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Planning Policy
Swale Borough Council

18 September 2026
BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Sir/Madam

SWALE LOCAL PLAN 2042 PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT (REGULATION 19) CONSULTATION
Introduction

This Regulation 19 representation letter is submitted on behalf of Upchurch Parish Council. It is
submitted that the Local Plan is not legally sound, it being inconsistent with the Development Plan
overall and the NPPF; and it not being positively prepared, appropriate, justified or effective.

Policy HOA14 (which allocates land around Forge Lane and Chaffes Lane, Upchurch for a minimum of

168 houses — see figures 1 and 2) is unsound and should be removed from the Plan, for the reasons
set out within this letter.

=

Figure 1: Proposed Local Plan allocation HOA14: Land around Forge Lane & Chaffes Lane, Upchurch

Figure 2: Indicative diagram for policy HOA14 within Regulation 19 Local Plan
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Legal challenge to the Regulation 19 Local Plan
It is submitted that the Local Plan is not legally sound the following reasons, which are expanded
upon within this letter:

1. Policy HOA14 is not compatible with the Development Strategy as a whole, nor the NPPF.

2. The Plan is not positively prepared nor legally sound due to HOA14 not according with the
evidence base for landscape, transport, heritage, biodiversity and brickearth.

3. The Plan evidence base fails to take into account a recent dismissed appeal on the allocated
site HOA14 and a planning application refusal on land to the north.

4. The Plan evidence base fails to take into account potential in-combination effects of other
developments in the parish.

5. The Plan evidence base fails to take into account reasonable alternatives.

The Plan evidence base fails to demonstrate infrastructure capacity.

7. Insufficient consultation has been undertaken.

o

1. HOA14 Incompatible with Development Strategy and NPPF

Proposed housing allocation HOA14 is incompatible with Regulation 19 Local Plan policies, and also
the NPPF for the following reasons:

- Local Plan policy ST2 identifies Upchurch as a tier 5 settlement/a small village, where proposals
that provide infill and redevelopment sites will be supported within the built-up area boundaries,
where compatible with the settlement's character, amenity, landscape setting, heritage or
biodiversity value. The scale of development proposed does not meet policy ST2’s criteria of
‘infill” or ‘redevelopment of sites within the built up area boundary’.

- Instead, policy HOA14 allocates a minimum of 168 dwellings, a large-scale extension to the
existing built confines. The quantum of development would materially exceed that which would
be appropriate for a settlement of this size and position within the settlement hierarchy and be
at odds with the Development Plan strategy and NPPF. Development of this scale should be
directed to higher-order settlements within the hierarchy as set out at policy ST2. The proposed
allocation HOA14 would therefore be harmful to the character, function and sustainability of
Upchurch.

- HOA14 is contrary to NPPF policy S5, with the allocation of a large scale development outside of
settlement confines, in a location which is not within walking distance of a well-connected
railway station; infrastructure capacity has not been demonstrated; and the effects of the
development would be adverse and not outweighed by the benefits.

- Enclosed at Appendix 1 is a document that has been provided to the Parish Council by a local
resident which analyses census data and outlines that the proposed allocation of HOA14 for a
minimum of 168 houses would result in a 33% increase in the size of the village itself (not the
overall parish). This represents a significant and disproportionate increase for a tier 5 village,
which would have considerable impacts.

- Local Plan policy ST2 and the Swale Borough Council Settlement Hierarchy Study (August 2020)
acknowledge that tier 5 villages are isolated from urban services, towns and the main transport
corridors of the A2 and A249. Travel to urban centres would be necessary for many or most
needs. Public transport is also noted as being limited (table 7 Settlement Hierarchy Study). As a
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result, the proposed large-scale allocation at HOA14 would have transport impacts and be
contrary to the sustainability objectives set out in NPPF policies S1, HOU4, TR1 and TR3 and
Regulation 19 Local Plan policies ST1 and ST10.

- Local Plan policy ST2 requires new development to be compatible with the settlement's
character, amenity, landscape setting, heritage and biodiversity value. The following sections of
this letter outline that the proposed allocation HOA14 would not comply with this policy.

