**REGULATION 18 SHORTENED RESPONSE GUIDE Sevenoaks District Council Local Plan 2042**
How to submit your consultation responses by 11:59pm on Thursday, 11 December 2025
(Clear, step-by-step and policy-focused)

Purpose of this guide
This document explains how to respond to the Sevenoaks Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation for objection to development at PED1 & SWAN17, and how to structure comments effectively so they carry weight in planning law. It is written to help residents respond confidently — even without specialist knowledge.
This guide draws on work prepared by Crockenhill, Eynsford & Farningham Parish Councils and may include AI-generated wording. It may contain unintentional inaccuracies, so you should add evidence, policy references or page numbers where possible. 
STEP BY STEP GUIDE - WHAT TO DO…

Before You Start
✔ There are two surveys to complete:
(1) Sites & (2) Policies and Evidence Base
You should ideally complete both.  They take time and the server is slow so don’t leave this until late.
✔ Every household member over age 12 can respond. Multiple responses strengthen community impact.
✔ Write your comments first in Word or notes to avoid time-outs, then paste into the online form.
⚠ Copy-and-paste is discouraged — identical responses may be counted as one.


SURVEY #1 – SITE COMMENTS
STEP 1 – Access the Survey
Visit the consultation page (https://engagement.sevenoaks.gov.uk/strategic-planning/emerginglocalplan/) → scroll to the bottom → select Comment on Sites.
STEP 2 – Submit your details
Fill in personal information and consent to publication.
STEP 3 – KEY STRATEGY QUESTION – Policy ST1
Recommended selection:
☐ None of the Above
Example opening explanation:
“I cannot support a strategy that includes allocations PED1 and SWAN17. These sites should not be included at Regulation 18 and I cannot support allocations where evidence has not been transparently presented or tested.” 

STEP 4 – Navigating to PED1
• Select Suitable Sites → continue → choose Potential New Settlement at Pedham Place.
• For “Do you agree with the proposed allocation?” → Strongly Disagree.
Then write comments. You may include:
Core Objection Points 
	Issue
	Summary Wording

	No exceptional circumstances
	No evidence has been presented to justify releasing this National Landscape site under NPPF.

	New settlement not viable
	Scale is insufficient for a standalone settlement (7,000 vs. 10,000+ typical).

	Green Belt & landscape harm
	Severe, irreversible impact — not justified by need or public interest.

	Transport & sustainability
	Requires car-dependency, weak public transport access, untested M25 J3 impact.

	Economic conflict
	Proposals do not support identified employment needs; tourism/stadium not strategic.


End with a clear and direct ask:
I request that PED1 is removed from the Regulation 18 allocation list. 

STEP 5 – Navigating to SWAN17 (WASPS Stadium Site)
• Select Yes — comment on another site
• Choose Swanley → SWAN17
• Select Strongly Disagree and insert comment.
Use one or more arguments:
· No evidence of need or viability for a 28,000-seat venue
· No full transport modelling (M25 J3 cannot be assumed deliverable)
· Major National Landscape harm, irreversible light & noise pollution
· Inconsistent with Green Belt, biodiversity, sustainable travel requirements
· Brownfield-first has not been demonstrated
End with:
Comment on EMP2 here.
	EMP2
	Disagree/Tighten
	Must explicitly exclude stadium/large non‑employment uses.



This site should be removed or marked as ‘not currently deliverable’ until full evidence and exceptional justification is published. 


SURVEY #2 – POLICIES & EVIDENCE BASE
STEP 1 – Open Policy Response Portal (https://www.sevenoaks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4400/local_plan_regulation_18_consultation_version) 
Scroll to the bottom → Comment on Policies and Evidence Base.
STEP 2 – About You → fill in details

STEP 3 – Policy Chapters
Below is the same information from the original guide but reorganised into a clear vote → reason → instruction sequence.
	Chapter
	Policy
	Vote
	Reason

	Ch1 – Development Strategy
	ST1/ST2
	None of the above
	Options 1 & 2 force acceptance of a stadium with housing.  Exceptional circumstances not demonstrated.

	Ch2 – Housing Choice for All
	H1
	Strongly Disagree
	No enforceable % mix — developer‑led outcome.

	
	H2
	Strongly Disagree
	Allows off‑site payment instead of real affordable homes.  Should be aligned with SP3 to strengthen not weaken.

	
	H3
	Strongly Disagree
	Weakens rural protection — invites speculative build.

	
	SP3
	Strongly Disagree
	Evidence base identifies a greater need for affordable housing.  To avoid this policy weakening the affordable housing regime, the policy should be strengthened.  Align H2 and SP3 to strengthen the affordable housing expectations.  

	
	H4
	Strongly Disagree
	Needs fixed accessibility standards + no viability escape.

	
	H5
	Strongly Disagree
	20% affordable must be fixed — no viability reduction.

	
	H6
	Strongly Disagree
	Small sites intensification without safeguard.

	
	H7
	Strongly Disagree
	Not capacity‑tested — risks harm to settlement character.

	
	H8
	Strongly Disagree
	5% requirement not evidenced or enforceable.

	
	GT2
	Strongly Disagree
	Needs measurable locational criteria.

	Ch3 – Employment & Economy
	EMP1
	Strongly Disagree
	Insufficient protection against conversion pressure.  Evidence-based floorspace targets to be provided, with a clearer criteria and monitoring and delivery mechanisms outlined.  Prevent developers using viability arguments to bypass obligations.  These changes will ensure the public interest to deliver sustainable economic development in line with national policy.

