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DOVER
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:
(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each
representation)

Core Strategy Submission Document

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR
First Name BRIAN
Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant)

SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant)

CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1

3 EVEGATE PARK BARN

Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No

01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant)

brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 2.67 to 2.77 (The Diagnosis) Policy

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

Paragraph 2.67 explains that there are social, economic and environmental imbalances in the district,
but that it is the demographic issues that are fundamental.

A diagnosis of the district’s social, economic and environmental issues is essential in order to devise
the aims and objectives of the Core Strategy and the spatial strategy that it puts forwards. However,
to couch the diagnosis in terms of social, economic and environmental imbalances is misleading and it
is unclear to the reader what precisely these imbalances actually are. In particular this approach
suggests that the proposed strategy is driven in part by environmental imbalances, when clearly it is a
strategy for growth that is being justified purely by economic and social considerations. Consequently,
objection is raised to the diagnosis.

The description of the district presented in Chapter 2 quite rightly highlights the high quality of the
natural and built environment, which can be summarised as:

24% of the district designated as AONB or Heritage Coast (para 2.11)

2,000 ha of broadleaved wood, with one third ancient woodland (para 2.12)

2,211 ha designated as SSSIs, plus 3,495 ha designated as national and local wildlife sites (para
2.14)

Over 47% of the district comprises agricultural land of grades 1 or 2 (para 2.16)

50 scheduled ancient monuments (para 2.28)

2,800 listed buildings, 57 conservation areas and nine historic parks and gardens (para 2.29).

Environmental issues in relation to water supply and quality, flooding and air quality are also
highlighted in the chapter. Reference is also made to climate change, though this is not given the
importance that it should. While the description shows that the district clearly has environmental




issues that the strategy will need to address, these are largely a consequence of the impact of
development not the result of some inherent ‘imbalance’ within the district’'s environment.

It is therefore wrong to promote the strategy on the basis of a diagnosis that suggests it is about
addressing social, economic and environmental imbalances. This is clearly not the case, with the
strategy being driven entirely by economic and social considerations. The crucial role that the
environment plays in ensuring quality of life is not recognised in the diagnosis, and it fails to recognise
the necessary integration of social, economic and environmental matters in ensuring the delivery of
sustainable development as required by Planning Policy Statement 1. Consequently we do not
consider that the diagnosis is properly justified or consistent with national planning policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Basing the diagnosis on the concept of social, economic and environmental ‘imbalances’ needs to be
reconsidered. In so doing, the diagnosis needs to recognise that Dover District contains a diverse
wealth of environmental assets, both natural and historic, that contribute towards quality of life. It must
be recognised that the Council has a responsibility to protect and enhance them and to ensure that
future development integrates all components of sustainable development.

The diagnosis must also more fully recognise the importance of climate change, and the need for the
strategy to address the specific environmental issues highlighted in the chapter.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

The diagnosis is the starting point of the strategy, and it is important that it is right. As it stands,
environmental issues are not prominent in the diagnosis and this must be rectified, or else the Council
will embark on a development strategy that is inherently unsustainable. CPRE is a major advocate for
the protection of the rural environment in Kent and we have experience and expertise that we can
bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Chapter 3 (The Strategy) Policy
4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover consider that as important components of the development strategy CP
policies should be provided on the following matters:

Climate change: in order to fulfil the obligation of the 2008 Planning Act and to embrace the
objectives of the 2008 Climate Change Act, we consider it is essential to include a CP policy
setting out the Council’s approach towards tackling climate change issues as part of its
development strategy.

Sustainable development: similarly, underpinning the strategy should be an explicit commitment
to ensuring sustainable development in the District, in accordance with the objectives of PPS1.
This should include the content covered by Policy DM 1 presented in the preferred options
document, but now deleted.

The AONB and Heritage Coast: These important designations need to be specifically identified.
We acknowledges that national and regional guidance is provided in relation to AONBs and
Heritage Coasts, but it is not unusual for these important designations to also be highlighted in
LDF Core Strategies - for example Policy CP7 of the adopted Core Strategy for Tonbridge and
Malling. We would, therefore, strongly urge the Council to do likewise.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

These are important strategic matters that need to be considered as fundamental components of the
proposed development strategy. CPRE is a leading advocate on these issues and can bring our
experience and expertise to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

3.1t0 3.3 (Aims and

Paragraph objectives) and 3.4 to 3.6 (the Policy CP 2 and supporting text

Strategy)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.

5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover strongly object to a development strategy that seeks to secure
economic objectives through the development of 14,000 new homes. Whilst we support the need for
economic regeneration in Dover, and agree with many of the objectives listed, we do not consider that
the growth strategy advocated is sound, for the following reasons:

1.

A strategy that is based on the delivery of 14,000 additional dwellings does not accord with what is
likely to be included in the South East Plan. If the final version of the South East Plan incorporates
the Secretary of State’s proposed changes, this will set a target of 10,100 dwellings by 2026. We
note that it is likely that the South East Plan will express this target as a minimum, and that Dover
District Council anticipate that it is unlikely that all 14,000 dwellings will be delivered during the
Plan period (though Policy CP2 envisages that this will be the case). However, we consider that it
is inappropriate for the Core Strategy to specifically plan for such a high amount of development
(which itself is expressed as a minimum — see paragraph 3.29), the implications of which have not
been tested at the higher strategic level.