- The NPPF policy N1 outlines a requirement for protecting valued landscapes and avoiding
significant adverse impacts. HOA14 would be contrary to the NPPF’s aims, as well as Local Plan
policy ST7, as the large-scale extension to Upchurch would not reinforce or enhance the
character and identity of the distinctive qualities of estuarine and rural landscapes, or the historic
village, as is a requirement of the policy.

- HOA14 would be contrary to Local Plan policies B2 and ST11, as the character and beauty of the
countryside would not be protected and enhanced by the allocation. Instead, the rural landscape
setting to the east of Upchurch would be harmed (further information in relation to this is
provided within this letter).

- The proposed allocation could cause undue harm to the heritage assets of the Upchurch
Conservation Area and grade | listed church of St Mary the Virgin. Policy HOA14 requires
submission of a heritage assessment as part of a future application. As the Local Plan does not
make an assessment of heritage impacts before the allocation is made, any effects on the
heritage assets are unknown. Therefore, the evidence base to policy HOA14 is inadequate in
ensuring that the allocation would be in accordance with Local Plan policies HE1, HE2 and ST12,
as well as the NPPF policies HE1 and HE2. Further information in relation to this is provided
within this letter.

- The Plan has not demonstrated that the allocation HOA14 would not cause negative biodiversity
impacts, contrary to NPPF policy N6. Further information in relation to this is provided within this
letter.

- The Plan has not demonstrated that in-combination effects of other developments have been
taken into consideration. Further information in relation to this is provided within this letter.

Policy HOA14 is not therefore compatible with the Development Strategy as a whole, nor the NPPF.
The evidence base does not adequately justify allocating a site of this scale and the Plan is not
appropriate, effective, justified nor legally sound on this basis.

2. The Plan is not Positively Prepared or Legally Sound — Evidence base for, and impacts in relation
to landscape, transport, heritage and biodiversity

Landscape Impacts

Policy HOA14 would be harmful to the rural landscape setting to the east of Upchurch, extending
development significantly into the open countryside. Policy HOA14 fails to give adequate weight to
the Local Plan background landscape evidence base for the reasons set out below. As such the Plan is
not positively prepared or legally sound.
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- The Swale Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (SLSA) (October 2019) identifies that there is a
medium to high sensitivity to landscape change as a result of residential development in the
character area UH1/LW?2 to the east of Upchurch, where the allocated site HOA14 is located. The
rural character of the area is noted, along with the rural setting to the Conservation Area and the
lack of prominent modern human/built influences. The Assessment notes that the parcel
contributes to providing a break and settlement gap between Upchurch and Lower Halstow.
Whilst small scale development of 1 or 2 fields is noted as potentially suitable, the guidance sets
out:

‘Given the overall assessment of landscape sensitivity outlined above, the following
represents general guidance and should not be interpreted to the effect that residential
and employment development of the scale assessed would be considered acceptable in
principle in landscape terms.’

The SLSA therefore notes small scale development of 1 to 2 fields as being potentially suitable
only, and not necessarily acceptable. The allocation of HOA14 for a minimum of 168 dwellings far
exceeds the suggestion as set out within the SLSA.

- The more recent Swale Borough Council Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (LSA) non strategic
sites (July 2026) considers the HOA14 site and acknowledges that it forms part of the rural
approach and backdrop to Upchurch from the south and east. The LSA states that if the site was
developed: ‘the rural approach to Upchurch would be retained along Forge Lane and Hollywell
Lane to the east and north of the sites, where open agricultural land continues’. However, this
rural approach would not be retained, but be harmed by the proposed allocation — a large
swathe of open land would be developed and the rurality of the eastern side of the village
negatively effected.

- The LSA notes that the landscape sensitivity of HOA14 is moderate to moderate-high, depending
on the individual land parcel (see figure 3). Whilst the SLA notes that shelterbelts around
Sedgemoor House provide some screening to the south-east of SHELAA/308 and the east of
SHELAA/312, it notes that the eastern edges of all four sites are open, with no boundary
vegetation, allowing long views across adjoining agricultural land (see figure 4 showing
SHELAA/306).