	
	EMP2
	Disagree/Tighten
	Must explicitly exclude stadium/large non‑employment uses.

	
	EMP3
	Disagree
	Conversion to housing too easily justified.

	
	EMP4
	Disagree
	Tighten rural/landscape restrictions.

	
	EMP5
	Agree – Strengthen
	Tourism must prove need + no GB harm.

	Ch4 – Climate Change.
	CC1–CC4
	Strongly Agree
	Net‑zero makes PED1/SWAN17 unsustainable.

	
	W1–W3
	Strongly Agree
	No drainage funding → sites undeliverable.

	Ch5 - Design
	DE1–DE7
	Strongly Agree
	Design/heritage tests conflict with allocations.

	Ch6 – Health and Wellbeing
	HW1
	Strongly Disagree
	Needs strengthening.  I request that the policy is strengthened so development is supported only where it delivers a proven net health benefit, and refused where air quality, traffic risk or wellbeing harm cannot be avoided or fully mitigated. Under such a requirement, PED1 and SWAN17 would not be compliant and should not be taken forward to Regulation 19.

	
	HW2
	Strongly Disagree
	While the policy intention is positive, it lacks the necessary safeguards to protect public health, ensure sustainability, and prevent out-of-centre commercial growth. Without clearer refusal criteria, cumulative-impact tests, and stronger prioritisation of existing town centres, this policy risks enabling development in remote, car-dependent locations such as PED1 and SWAN17 — contrary to public interest and long-term health outcomes.

	
	AQ1
	Strongly Disagree
	Air/noise/medical capacity impacts severe.
Add to policy: Mandatory baseline monitoring over 12–24 months
Consideration of peak-event traffic (stadium/arena-use)
Health outcome modelling for children & vulnerable groups
Assessment of pollution drift to settlements downwind

	
	HW3
	Strongly disagree
	I request that Policy HW3 be strengthened to require evidence-based assurance that development does not cause significant or cumulative pollution or amenity harm.
For reasons of public health, wellbeing, rural character and pollution exposure, HW3 must require refusal where uncertainty or risk remains.

	Ch7 -Historic Environment
	HEN1
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN2
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN3
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN4
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN5
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN6
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	
	HEN7
	Strongly Disagree
	Harm to Eynsford Historic Town setting — irreversible.

	Ch8
	NE1/BW1/AF1
	Strongly Agree
	Protected landscape + biodiversity harms.

	Ch8
	BW2
	Strongly Disagree - Raise to 20%
	BNG reduction weakens ecology protection.

	Ch9
	IN1
	disagree to get amended
	Requires strengthening with fully funded, deliverable, and secured upfront to avoid viability arguments.

	
	OS1
	Disagree  – Tighten
	Policy is directionally positive but too permissive without net-loss tests. You are not opposing open space protection — you are asking for it to be stronger and evidence-led.

	
	OS2
	Strongly disagree
	Current drafting too flexible and weakens community infrastructure protection, enabling unsuitable large-scale sites.

	
	ED1
	Disagree unless strengthened
	ED1 must be strengthened to meet NPPF 2025 soundness tests of deliverability and justification. 

	
	SL1
	Strongly Disagree
	Enables stadium cluster — must require separate consultation.

	
	COM1/COM2
	Disagree – Amend
	Policy requires strengthening to be sound and protect local provision long‑term.

	
	UD1
	Strongly disagree
	Add Funding proof required before allocation.

	Ch10
	T1–T4
	Strongly Agree
	Transport modelling missing → unsafe uplift.



	Policy Area
	Recommended Vote
	Strongest Supporting Wording

	ST1 / ST2 – Development Strategy
	None of the Above
	Options force acceptance of a stadium with housing. Exceptional circumstances not demonstrated.

	H1–H3
	Strongly Disagree
	Housing mix unenforceable, viability loopholes too wide, affordable supply uncertain.

	EMP1–EMP4
	Disagree / request tightening
	Employment land protection unclear. Risk of later reinterpretation.

	EMP5
	Agree with strengthening
	Add safeguards to prevent inappropriate development on sensitive sites.

	SL1 – Sport & Leisure
	Strongly Disagree
	Wording enables large-scale schemes without evidence of local need. Must require separate consultation.

	Transport (T1–T4)
	Strongly Agree
	Highlights unsuitability of PED1/SWAN17 where car-dependency is inevitable.

	Natural Environment (NE1, BW1, AF1, BW2)
	Agree / Strengthen
	Reinforce National Landscape protection. Restore BNG to 20%.



STEP 4 – Evidence Base Comments
Select Evidence Base tab and use structured objections:
· Green Belt Assessment inconsistent with earlier findings
· Sustainability Appraisal lacks like-for-like alternatives testing
· No drainage funding → PED1 undeliverable
· Transport modelling incomplete → risk of Examination failure
Conclude with:
PED1 and SWAN17 should be removed to avoid legal risk and NPPF non-compliance. 

Final Submission Section
You may paste the following at the end of your response:
I request that PED1 and SWAN17 are removed from Regulation 18 allocations, or designated ‘Not Currently Deliverable’ until the Council publishes full technical evidence, demonstrates exceptional circumstances and proves sustainable delivery in the public interest.

Good faith statement: This representation is submitted in good faith to support proper scrutiny of the Local Plan and its evidence base. It is provided transparently and to the best of the respondent’s knowledge. Any unintentional errors can be clarified or corrected if requested during examination.