In particular we are concerned that the implications of such a high level growth strategy on the
wider Ashford and East Kent Sub-region have not been assessed. This was a concern
specifically raised by the South East Plan Examination Panel when considering the prospect of a
10,000 dwelling target for Dover. They commented™:

“We do not support calls for an even higher housing level for Dover from the District Council and
some developer representatives, because it would increase net out commuting if new housing

! Paragraph 18.57 of the Panel's Report.




moved too far ahead of new job creation, and because it could potentially unbalance the sub-
regional strategy with its major growth focus on Ashford.”

Although this argument was not accepted by the Secretary of State, on the basis that no
“reasonable evidence” was presented to support it, it is also the case that the District Council has
not presented any evidence to counter it — especially for the much higher growth rate now
proposed. In particular, the Employment Land Review is not yet available which we would have
expected to address this point. The Council cannot guarantee that this housing led regeneration
proposal will deliver the economic objectives sought, making it a high risk and uncertain strategy
that could have a significant effect on the economic development strategies of other East Kent
authorities in the Ashford and East Kent Sub-region. Therefore, for the above reasons we do
not consider that the implications of the high growth strategy proposed is adequately
justified, and it is not a strategy that is consistent with the Secretary of State’s likely
changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy.

2. Atthe South East Plan Examination, even though it had considered a target of 14,000 dwellings in
its LDF work, the District Council submitted that 10,000 homes...:

“... was the optimum fit between dealing with the identified issues, the availability of land
considered to have development potential, and the viability of delivery. It is considered that this
can be achieved with just under 60% of housing development taking place on brownfield land.”?

This remained the Council’'s Preferred Option in the consultation undertaken on the Core Strategy
in March 2008, and the justification for the change from the earlier Preferred Option at this
final stage in the plan making process is unclear.

3. Allied to the above point, the selection of the high growth option (option 4) received only limited
support at the Preferred Options stage in the representations submitted and in the opinion
research undertaken by the Council (see the statement of engagement and consultation). The
selection of the high growth strategy at this late stage in the plan making process does not
demonstrate that the Council has listened to the local community and sought to achieve a
consensus with the local community on the way that the District should be developed. The
decision to opt for the high growth strategy, therefore, is not justified or supported on the basis
of the consultations undertaken.

4. The award of Growth Point status was on the basis that there would be an up-lift of 29% in the
provision of housing (as recommended by the South East Plan Examination Panel) during the nine
years between 2008 and 2016/17. This would mean housing delivery and quantities in Dover for
period of the South East Plan as follows®:

2006-08 2008-17 2017-26 2006-26
Annual Average 405 525 405 -
Number 810 4,725 3,645 9,180

It is important to note that Growth Point status requires an up-lift in housing delivery only for the
period 2008-17, with the rate of housebuilding thereafter reverting back to that in the South East
Plan — not to remain at this higher level or even higher. This up-lift, and more, has already been
included in the Secretary of State’s proposals to increase Dover’s target to 10,100 in the South
East Plan. Therefore, the housing growth ambitions sought by the District Council at the South

2 Page 4 of Dover District Council's statement to the South East Plan Examination in regard to sub-matter 8Diii.1
% See “Second Round Growth Points — Partnership for Growth, CLG July 2008

* Dover District Housing Information Audit 2007/08, published by Kent County Council in October 2008

> Page 5 of ‘The Future of Residential Development — unlocking the housing market’, Knight Frank, March 2009
® See http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/statistics/pdf/1172133.pdf

! Page vi, Water Cycle Study, Entec, January 2009.




East Plan Examination and subsequently through the bid for Growth Point status, have already
been accepted through the award of Growth Point status and the likely changes to the South East
Plan itself. Further growth to 14,000 dwellings has not been accepted, and the implications of it
have not been assessed at the strategic level. We disagree with the statement made in paragraph
3.5 of the submission document that the high growth strategy accords with the ambitions of Growth
Point status. As we explain above, this is fully included in the 10,100 target to be included in the
South East Plan. Therefore, the high growth strategy cannot be justified on the basis of
Growth Point status.

The prospect of housing being delivered in Dover at the rate required makes even the target of
10,100 dwellings extremely ambitious, let alone 14,000. The delivery of 10,100 dwellings will
require a delivery rate of 525 per annum for the period 2008-17 (to comply with Growth Paint
requirements) and 489 per annum for the periods 2006-08 and 2017-26. In the recent past
housing delivery in Dover has been fairly constant, contrary to the claim made in paragraph 2.40 of
the submission document that it has increased. The latest housing land supply information for
Dover reports that for the five year period April 2003 to March 2008 (at the peak of the house
building boom) the average annual rate of housing completions was 343 dwellings®. This varied
between 284 and 434 dwellings per year over this time. For the last two years, 2006/07 and
2007/08, completions were 327 and 342 respectively — both more or less at the five year average
rate; both lower than the five year high of 434 in 2005/06; and both significantly lower than the
rates needed to fulfil the Growth Point housing ambitions and South East Plan ‘minimum’ target.
With house building currently at a virtual stand still, it is likely that the rate of completions will fall
significantly for at least the next two years, at the very time that the Growth Point increase in
delivery should start. Indeed, a recent report by Knight Frank paints a bleak picture for the future
commenting that®:

“The house building industry will not quickly return to the level of new home delivery seen
before the crisis. It is losing the capacity, both in land and skills, to build large numbers of
new homes. It is also likely to emerge from the current crisis with a far more conservative
approach to development, concentrating on family homes in suburban and fringe-rural
settings.”

With all the strategic sites identified in the Core Strategy requiring major up-front infrastructure
planning and delivery, it is difficult to see how even 10,100 dwellings will be achieved during the
plan period. 14,000 is, therefore, clearly a highly aspirational and very long-term target that has no
place in a statutory development plan without rigorous strategic testing. Consequently, for the
reasons given above we do not consider that evidence has been presented that clearly
demonstrates that the house building industry can deliver the high growth strategy
proposed.