3

Figure 3: SLA Figure A.57 showing site submissions
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Figure 4: Viewfrom Forge Lane to the east, .towards Upchurch, HOA14 on the left hand side

- The SLA acknowledges the potential effect on the landscape character and features of built form
extending south of Forge Lane and Chaffes Lane, reducing the rural setting of Upchurch and
altering the rural approach to the village. The allocation of HOA14 is therefore contrary to the
Local Plan landscape evidence. The proposed ‘mitigation’, including strengthening boundary

vegetation, as shown in figure 5 will not be sufficient to overcome the recognised level of harm
identified.

Key Constraints and Opportunities
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Figure 5: LSA Figure A.60: Opportunities and constraints for HOA14

- The indicative masterplan for the site, at figure 2 of this letter is misleading, as the whole red line
site would form the allocation and development could therefore reasonably be expected to be
spread over more of the site than is shown.

- The Swale Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (July 2026) at paragraph 6.11.4 ‘flags a concern’, with
Upchurch, where it assigns ‘moderate-high’ landscape sensitivity for the southern part of the
proposed allocation. Paragraph 6.11.5 notes: ‘there appears to be the potential for a scheme that
relates well to the village built form and respects changes of topography in the area, but there is
a need to guard against future development creep, as this is a sensitive broad area (Upchurch,
Lower Halstow and Iwade) in terms of being a gateway to the marshes.’ Allocation HOA14 does
not adequately respond to the concerns as set out within the SA. As such, the Plan is not
positively prepared or sound.
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The Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal Supplementary Planning Document
2011 (SLCBA SPD) outlines guidelines for the Upchurch and Lower Halstow Fruit Belt to ‘conserve
the distinctive landscape’. Far from ‘protecting’ and ‘enhancing’ the landscape, the proposal
involves a large-scale intrusion into the open countryside, which would have a harmful effect on
the landscape and rural character and appearance of the countryside. The site would project
unacceptably into the open countryside which extends to Lower Halstow to the east. The
proposal would be poorly integrated with the village and would appear as a bolt-on estate. The
character of, and setting of Upchurch would therefore be harmed with such a large-scale
urbanisation of the open countryside.

The Local Plan evidence base is not sufficiently robust in assessing the potential landscape
impacts of the development of HOA14.

There are open views from the public rights of way that cross the sites that would be negatively
effected by residential development. For example, the sensitivity of the view from the footpath
that runs through the northern part of the site is commented upon within the officer’s
committee report for application 24/504410/0UT, which notes that the view from identified
receptor point 16 (on footpath ZR12) is:

‘of high value and this is considered to be applicable to all of that stretch, particularly
given that it strongly defines the setting and context of Upchurch as a small Kent
settlement that features fruit growing and its coastline as a substantial part of its history’
(paras 7.68 and 7.6.11).

An extract from the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment submitted with this application is
included at figure 6 below which shows the openness of the views from the footpath. The value
of the view is noted as ‘high’ and the sensitivity ‘medium to high’. Any development on HOA14
would impact upon viewpoints along this footpath.

VIEW 16 - Public Footpath ZR12

Application site

Viewpoint Data Receptor Susceptibility

Date 29.11.2024 This view would be gained from the public footpath passing to the south-west of the
Time 10:37 proposal site. Receptors would gain the view for a several moments. Susceptibility is
59 considered to be Moderate.

SENSITIVITY OF VIEW

B

n: 21m Features
1.5m The VCVCQY d of the view con: s fields either side of the f
TQ 84475 67282 the pri ite anc ) r nd. A dwelling and orchards 2

Vi

Camera Settings the view is considered to be High

Device: Canon EOS 6D

Lens: EF50mm /1.4 Sensitivity

Aperture fl22 The sensitivity of the view is assessed as Medium to High
Exposure Time: 1/500

Focal Length 50mm

I1SO Speed 2000

Image Information
HFoV 88
Projection Planar

Figure 6: Extract from the LVIA submitted with application 24/504410/0UT
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HOA14 would comprise a large-scale urbanisation of the open countryside and have a significant
adverse effect on the landscape and rural character and appearance of the countryside. The proposal
would thus be contrary to the Local Plan landscape evidence base, the SLCBA SPD, NPPF policy N1
and Local Plan policies including ST1, ST11 and B2. As a result, the Local Plan is not positively
prepared, effective, justified or legally sound.

