features a hierarchy of roads with the main access road 
appearing more formal but as you approach into the site the roads because more 
formal.  The development tries to achieve a central green corridor running through 
the site; I am awaiting the final landscaping plans which should feature significant 
greenery along this central route.  The prominent plots have been designed to 
provide ‘landmark’ features to create an easement of movements through landmark 
recognition within the site.

9.11 Streets for all- the agent has addressed concerns that the original surface treatments 
was considered too formal for this rural site and as such the scheme has been 
amended using a change in surface materials to the roads.  This will also slow 
down traffic and make the roads more pedestrian friendly creating a shared surface 
with low kerbstone in certain areas.  The final details will be submitted and agreed 
under condition 11 of the outline approval. 

9.12 Public and private space: There is a clear distinction between public and private 
space in my view.  The security of the use of the open spaces has been promoted 
through their overlooking by residential properties.  The parking courts to the flats 
would also be well overlooked.  The public open space will mostly feature an 
informal landscaping approach whilst contributions will be made towards off-site play 
areas in the surrounding areas. 

9.13 External storage and amenity space:  The bin storage and rear garden areas for the 
properties are well located and of a good size.  

9.14 In my opinion, following revisions and the receipt of further revised drawings the 
proposal responds well to the guidance contained within Building for Life 12.  
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Landscaping

9.15 Under this reserved matters application condition 12 deals with the proposed 
landscaping.  In my view the landscaping proposed forms a key part of this 
proposal and a number of trees are included within the street and between parking 
spaces.    The maintenance programme is yet to be provided and I have 
recommended a condition to ensure that this is submitted prior to commencement.  
I am also awaiting the full details of the proposed boundary treatments- I have 
confirmed with the agent that the use of large expanses of close boarded timber 
fencing will not be welcomed.  This in parts has been address in the prominent 
locations and boundaries that face onto public areas.  I have raised this issue with 
the applicant and I have asked that the further boundary treatment details are 
provided at a later date. I have recommended condition 3 to address this.  The 
applicant seeks to create a native landscape buffer along the eastern boundary with 
Brogdale Road which includes the removal of the unsightly and non-native leylanddii 
trees.  A small informal landscape buffer is proposed along the southern boundary.  
I am very much of the opinion that it is not necessary to screen the development 
from the wider but rather create a development that sits well within the wider context 
through careful landscape and good design.

Design

9.16 With regards to the architecture of houses, I consider that a good stranded of design 
has been achieved.  Officers have asked for some interest to be added to some of 
the side elevations and some minor elevational revisions.  Subject to this being 
resolved, I consider that the architecture of the houses is acceptable.  The finishing 
materials are required to be provided under a separate application for the discharge 
of condition (5) of the outline planning permission; however the application has been 
submitted with a materials schedule of which the majority of the materials are 
acceptable.   

Residential Amenity

9.17 The houses would have back-to-back distances in most situations, that would 
ensure that there would be no significant overlooking of garden spaces.  There are 
some instances where the rear of the property would face the rear gardens of other 
properties with only a 11m separation distance resulting in all private amenity space 
being directly overlooked.   This is the subject of an on-going negotiation with the 
agent and the applicant; I hope to the able to provide an amended layout plan to 
Members at the meeting showing that this concern has been addressed.  I am of 
the view that this concern can be easily addressed by changing some of the garage 
locations, tree planting of an appropriate species and introducing in some cases a 
small conservatory to provide some private amenity space that is not directly 
overlooked. The internal and external spaces provided for the future residents of this 
scheme would be sufficient to ensure that a good quality living environment is 
achieved.

9.18 I have fully considered the impact on the residential amenity of some of the existing 
residents, most notably residents of properties located directly adjacent to the 
northern boundary of the site.  Though I sympathise with the impact of the 
development on the outlook from their properties I am not of the opinion that there 
would be a direct impact on the residential amenity of those residents through 
overlooking.  Residents have raised concerns about Plots 1, 24 and 25 but I am of 
the view that they have been designed in such a manner that any first floor windows 
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do not cause loss of privacy.  In addition condition 5 requires the submission of a 
detailed schedule of first floor obscured glazing to avoid any overlooking. 

Highways

9.19 Though KCC Highways and Transportation did originally raise concerns about the 
development following the revisions I can confirm that Kent Highway raise no 
objection to the proposal subject to a number of conditions in relation to protection of 
parking areas; cycle parking details; access completion; pedestrian visibility splays; 
completion of footpaths and pavements and details to be agreed of the emergency 
access.