The East Kent Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), although still in draft form, also
does not give confidence that the high growth strategy being promoted is realistic. It identifies the
East Kent housing market as being isolated and self-contained, particularly in the eastern most
districts (Dover, Shepway and Thanet). It also reports that over the last six years (2001-07) Dover
had the least active housing market in East Kent (paragraph 8.24) and that together with Swale
Borough it has seen increased fragility of its housing market since 2005 (paragraph 8.3.2). This is
clearly reflected in the relatively low rates of completions achieved at Dover in recent years, as
highlighted in point 5 above. In 2007/08 with 342 completions reported, Dover District had the
lowest number of completions amongst the East Kent authorities and came 10" out of all the 12
Kent district authorities in this regard. To achieve even 10,100 dwellings by 2026 will require
Dover to achieve the 4" largest increase in the rate of housing delivery of all the authorities in
Kent, compared to that achieved in 2007/08 — an increase from 342 dwellings per annum to 525 (a
53.5% increase) with immediate effect. This clearly is not going to be the case in the foreseeable
future, which will mean that the required rate of delivery will need to increase to an even higher
rate later in the plan period. Therefore, for the reasons given above we do not consider that




the high growth strategy proposed is deliverable having regard to the isolated and self-
contained nature of Dover’s housing market.

The SHMA also reports that population growth in the East Kent districts (other than in Swale
Borough) is already entirely a product of in migration rather than natural change (Table 4.2). The
proposed high growth strategy relies upon in migration to bolster the working age population.
However, the SHMA reports that whilst between 2006 and 2007 there was a positive net migration
of 5,200 into the East Kent sub-region, only 600 of these were to Dover District with only Swale
Borough having a lower amount (Table 4.2). This does not bode well for the strategy, and sight
should not be lost of the fact that all the East Kent districts will see an increase in their housing
requirements in the South East Plan, and all will be depending on in migrants to sustain the
required rates of house building. It is far from clear that there is sufficient demand to justify a
strategy based on the delivery of 14,000 dwellings, particularly if financial institutions adopt a more
cautious lending policy in the coming years. Therefore, for the reasons given above we do not
consider that the high growth strategy proposed is deliverable given its reliance on in
migration and the likely competition for in migrants as a result of increased housing
provision in the other East Kent districts.

. An aging population, and a declining population of working age, is not unique to Dover. lItis a

national issue. This has been highlighted in the new population projections issued by Government
on 11 March 2009°. These show that by 2031, 32 per cent of households will be headed by those
aged 65 or over, up from 26 per cent in 2006, whereas households headed by those aged
between 35 and 54 will decline to 35% in 2031, down from 39% in 2006. The strategy pursued at
Dover needs to have regard to this. To base a strategy on the theoretical assumption that by
building more houses the number of people of working age will increase, without having regard to
the competition for the same people as a result of increased house building at other places, is
clearly high risk. It is also a strategy that is likely to result in an even higher number of elderly
people in the District in the future, and the issues that this will present to the Council and other
service providers needs to be taken into account. This emphasises the need to plan for future
growth in Dover on a strategic basis, where the issues of population imbalance can be addressed
in a strategic way. Therefore, we do not consider that the full implications of high growth at
Dover have been properly assessed, and regard needs to be given to the implications of the
new population projections.

The relationship between housing growth and employment growth, and the timing of delivery is
unclear and confusing. Policy CP 2 is clear that it identifies land for 14,000 dwellings and for
employment and retail floorspace to be delivered over the period 2006 to 2026. It is this retail and
employment floorspace, together with existing employment commitments, that will deliver the
additional 6,500 jobs sought. The theory behind the strategy is that it will be a product of the
population increase as a result of the 14,000 new dwellings that the 6,500 jobs will be created, i.e.
the 6,500 jobs is dependent upon all 14,000 dwellings being provided. It is further clearly stated in
paragraph 3.16 of the submission document that “the strategy is based upon supporting the local
economy to reach its full potential and in particular to realise the potential for 6,500 jobs by 2026".
However, it is highlighted throughout the Core Strategy that probably only 10,100 dwellings will be
delivered during this period, and indeed the delivery framework (chapter 5) totally concedes that
only 10,100 dwellings will be delivered by 2026 — it makes no attempt to demonstrate how 14,000
dwellings will be delivered by 2026, as proposed in Policy CP 2. So it would seem that to deliver
the 6,500 jobs by 2026, which is the ‘particular’ aim of the strategy, only 10,100 dwellings are
actually needed. If this is so, why are 14,000 dwellings needed? The strategy paints a very
confused picture as to the relationship between housing growth and employment growth, and the
timing of the provision of the housing and employment respectively. Therefore, we do not
consider that the high growth strategy and the relationship between housing growth and
employment growth is clear and has been robustly justified.




10.

11.

12.