Heritage Impacts

HOA14 lies approximately 15m east of Upchurch Conservation Area, and the western edges of the
site is visible from the edge of the Conservation Area. The grade | listed church of St Mary the Virgin
lies approximately 175m to the west and there are views towards the church from the west of the
site.

The SLSA (2019) notes that Forge Lane leading into Upchurch from the east is: ‘largely visually
contained by hedgerows but where views across the area are present, the area provides a rural
setting to the Conservation Area’. The SLA (July 2026) notes that HOA14 would affect the
intervisibility with Upchurch Conservation Area and the rural backdrop to the grade | listed church.

Therefore, there are heritage impacts in relation to the Conservation Area and listed church that
have not been adequately assessed within the Local Plan evidence base. Allocating a site without
first assessing heritage impacts is contrary to the NPPF policies HE1 and HE2, which requires harm to
heritage assets to be understood and weighed before decisions are made. The Plan therefore cannot
be sound or justified.

Transport impacts

The Swale Sustainability Appraisal (SA) notes at paragraph 6.13.8 that: ‘the proposal to direct
significant growth to Upchurch can be questioned from a transport perspective, albeit the village is in
relative proximity to Rainham including its rail station’. It has already been set out that as a tier 5
settlement, Upchurch is not best placed in relation to services and public transport and that travel
would likely be by car to main town centres. Upchurch does not have a railway station and the bus
service is limited (5 buses per weekday, 3 on Saturdays, none on Sundays).

The Local Plan evidence base! notes that Upchurch has high car dependency with no mode shift
being possible, and will retain a high car dependency based on existing transport infrastructure,
facilities, and local services (table 3-1). No modelling or safety assessments have been provided to
demonstrate that the local road network can accommodate growth safely. The proposed access
points would require traffic to be directed through the village’s narrow roads, which are already
constrained and under pressure.

As such, HOA14 is contrary to the Local Plan evidence base and the NPPF policies S1, HOU4, TR1 and
TR3, which directs large scale growth away from Upchurch and the policy is unjustified and unsound.

Biodiversity Impacts
The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (August 2026) identifies that HOA14 is 0.5-0.6km away
from the Swale Special Protection Area. The HRA notes that for residential proposals:

! Swale Local Plan Technical Evidence Base — Sustainable Transport Site Assessment Analysis to inform
the traffic modelling scenarios. Technical Note (August 2026)
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‘The applicant will be required to provide evidence that the development will not result in
a Likely Significant Effect. To achieve this, measures to control recreational pressure
should be incorporated into site design and layout including, for sites large enough to
accommodate it, on site semi-natural recreational greenspace to divert residents away
from the coast and measures to discourage direct access into the SPA from the
development site such as planting and other features to make direct access more difficult.
The planning application will likely need to be supported by a project specific Habitats
Regulations Assessment to ensure that the measures implemented provide adequate
mitigation to ensure that the development does not result in adverse effects on integrity
due to recreational pressure’ (paragraph 7.3.3).

However, the above wording assumes that mitigation can take place. Allocating a large scale site on
the basis of an assumption is a flawed approach. Discouraging direct access of residents to the SPA
through the layout of the development is unreaslistic given the proximity of the SPA, and its’ likely
success is questionable. It is therefore unlikely that no negative effects will be able to be
demonstrated. The Plan unlawfully assumes that mitigation will be achievable, despite the proximity
of the SPA and the acknowledged recreational pressure. The Local Plan is therefore legally flawed
and the test of the Habitats Regulations and Local Plan policy ST1 would not be able to be met.

The HRA Appendix C also assumes a total of 168 dwellings, whereas policy HOA14 outines a
minimum of 168 dwellings. The HRA is therefore based upon an assessment of a maximum number
of units and an exceedence of this has not been assessed.

Brickearth Impacts
The allocation HOA14 fails to take into account the brickearth reserves that cover the majority of the
site, which would be impacted by the proposal.

The evidence base for policy HOA14 is therefore not effective, justified nor sound.