9.20 I will therefore focus on matters such as parking provision, the layout of the roads 
within the site and connections to public footpaths. The parking provision is now in 
accordance with the recommended numbers for this type of location and is provided 
in locations convenient to the future occupiers so that on-street parking is unlikely to 
be more convenient than the allocated spaces.  Furthermore, whilst there are some 
elements of tandem parking included in the development I note that these are in 
addition to the required amount of independently accessible spaces for each 
dwelling, with the exception of plots 58, 59 and 32.  However, it is not considered 
that on-street parking directly outside of those dwellings will cause difficulty for other 
road users.  On balance, I am of the view that the parking provision is sufficient for 
this development in this location.  There would also be a number of visitor parking 
spaces provided.  The application drawings demonstrate that access and turning 
for refuse and other service/emergency vehicles has been catered for.  

Other issues

9.21 Four clusters of affordable housing would be provided- plots 37-40, 51-53, 57-60 and 
45-5, this would equate to 30% of the total number of houses across the site and the 
mix of housing would be 30% shared ownership and 70% social rented in 
accordance with the requirements of the Section 106 agreement and our adopted 
SPD – developer contributions.  The mix of house types would be limited to 2, 3 and 
4 bedroom houses.  Members will note that there would be no 4 or 5 bedroom 
affordable housing.  The Head of Housing has been in discussions with the agent 
and the tenure mix/type and size of affordable housing is acceptable. 

9.22 The open space provides a total public useable area, split into two areas of 0.6173 
hectares and 0.3829 hectares and would provide sufficient amenity value to the 
future residents.  The majority of the open space would be level with two feature 
drainage ponds and a small informal footpath running along the boundary of the 
open space area.  Not only does the open space provide amenity value it also 
provides a view into the wider countryside views which is something that the 
Planning Inspector was keen to see incorporated into the final design. 

9.23 I have fully considered all comments received from local neighbours and I am of the 
view that the revisions go some way to addressing the concerns raised.  I fully 
acknowledge that there will be some impact on the residents of neighbouring 
properties but through careful design and achieving a high quality layout, I consider 
that the scheme responds well to the context of the wider area. The leylandii trees on 
the southern boundary are now to be removed and replaced with a local tree 
species.  The three 5 bedroom properties previously located on the south east 
corner of the site have been re-sited elsewhere within the site layout and this is area 
is now public open space. Condition 16 which requires the provision of off road 
parking during the construction phase is not dealt with under this reserved matters 
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application- a compliance with conditions application will need to be submitted prior 
to commencement of development. The revisions provide a more permeable road 
and pedestrian network which addresses some of the concerns raised by the Town 
Council.  I am awaiting comments on the revised drawings and will update 
Members at the meeting.  The revisions also address the concerns raised by 
Ospringe Parish Council.  Following the re-consultation Ospringe Parish Council 
have raised concern regarding the new vehicular access entering from Brogdale 
Place resulting in vehicles entering Brogdale Place at a difficult corner with poor 
visibility.  The new access proposed is an emergency access and will also only 
serve Units 23, 24, 25 and 26.  The exact details of the emergency access will need 
to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority as in accordance 
with the requirements of condition 8 below.  This access will not serve the entire 
development and its future occupants and I am therefore of the opinion that this 
increase in use would not lead to any additional highway safety concerns.  I have 
also consulted KCC Highways and Transportation who have raised no objections to 
the proposal and the revised access details. 

9.24 I have added a number of conditions in relation to the finish of the road network, 
boundary treatments, removal of permitted development rights, details of obscured 
glazing, maintenance programme for landscaping, visibility splays and emergency 
access details.    

10.0 CONCLUSION

10.01 Having considered the relevant planning policies, comments from local residents 
and consultees, but subject to additional comments, I consider that the design of the 
development is largely acceptable with the need for some amendments as set out in 
the report.  Some overlooking would be introduced but overall subject to some 
revisions as outlined above, I consider that the scheme would achieve good 
standards of privacy for rear gardens.  Parking provision, turning and access for 
service vehicles would be acceptable in my view.  The mix of affordable housing is 
to be considered acceptable by the Head of Housing.  The development provides 
opportunities for the enhancement biodiversity and provides sufficient open space.