The proposed high growth strategy has significant implications for encroachment into the
countryside and the use of greenfield land. It is not clear from the distribution presented in Policy
CP3 exactly how many of the dwellings will be provided on greenfield land, but we do know that
5,750 will be on greenfield land by way of a major urban extension proposed at Whitfield, and that
1,200 (not 1,000 as stated in the Policy) will be at Aylesham on greenfield land. These two
proposals alone will mean that 50% of the target will be met on greenfield land (though in reality
the lower densities that will apply in these locations will mean that they will comprise more than
50% of the land take needed). It is likely that a significant proportion of the dwellings proposed at
Deal, Sandwich and at the rural settlements will also comprise greenfield land, as indicated in
Figure 3.2 of the submission document. This will mean that under the high growth strategy a
significant majority of the housing development proposed will be on greenfield land, contrary to
Government policy that the focus of new development should be on previously developed land.
Furthermore, it is the greenfield sites at Whitfield and Aylesham that are given priority for
development in the delivery framework (see figure 5.4 in chapter 5). By making available such
high quantities of greenfield land for development will potentially undermine key objectives of the
strategy that seek to regenerate the urban parts of Dover. Greenfield sites will always be seen by
the development industry as the easier option to develop, and in a location where the housing
market is isolated, self-contained and fragile (as reported by the SHMA) making available such
large quantities of greenfield land could have a major negative effect on regeneration objectives.
Consequently, we consider that such reliance on greenfield land means that the high
growth strategy is contrary to national and regional planning policies that seek to focus
development on the regeneration of previously-developed land.

As with the local housing markets in East Kent, the SHMA reports that the employment markets
are also local in their extent with limited out commuting. Paragraph 5.4.1 of the SHMA reports that
83% of residents in the East Kent sub-region travel to a place of work within their own local
authority boundary, and a further 10% travel to other parts of Kent. The proposed strategy relies
on this continuing once new people of working age move to the District. However the SHMA
reports (paragraph 10.4.11) that commuting from Dover Priory will increase by 52% as a result of
the introduction of the High Speed 1 service. It also cautions that “as London-based commuters
with higher disposable incomes take up the opportunities that reduced travel times bring, they will
act as an inflationary force in those local areas accessible to the rail service, reducing affordability
levels. In turn, there may be a knock-on effect as those who previously could afford to buy are
forced to look further afield, further inflating those prices.” It is unfortunate that the Employment
Land Review is not available to provide further information on these matters. However, it is far
from certain that a strategy that relies upon in migration to increase the population of working age,
coupled with an anticipated significant increase in the amount of out commuting as a product of
the High Speed 1 service and the consequential increase in the price of property, will deliver the
economic objectives sought. Ultimately, the Council has no control where the new residents will
work and it is highly likely that many of those moving into the District will already be in employment
elsewhere. A strategy that relies on housing development leading to a growth in the population of
working age which in turn results in new local jobs is purely theoretical, and loaded with
uncertainty. Therefore, for the above reasons we do not consider that a housing-led
strategy to deliver new employment is either justified or effective.

The strategy proposes that 6,500 jobs will be created in Dover as a result of providing 14,000
additional houses. We strongly question the underlying assumptions on the relationship between
housing growth and employment generation, which we believe makes the strategy extremely
theoretical. Furthermore, the studies on which the Council relies were undertaken in completely
different market circumstances. While the market will undoubtedly recover it will take many years
for it to return to the position that forms the basis of the assumptions made in the supporting
studies. This will inevitably mean that the high growth strategy, even if it were realistic, will take
much longer to deliver than the Council proposes. The Council already acknowledges that 14,000
dwellings are unlikely to be delivered by 2026, but all the evidence suggests that it will be
extremely challenging to deliver even 10,100 dwellings by that date. Therefore, for the above




13.

14.

reasons we do not consider that the relationship between housing provision and job
creation is justified.

We are extremely concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) does not give a clear
endorsement to the high growth strategy proposed. In fact the SA highlights a large number of
unknown effects and uncertainties.

With regard to the plan’s objectives (which incidentally are not all appraised as required) the SA
matrix contains a significant number of question marks where the relationship with the SA
objectives is unclear or where there is not enough information to enable an assessment to be
made. This is particularly concerning in regard to objective 1 which seeks to “foster population
growth particularly in working age families to support forecast growth in the local economy —
focussed at Dover”. Here, the SA is unable to identify any positive relationships under eleven of
the fourteen SA objectives. Given that this objective is the main driver of the strategy, this does
not give confidence that it is sound. The effect of other of the objectives are similarly very
uncertain, especially objectives 5, 7, 8 and 9.

The SA of the four growth options is also characterised by uncertainty. It is particularly worrying
that Option 4 (high growth) — the strategy being promoted by the Council - “was found to have the
most uncertainties associated with it” (paragraph 5.3.4). Reflecting this uncertainty, the SA
cautions that it... “comes with the risk that the provision of such a large amount of housing might
not be accompanied by a corresponding number of jobs and services between 2016 and 2026.
This could result in Dover and the wider District becoming something of a suburb for commuting to
more thriving ‘central’ areas (e.g. Canterbury), with associated impacts on traffic, air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions. Higher growth would lead to greater resource use, more pollution, and
more impacts on the landscape and biodiversity. There was also seen to be a risk that the area
might become increasingly divided between the population living and working in the District and
those living there but commuting elsewhere.”

This echoes the concerns of the South East Plan Examination Panel, referred to under point 1
above, and the concerns we raise under point 11.

Importantly, the SA concludes (paragraph 5.3.5) that “Option 3 (10,000 dwellings) was likely to be
more deliverable during the plan period, and cause less environmental harm”.

In regard to Policy CP 2 the SA seems to be more positive about the effects of the high growth
option, which is a little surprising given that it should essentially be the same appraisal as
undertaken of growth option 4 earlier in the SA. Therefore, we would question the inconsistency in
the SA in this regard. Nevertheless, the appraisal of Policy CP 2 still highlights negative and
uncertain effects in regard to flood risk, air pollution, biodiversity, the protection and enhancement
of the countryside and historic environment, achieving sustainable forms of development and use
of natural resources, and the likely benefits that will accrue to everyone in Dover District.