3. The Plan evidence base fails to take into account a recent dismissed appeal on the allocated site
HOA14 and refusal on land to the north of HOA14

The Local Plan fails to take into account the dismissed appeal for application 24/504410/0UT which
covers the land parcel SHELAA/306 within the north-western part of the site (see proposed layout
plan at figure 7). The appeal Inspector notes at paragraph 8 of the appeal decision that:

‘it is clear cut that the appeal site is separated from the built-up boundary and from any

other consolidated area of built development. In particular, when approaching the site from

the public footpath to the south it is seen to be flanked to either side by undeveloped land.’
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Figure 7: Proposed indicative layout plan for application 24/504410/0UT

At paragraph 10, the Inspector notes the visibility of the site from public footpaths and the Forge
Lane streetscene and that:
‘Due to this openness, the site is prominent in its setting and its undeveloped character
makes a strong contribution to the open, rural character of the area on this eastern side of
Upchurch’.

Whilst acknowledging at paragraph 11 that the development would provide an opportunity to create
a better settlement edge, at paragraph 12, the Inspector notes that:
‘The development would inevitably result in the loss of this small field, which is characteristic
of the local landscape. This would compromise the open character of the site and disrupt the
openness of the wider area’.

At paragraph 13, the Inspector notes the impacts on views from public viewpoints of the
development of the site, with: ‘open views across the site to the landscape and estuary beyond would
be interrupted as, although the site is on lower land, the gradient is not so steep that views would be
over the top of the houses, even if single storey. Moreover, landscaping would be unlikely to mitigate
this fully. In addition, from closer positions, the boundary treatment which would be necessary along
the southeast boundary of the site to separate and screen the gardens from the public footpath,
would also disrupt the open views.’

At paragraph 14, the Inspector notes that the proposal would disrupt the pattern of development
locally. At paragraph 32 the Inspector concludes that: ‘Overall, it is considered the adverse effects
resulting from the development, would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
development.” And at paragraph 36: ‘the proposal would harm the character and appearance of the
area and would conflict with the Council’s spatial strategy. It would therefore conflict with the
development plan taken as a whole and there are no other considerations, including the provisions of
the Framework, than indicate a decision other than in accordance with the development plan’.

Application 16/505738/0UT

The Local Plan fails to take into account the reasons for refusal of application 16/505738/0OUT on
land to the north of the site, which included reference to significant adverse impacts on the quality
and value of the open, rural landscape character, the loss of tranquillity and amenity value of the
countryside, as well as the visual amenities of PROW users. The same would be true of proposed
allocation HOA14.
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By failing to take into account the recent dismissed appeal on the allocated site HOA14 and refusal
on land to the north of HOA14, the Plan fails to be positively prepared, justified or sound.

4. The Plan evidence base fails to take into account potential in-combination effects of other
developments in the village

The SA and evidence base for allocation HOA14 fails to take into account potential cumulative
landscape effects of outstanding application 26/500852/0UT for 101 dwellings, to the north of
Upchurch (see figures 8 and 9), should this be approved. The SA is required to assess cumulative
effects. The omission of the 101-unit scheme to the north means the SA is incomplete and the Plan is
not legally compliant, nor compliant with Local Plan policy B2, which requires cumulative impacts to
be taken into account.

Should the scheme to the north be approved, the in-combination landscape (and other) effects of
that proposal along with HOA14 would be considerable. The Local Plan is therefore not positively
prepared or legally sound.

26/500852/0UT

Figure 8: Site location for application 26/500852/0UT and HOA14

Figure 9: Indicative site layout plan for outstanding application 26/500852/0UT
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The parish of Upchurch has already received planning permission for a number of residential
dwellings in recent years, including for 74 units (application reference 21/501839/0UT) at land off
Otterham Quay Lane. The village has already therefore accommodated a large amount of growth.

The cumulative impacts of the proposed housing development at allocation HOA14, on land to the
north of HOA14 (application 26/500852/0UT) and permitted schemes (including 21/501839/0UT)
have not been taken into account in the Local Plan evidence base. By failing to take into account
potential cumulative effects of a large-scale nearby development, the Plan is not positively prepared,
justified or sound.