10.02 I therefore recommend that planning permission is granted subject to the signing of 
the Deed of Variation; rreceipt of revised drawing addressing the overlooking of the 
residential garden areas of plots 40 and 45; receipt of revised site levels and 
proposed finished floor levels plan and outstanding comments from Faversham 
Town Council, Kent County Ecology Team and the Green Spaces Manager.

11.0 RECOMMENDATION – GRANT Subject to the outstanding comments from 
Faversham Town Council; Kent County Council Ecology Team; Green Spaces 
Manager; signing of the Deed of Variation; receipt of revised drawings addressing 
the overlooking of the residential garden areas of plots 40 and 45; receipt of existing 
site levels and proposed finished floor levels; an additional condition setting out the 
final list of approved drawings and the following conditions:

CONDITIONS to include

1. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place until a five 
year maintenance programme for the landscaping within the open spaces and other 
public spaces has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in 
writing and the development shall then be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and subsequently maintained in accordance with it.
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Reasons: In the interests of visual amenities.  

2. Notwithstanding the details that have been submitted under this application, no 
development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place until full details 
of the boundary treatments within and around the site boundary have been 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in writing and shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reasons: In the interests of visual and residential amenity.

3. No dwelling shall be occupied until space has been laid out for cycles to be securely 
sheltered and stored for that dwelling within the site in accordance with details to be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reasons: To ensure the provision and retention of adequate off-street parking 
facilities for cycles in the interests of sustainable development and promoting cycle 
visits.

4. No development beyond the construction of foundations shall take place until a 
detailed schedule identifying all first floor obscured glazing, which shall not be less 
than the equivalent of Pilkington Glass Privacy Level 3 and these windows shall be 
incapable of being opened except for a high level fanlight opening of at least 1.7m 
above inside floor level has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority and shall subsequently be maintained as such.

Reasons: To prevent overlooking of adjoining properties and to safeguard the 
privacy of neighbouring occupiers.

5. The access details shown on the approved plans shall be completed prior to the 
occupation of any buildings hereby approved, and the access shall thereafter be 
maintained.

Reasons: In the interests of highway safety.

6. Pedestrian visibility splays 2 m x 2 m with no obstruction over 0.6 m above the 
access footway level shall be provided at each private vehicular access prior to it 
being brought into use and shall be subsequently maintained.

Reasons: In the interests of highway safety.

7. Before the first occupation of a dwelling / premises the following works between that 
dwelling / premises and the adopted highway shall be completed as follows:
(A) Footways and/or footpaths shall be completed, with the exception of the wearing 

course;
(B) Carriageways completed, with the exception of the wearing course, including the 

provision of a turning facility beyond the dwelling together with related:
(1) highway drainage, including off-site works,
(2) junction visibility splays,
(3) street lighting, street nameplates and highway structures if any.

Reasons: In the interests of highway safety.

8. Prior to the works commencing on site details of the safeguarding of the emergency 
access to prevent unauthorised use by other motor vehicles shall be submitted to 
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and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The emergency access 
shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details prior to the vehicle 
access from Brogdale Place being brought into use.

Reasons: In the interests of highway safety and to protect the amenities of local 
residents.

9. Notwithstanding the provisions of Class A, Part 2, Schedule 2, of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as 
amended) or any order revoking and re-enacting that Order, no fences, gates walls 
or other means of enclosure shall be erected within the application site.

Reasons: In the interests of residential amenity.

10. Upon completion, no further development, whether permitted by Classes A, B, C or 
D of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) (or any order revoking and re-
enacting that Order) or not, shall be carried out.

Reasons: In the interests of the amenities of the area.

11. Notwithstanding the information provided, a section (s) through the ponds (s) hereby 
approved and including information about proposed planting to the margins and the 
ponds themselves shall be submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority 
before the 1st dwelling is occupied.  The agreed details shall be implemented in full 
before the 5th dwelling is occupied.  

Reasons: In the interest of sustainable drainage, improving biodiversity and visual 
amenity.   

INFORMATIVES

The applicant is advised to consider the content of Kent Highway Services letter dated 7th 
June 2017. 

NB For full details of all papers submitted with this application please refer to the 
relevant Public Access pages on the council’s website.
The conditions set out in the report may be subject to such reasonable change as is 
necessary to ensure accuracy and enforceability.
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APPENDIX 1
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