For the above reasons, we consider that the selection of Option 4 (high growth) is not
justified as the most appropriate option for development in Dover District in regard to
sustainability objectives. Further we question whether the Strategy is legally compliant,
given that objectives 10 — 14 have not be appraised in the SA.

When having regard to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), it is clear that the selection of option 4
(high growth) is purely on the basis of its economic assessment. As demonstrated by the high
degree of uncertainty and the negative environmental impacts reported in the SA, we consider that
the promotion of this high growth option in the Core Strategy does not comprise sustainable
development as required by PPS1. It fundamentally fails to embrace the necessary integration of
social, economic and environmental considerations. It is clearly the case that the preferred option
is driven by economic considerations above all others, with minimal regard given to environmental
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impacts that it will result in. In particular it is a strategy that will result in the allocation of significant
areas of greenfield land for residential development (see our objection to Policy CP 3 for more
details on this). Therefore, we consider that the strategy promoted is inconsistent with
national planning policy that seeks to ensure sustainable development that integrates
economic, social and environmental considerations.

As confirmed by Entec, the Folkestone and Dover Water Company have been awarded water
scarcity status’. They also explain that drinking water in Dover District is supplied wholly by
groundwater sources from the underlying chalk and that all the groundwater sources are over-
abstracted. Despite this, the water companies do not consider that water demand will be a
constraint to development, but that this will need to be met by increasing water efficiency and
reducing leakage. However, it would seem that the water companies advice, and their water
resource management plans, are based on a level of growth proposed in the draft South East
Plan, i.e. 6,100 dwellings by 2026. It is unclear, therefore, whether sufficient water supply will be
available for 10,100 dwellings let alone the 14,000 being promoted in the Core Strategy.
Consequently, we consider that there are doubts that sufficient water supply will be
available to enable the delivery of 14,000 dwellings.

Paragraph 4.13 of PPS12 states that the time horizon for core strategies should be 15 years from
the date of adoption. This will be the case with the Dover Core Strategy. Paragraphs 4.14 and
4.15 of PPS12 stress the need for flexibility and the need to have “some room for manoeuvre”.
This, it is stated, “can be achieved by authorities considering the implications of different levels of
development taking place either within the core strategy period or alternatively beyond it.” This, it
is also stated, “will give a guide to where long term investment in infrastructure should be made”.
We agree in principle with this intention, and it is an approach that will be necessary to deliver the
10,100 dwellings (and associated development) proposed by the South East Plan and to deliver
the Growth Point objectives by 2017.

However, the high growth strategy promoted in the Core Strategy, which would see a long-term
commitment to developing 14,000 dwellings, goes well beyond the ‘flexibility’ and ‘room for
manoeuvre’ that PPS12 sanctions. Fundamentally the strategy would change Dover’s role in the
sub-region and would endorse a level of growth well beyond that expected at Dover as a Growth
Point, and will undermine coherent and coordinated strategic infrastructure planning which is a
fundamental role of the South East Plan. It is, as we have highlighted in the points above, a
strategy that is laden with uncertainty — both in terms of its delivery and its wider impacts in East
Kent. We consider that it is entirely inappropriate, under the auspices of PPS12, for this strategy
to be endorsed for the longer term, potentially well beyond 2026. A cautious, and staged,
approach is needed that takes account of success (or otherwise) during the Plan period.
Importantly, the South East Plan will be subject to early review, and this will provide the
opportunity to consider the wider implications of extending a high growth strategy at Dover beyond
2026 if it is appropriate to do so. Therefore, we consider that support for a high growth
strategy containing specific allocations that will extend well beyond 2026, which carries
uncertainty in terms of delivery and impact, cannot be justified under PPS12.

Lack of a Vision

A final point that we would raise is in regard to the lack of a stated vision for Dover District. Paragraph
4.1 (1) of PPS12 requires a core strategy to include “an overall vision which sets out how the area and
places within should develop”. The submitted Core Strategy does not present a vision, though we
would accept that the aim, and its supporting commentary (in the shaded box forming part of
paragraph 3.1 of the submission document) could be described as such. This, though, should be
made more explicit.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

It is our strong view that the aims and objectives and the strategy presented are unsound and should
be rejected.

The Council needs to consider a strategy that:

Complies with the development requirements of the South East Plan;

Complies with the objectives of the Growth Point status awarded;

Properly integrates social, economic and environmental considerations, and promotes
sustainable development as required by PPS1;

Is better in tune with the identified local housing and employment markets; and

Has more certainty of delivery.

We believe that a strategy that takes forward Option 3, previously the Council’s preferred option, is the
most appropriate. This should focus on the regeneration of Dover town and existing development
commitments as the priority. Further growth, beyond the 10,100 dwellings in the South East Plan,
should be a matter for the review of the South East Plan when all the implications can be assessed.
See also our representations on Policy CP 3 and on the delivery framework.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

The high growth strategy promoted will have significant environmental impacts. CPRE is a major
advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent and we have experience and expertise
that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 3.7 to 3.13 (Settlement Hierarchy) Policy ChP1

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover are generally supportive of the settlement hierarchy as proposed. We
also welcome the change made to the hierarchy since the Preferred Options consultation, which has
seen St. Margaret’s moved to the village category.

We note that the hierarchy was formulated as a result of the “Dover District Settlement Review and
Hierarchy” study, which in part comprised a survey of provisions and facilities in the rural settlements
in June and July 2007. Such a survey can only be a snap-shot in time, and rural services and facilities
— especially shops and pubs — have been very vulnerable to change in recent years. Although we
have not undertaken our own comprehensive survey, we are aware that some of the rural settlements
surveyed have lost local services since the survey was undertaken. For example we know this to be
the case at Worth and Alkham. Whilst, as we say above, the hierarchy does seem to be generally
acceptable, the survey of rural services and facilities will need to be up-dated to inform any decisions
made in the Sites Allocations DPD to ensure that land allocations are made in the most sustainable
locations. This needs to be stated in the Core Strategy.