5. Plan not Positively Prepared — evidence base fails to take into account reasonable alternatives

The Local Plan fails to adequately consider smaller-scale alternatives as a preferable solution to the
large-scale development of HOA14. The Council has not adequately demonstrated why smaller, less
harmful sites were rejected, some of which were previously identified as potentially suitable.
Previously submitted sites are shown on figure 10.

For example, SHELAA/310 to the south of the village (see figure 11) was previously assessed by the
Council as potentially suitable. Whilst this site has not formally been discussed by, nor a consensus
reached by the Parish Council, it is likely that this site would form a more logical and significantly less
harmful extension to the village than HOA14 and would be a preferable site for the following
reasons:

- A smaller-scale extension to Upchurch would be more appropriate to the Local Plan settlement
hierarchy;

- The LSA (July 2026) identifies that the site has low-moderate overall sensitivity to housing
development;

- No footpaths cross the site;

- The site already has planning permission for 7 dwellings;

- Alarge part of the site has development on it;

- The built confines are located to the north of the site and further built development lies to the
south;

- The site access is onto wider roads that do not require traffic to go through the centre of the
village and narrow lanes;

- Thesite is located away from the estuarine/sensitive landscape to the north/east of the village;

- Thessite is located further away from the Conservation Area and listed church than HOA14.

Horsham Farm

Gore
Farmhouse

Figure 10: Previously submitted sites Upchurch
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Figure 11: Location of SHELAA/310

The SEA Regulations require reasonable alternatives to be assessed to the same level as the
preferred option. The Council has not demonstrated why smaller, less sensitive sites such as
SHELAA/310 were discounted, despite their lower landscape and heritage sensitivity and better
alignment with the settlement hierarchy.

By failing to adequately assess reasonable alternatives, the Plan is not positively prepared, justified
or sound.

6. Plan not Positively Prepared — evidence base fails to demonstrate infrastructure capacity

The Local Plan is unsound as it fails to demonstrate adequate infrastructure capacity within
Upchurch. The primary school is already full and the Plan does not provide evidence of school
capacity and GP capacity for example.

7. Insufficient consultation

Previous Local Plan consultations did not include any land allocations in Upchurch:

- The Swale Local Plan (Regulation 18) (January 2026) did not include land allocations.

- The Issues and Preferred Options consultation (Regulation 18) (October 2021) did not
include specific land allocations, but instead broad areas for development, which did not
include Upchurch.

- The Swale Borough Local Plan Review (Regulation 19) pre-submission consultation
(February 2021) identifies Upchurch as a tier 5 settlement, but does not include land
allocations within the settlement.

Upchurch Parish Council has not therefore been afforded a sufficient or meaningful period of
consultation on the principle of allocating land at Upchurch, nor on the scale of development now
proposed at HOA14. The introduction of a large-scale allocation at Regulation 19 stage represents a
material change to the spatial strategy that has not been subject to earlier public engagement,
contrary to the expectations of the NPPF and the plan-making guidance requiring early, proportionate
and iterative consultation.
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As a result, the Parish Council and local community have been denied the opportunity to comment at
formative stages, and the allocation has not been tested through the iterative Regulation 18 process.
This procedural failure contributes to the Plan being not positively prepared, not justified, and not
effective.

Conclusion
For the reasons set out above, Policy HOA14 is not consistent with the Development Plan or the
NPPF, and fails the tests of soundness. The evidence base is incomplete, inadequate and internally
inconsistent. The allocation would result in significant landscape, heritage, transport and biodiversity
harm, and the Council has not demonstrated that these impacts can be satisfactorily avoided or
mitigated.

The allocation HOA14 should therefore be removed from the Local Plan, with smaller and less
sensitive alternatives reconsidered.

| trust that the above submissions will be taken into consideration in the progression of the Local
Plan and look forward to acknowledgement of this submission. Should you require any additional

information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Klondas

Klaire Lander

BSc, (MA), MRTPI

Enc: Appendix 1 — Cencus data from local resident
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Upchurch 2021 Census Data - Households & Population

The data has been obtained from https://www.doogal.co.uk/

The 2011 Census data is available all the way down to the post code level.
However, the 2021 Census data is only available down to the lowest summary level ... “Census Output Area”.