Having defined the settlement hierarchy, it is necessary to define built-up areas in order to operate the
development management policies. This is acknowledged in paragraph 3.12 of the submission
document. It is unclear, though, whether it is through the Core Strategy that the boundaries are to be
defined or whether this is a matter for the Site Allocations DPD. No settlement boundaries, however,
are presented as proposed changes to the Proposals Map in Appendix 1 of the submission document.
This is a matter that needs to be clarified in the Core Strategy, including the identification of the
settlements for which boundaries will be defined.

We note that development at the local centres and the villages is required to reinforce their role as a
provider of services. However, as we commented on the Council's Preferred Option, the relationship




between housing development at rural settlements and their enhanced viability/sustainability is not a
direct one. Therefore, in both promoting sites through the LDF and in considering future planning
applications, the Council needs to be assured that new development in the rural settlements will
actually achieve this objective. Consequently, we consider that the Council should undertake
assessments of these rural settlements, in partnership with the local communities, to determine if
there are local service needs and what scale and type of housing development would be appropriate
to help address these needs. This should be undertaken to inform any decisions made on the site
allocations DPD. This should also provide guidance on the appropriate scale and scope of
development contributions necessary to help provide specific community services in the respective
settlements.

Whilst we fully endorse the need to focus development at Dover to secure regeneration and economic
objectives, we would question whether it is appropriate to call Dover a ‘Secondary Regional Centre’ in
the settlement hierarchy. Whilst this is terminology used in the submitted South East Plan, this is in
the context of Dover’s position as a town centre in the regional hierarchy of town centres, primarily
reflecting its retail function. We consider that a more locally derived definition should be used, such as
‘principal urban centre’.

In defining the settlement hierarchy we consider that it is necessary to include in the Core Strategy
clear guidance on the sequential approach to development that will be followed in making LDF
allocations and in determining planning applications. Therefore, a policy similar to part C of Policy
HP2 of the Kent and Medway Structure Plan should be included in the Core Strategy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 3.24 - 3.31 (Distribution of Policy CP 3
Housing Allocations)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

The distribution of housing allocations presented in Policy CP3 reflects the high growth strategy
promoted in Policy CP 2 that would see 14,000 dwellings developed. As explained in our
representations on Policy CP 2, CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover strongly object to the high growth
strategy and consider that it is unsound. Consequently, we similarly consider the proposed
distribution to be unsound.

The high growth strategy, and therefore the proposed distribution, has significant implications for
encroachment into the countryside and the use of greenfield land. It is not clear from the distribution
presented exactly how many of the dwellings will be provided on greenfield land, but we do know that
5,750 will be on greenfield land by way of the proposed major urban extension at Whitfield, and that
1,000 (which in fact should be 1,200) will be at Aylesham on greenfield land. These two proposals
alone will mean that some 48% of the 14,000 dwelling target will be met on greenfield land, though in
reality the lower densities that will apply in these locations will mean that they will comprise
significantly more than 50% of the land take needed. In addition it is likely that a significant proportion
of the dwellings proposed at Deal, Sandwich and at the rural settlements will also comprise greenfield
land, as indicated in the chart presented in Figure 3.2 (though this does not equate with either the
14,000 total or the distribution presented in Policy CP 3.). This will mean that under the high growth
strategy a significant majority of the housing development proposed will be on greenfield land, which is
contrary to the Government’s objective of accommodating 60% of development on previously-
developed land. The Council previously stated, in their representations to the South East Plan
Examination, that the Government’s objectives could be achieved under a strategy that sought to
deliver 10,000 new homes®?, and we agree with that conclusion as we show in detail below.
Consequently, we consider that such reliance on greenfield land means that the proposed
distribution is contrary to national and regional planning policies that seek to focus

8 Page 4 of Dover District Council's statement to the South East Plan Examination in regard to sub-matter 8Diii.1




development on previously-developed land.

By relying on a high level of greenfield development there is the risk that the Council’s objectives of
regeneration at Dover town will be undermined. Greenfield sites will always be seen by the
development industry as the easier option for development, and in a location where the housing
market is isolated, self-contained and fragile (as reported by the East Kent Strategic Housing Market
Assessment), limited demand for housing could have a major negative effect on regeneration
objectives within the town itself. This will potentially mean that greenfield land will be developed
before brownfield land — indeed the Core Strategy’s delivery framework promotes this. Therefore, we
consider that such reliance on greenfield land means that the proposed distribution is contrary
to national and regional planning policies that seek to focus development on previously-
developed land and to promote a sequential approach to development.

Given the high reliance of the strategy on the use of greenfield land, we are very concerned with the
changes that have been made to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in regard to the distribution of
housing. In the preferred options document, published for consultation in March 2008, the issue of
housing distribution was dealt with by Policy CP 4. The main difference with the housing distribution
proposed then and that proposed now, is that the Council has increased the target to 14,000 dwellings
and to meet this more development is proposed on greenfield land at Whitfield. Everything else stays
the same. However, despite this greater take of greenfield land the SA now generally presents a
much more positive assessment of the proposed distribution, and it is difficult to understand why this
should be. We would point specifically to SA objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 12 and 13 in this regard where
the distribution is now scored more positively, and we would ask why this is so simply because more
development is proposed on greenfield land at Whitfield?