Upchurch is covered by the Middle Layer Super Output Area (MSOA) named Newington, Halstow & Upchurch
(Code: E02005122).

Upchurch is contained within two of the Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAS) in this MSOA ...
e Swale 008C (E01024572)
e Swale 008D (E01024573)

Swale 008C (E01024572) contains the following Census Output Areas:
e [E00124724
e [E00124723
e E00166797

Swale 008D (E01024573) contains the following Census Output Areas:
e [E00124727
e [E00124722
e [E00124725
e [E00124729
o E00124721

This is a summary of the Census Output Area totals from Doogal:

2011 2011 2021 2021
Postcode Population Households Population Households Census Output Area Village
Census Output Area
E00124724 407 145 608 211 E00124724 No
E00124723 325 112 342 132 E00124723 No
E00166797 435 199 410 189 E00166797 Outskirts/No
Swale 008C (E01024572) 1167 456 1360 532
Census Output Area
E00124727 272 102 273 105 E00124727 Yes
E00124722 305 123 299 121 E00124722 Yes/Outskirts
E00124725 240 103 226 98 E00124725 Yes
E00124729 259 99 237 28 E00124729 Yes
E00124721 276 114 282 116 E00124721 Yes

Swale 008D (E01024573) 1352 541 1317 538 Yes



https://www.doogal.co.uk/

For the two Census Output Areas that were a mix of Village & Outskirts or Not Village, I have pro-rated the total for
the COA across the post codes. These are only minor estimates as the totals for 2011 and 2021 are very similar.

Census Output Area E00166797

Postcode

MES 7UT
MES 7UX
MES 7UY
MES 7XA
MES 7XB
MES8 7XD
MES 7XE
MES 7XF
MES 7XQ
MES 8PS
MESR 8PT
MES 8QW
MES TAP
MES 7TT

Total

2011

11
7
13
4
39
48

93
2

134
42
3
8
26
5

435

Census Output Area E00124722

Postcode

MES 7XH
ME9 7AQ
ME9 7AY
ME9 7AZ
ME9 7BH

Total

2011
Population Households Population Households

67
33
115
15
75

305

2011

199

2011

33
8
50
6
26

123

2021

10.4
6.6
12.3
3.8
36.8
45.2
87.7
1.9
126.3
39.6
2.8
7.5
24.5
4.7

410

2021

65.7
324
112.7
14.7
73.5

299

2021
Population Households Population Households Census Output Area

3.8
3.8
3.8
0.9
19.9
17.1
61.7
0.9
41.8
16.1
1.9
2.8
114
2.8

189

2021

325
7.9
49.2
5.9
25.6

121

E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797
E00166797

Census Output Area

E00124722
E00124722
E00124722
E00124722
E00124722

Village

Qutskirts
Qutskirts

Qutskirts
No

Village

Outskirts
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes



I have identified the post code areas that are truly part of the village itself:

Built Up Area: Village circled red ... Outskirts green ... Edge of Rainham blue

Upchurch River
Valley Golf Club
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Location of the Outskirts post codes:
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This is the summary of the data:

2011 2011 2011 2021 2021 2021
Location Post Town Village Population Households AVG Population Households AVG
Ottetham Quay Lane, Rainham Gillingham  No 119 75 1.59 112 71 1.57
Horsham & Wallbridge, Rainhan Gill/Sitt Outskirts 113 51 222 107 48 2.20
Woodruff & Nr Wallbridge Gillmgham  Outskirts 201 77 2.61 192 74 2.59
Village only Sittingbourne Yes 1,285 508 2.53 1,251 506 2.48
Upchurch Built Up Area 1.718 711 2.42 1,662 699 2.38
Outside Built Up Area 801 286 2.80 1,016 360 2.76
Upchurch Parish 2,519 997 2.53 2,678 1,068 2.51

The proposed HOA 14 site of 168 dwellings would result in a significant 33% increase in the size of the village from
it’s current 506 dwellings as at the 2021 Census.

Calculation 168 /506 =33%
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