Also, it seems that the SA now seems to over focus on the benefits for Dover town. Previously, for
example, the SA commented that:

“... housing in rural areas may result in dormitory communities with high levels of out commuting (possibly out
of the District) and high car dependency. Allocating 2,200 houses to rural areas is not an insignificant amount,
and is the reason why the sustainability effects against many of the objectives are scored as uncertain”.

This comment has now been removed from the SA, and again we would question why this is so when
the same number of dwellings is still proposed for the rural area (although 1,000 of the 2,200 dwellings
have now been specifically assigned to Aylesham — which was always the case anyway).

That said, we do note that the assessment does recognise that impacts in regard to SA objectives 7,
8, 10, 11 and 14 are now worse, which would be expected.

In the light of the above comments we would question the robustness of the Sustainability
Appraisal and that it has adequately appraised a distribution of housing that comprises a large
proportion of development on greenfield land and significant development at locations other
than Dover town.

We also question the basis of the distribution proposed. We do this in the context of the fact that
Policy CP 3 states that “land will be allocated....”. In this regard we comment as follows:

1. Whilst noting the comment about the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
made in paragraph 3.25, it has been impossible to verify this as the SHLAA has not been
completed and made available as part of the consultation. This, we consider is a major failing.

° See http://www.emptyhomes.com/usefulinformation/papers_publications/edmo_quide/edmo_foreword.html
10 5ee planning application 08/1095 currently before Dover District Council

1 Page 16 of the site capacity assessment

12 Paragraph 13.4 of the GVA Grimley feasibility study




Some of the housing proposed will already comprise that built since 2006 and that already with
planning permission. These dwellings will count towards the target set, and therefore will not be
‘allocated’ in the LDF as stated in the Policy. This is acknowledged in Figure 3.2, but to enable a
more informed comment on the proposed distribution it is necessary to understand the quantities
involved and how they are currently distributed, which should be explained in the Core Strategy.

The most recently available housing land supply information is provided by the 2007/08 Dover
District Housing Information Audit, published by Kent County Council in October 2008. This
reports that for the two years 2006 to 2008 a total of 669 dwellings were built, and that as at 31
March 2008 a total of 1,399 dwellings had extant planning permission. Together this amounts to
2,068 dwellings already accounted for. However, the Core Strategy does not present this
information, and it also does not explain how these dwellings are distributed throughout the
District. To assist our consideration of the distribution proposed in Policy CP 3, it would have been
helpful to know for each location how many of the dwellings proposed are already accounted for,
as this will give a better understanding of the scale of new land needed.

Unlike when the Preferred Option was presented, no allowance is now made for windfalls. While
PPS3 (paragraph 59) states that windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years of land
supply, it does not say they cannot be included beyond that date. Legitimately, therefore, the Core
Strategy can make a windfall allowance for the period 2016 to 2026. At the preferred options
stage the Council proposed an allowance of 120 dwellings a year from windfalls, which would
amount to 1,200 dwellings over the period 2016 to 2026. We consider that this allowance should
be reinstated and acknowledged within the distribution presented.

Also at the Preferred Option consultation stage the Council considered that it was appropriate to
make an allowance for the re-use of vacant dwellings, which they considered could contribute 600
dwellings during the Plan period. This too has now been removed from the strategy. Table 7.4 of
the draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) reports that in 2006/07 Dover District had
1,835 vacant dwellings — the highest of all the East Kent authorities, and comprising 25% of all the
vacant dwellings in East Kent. This is a significant potential source of housing, and one that
Government has highlighted that local authorities should be doing more to realise. New
strengthened guidance on how to tackle this issue was issued on 10 March 2009 by the Empty
Homes Agency urging, for example, local authorities to make more use of Empty Dwelling
Management Orders (EDMOs)°. We agree fully with this, and consider that the re-use of vacant
dwellings should comprise an important element of the Council’'s Core Strategy to deliver new
homes in the District. However, at 600 (just 30 a year over the plan period) the Council's previous
ambition in this regard was modest and we consider that in the light of Government's renewed
emphasis, and the downturn in new house building, the Council should set a more ambitious target
of bringing 1,200 vacant properties (60 a year) back into use during the Plan period. Again, this
should be reinstated in the Core Strategy and acknowledged in the distribution presented.

It is clear, therefore, that land will not need to be allocated for the quantities stated in the Policy, even
if the high growth strategy is endorsed. We consider that there is a supply of 4,468 dwellings from the
following sources:

Completions 2006/08 669
Extant permissions as at 31 March 2008 1,399
Windfall allowance 2016/26 1,200
Re-use of vacant dwellings 2006/26 1,200

Total 4,468

In addition to the above, we accept that expansion at Aylesham has been a longstanding proposal
where planning has reached an advanced stage. However, contrary to that stated in Policy CP 3, this
development is now likely to comprise 1,200 dwellings™, with the agreed Master Plan already
acknowledging 1,100. Policy CP 3, therefore, needs to be amended accordingly.




We also accept, and fully support, that Dover town should make a major contribution to future housing
delivery — this, after all, is the basis of the award of Growth Point status. Consequently, we support
the three strategic allocations at Dover Waterfront; Dover Mid Town; and the Former Connaught
Barracks. However, we note that for all of the site specific policies relating to these sites (policies CP
8, CP 9, and CP 10 respectively) the housing quantities assigned to them are described as being ‘at
least’ or a ‘minimum’. This, for two of the sites, is against the advice of those advising the Council
(Ove Arup and Partners in the case of Connaught Barracks' and GVA Grimley in the case of Mid
Town'®). The way that the policies are expressed, therefore, clearly suggests that there is potentially
more capacity on these sites than stated in the Core Strategy. However, the unavailability of the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) does not allow this to be checked for
consistency. The site specific work undertaken by the Council, though, does throw some light on the
matter.

In regard to Dover Waterfront the site specific work presented as part of the Council’s evidence base
does not present any information on potential site capacity, however paragraph 4.14 of the Core
Strategy suggests that there is potential on this site for 800 dwellings. Obviously some work has been
done on this for the Council to come to this conclusion, but it does not seem to be included in the
published evidence base. For Dover Mid Town, the feasibility study undertaken by GVA Grimley
considers a number of development scenarios, which include residential components ranging from
205 to 440 dwellings. They conclude (paragraph 13.5) that “...it is likely that residential development
is likely to provide the main enabling funding to bringing the site forward” and that 200 to 275
residential units were needed to keep the scheme viable (paragraph 14.12). In the preferred options
consultation the Council explained that it favoured a comprehensive development approach, which
would involve 470 dwellings, though Policy CP 9 of the preferred options document proposed a
‘minimum of 200 dwellings’. In regard to Connaught Barracks, the site capacity work undertaken by
Ove Arup confirms a capacity of around 500 dwellings.

In our view, in light of the above, it would seem that there is further potential for residential
development at Dover Waterfront and Mid Town and that the figures presented in the Core Strategy
are likely to be exceeded. If there is potential for 800 dwellings at the waterfront, then this should be
the figure included in the Core Strategy, and it would seem that for Mid Town potentially significantly
more than 100 dwellings will be delivered in order to make the development viable. We would suggest
that 200 dwellings is the absolute minimum that will be delivered here, with the likely prospect being
400+ dwellings. Therefore, we consider that the Core Strategy should acknowledge that at least 300
dwellings will be provided here. Therefore, we consider that the contribution from these three strategic
sites is 1,600 rather than the 1,000 stated.

The shaded box forming part of paragraph 3.28 of the Core Strategy states that 2,950 dwellings will be
delivered at Dover in addition to the strategic sites identified. Some of these will comprise completions
and existing planning permission, but this information is not provided either in the Core Strategy or the
evidence base. It probably can be assumed, though, that about half of the 2,068 dwellings built since
2006 or with planning permission (see above) are in Dover, meaning that about 1,900 will comprise
new sites. Although the SHLAA is not available to demonstrate what sites this might involve, we
consider that this should be an achievable target. Indeed, in the preferred options consultation on the
Site Allocations DPD undertaken in March 2008 sites were presented in Dover town for a total of
1,347 dwellings. The SHLAA, when it is available, may suggest other similar opportunities.

In the light of the above, we consider that the following sources provide a realistic and achievable
delivery of new houses with a focus on the regeneration of previously-used land:

Completions 2006/08 669
Extant permissions as at 31 March 2008 1,399
Windfall allowance 2016/26 1,200
Re-use of vacant dwellings 1,200
Aylesham 1,200
Dover Waterfront 800




Dover Mid Town 300
Former Connaught Barracks 500
At Dover 1,900

Total 9,168

It is our position that the high growth (14,000 dwelling) strategy is unsound, as we set out in our
representations on Policy CP 2. We consider that the Core Strategy should accord with the level of
growth likely to be proposed in the South East Plan, i.e. 10,100 dwellings. The table above
demonstrates how 9,168 of these dwellings could be provided for. This would mean that land for
approximately a further 1,000 dwellings would need to be provided at Deal, Sandwich and at the rural
settlements. The SHLAA, when it is available, will help inform how these remaining dwellings should
be split between the respective settlements.

We believe that the sources highlighted above will provide a diverse range of opportunities for new
housing that will meet the housing objectives of the strategy without the need for the proposed major
greenfield land release at Whitfield. In so doing, it will enable the Council to focus its attention on the
regeneration of Dover town, and prioritise initiatives to revitalise the town without the distraction of
having to manage the development of a complex and unpopular greenfield development, which is
being given priority in the development framework. In so doing, the Core Strategy will comply with
both the requirements of the South East Plan, and with Government planning policy that seeks to
focus new development on previously-developed land.

In the light of the above points, we consider that the distribution proposed is unsound because
it is based on a quantity of development that is not supported by the Regional Spatial Strategy,
and promotes a pattern of development that promotes the unnecessary development of
greenfield land contrary to national planning policy.

One final point we would make on the proposed distribution is in relation to the quantity of
development proposed at Deal. Policy CP 3 proposes 1,600 dwellings at Deal, but makes this
conditional upon the investigation of Middle/North Deal. Paragraph 3.26 explains that this means that
the figure could be varied upwards if justified. In our view this approach pre-empts the site allocations
DPD and assumes that this site will be allocated for development, with the only issue being that it
could accommodate more development than the Council currently has in mind. This is an entirely
inappropriate position for the Core Strategy to take, as it will be for the site allocations DPD to
consider all the opportunities at Deal to accommodate development. The statement is also made in
the context of a development strategy based on 14,000 dwellings, that does not accord with that likely
to be included in the South East Plan. In the analysis that we present above, Deal would not be
assigned 1,600 dwellings so issues around the Middle/North Deal site are more fundamental — not just
about its ability to accommodate more development. Therefore, we consider that the conditionality
placed on the number of dwellings assigned to Deal is unjustified.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The distribution of development needs to be amended to a) comply with the likely South East Plan
housing target of 10,100 dwellings; and b) to focus development on the opportunities available to
regenerate previously-developed land as promoted by national planning policy, as we suggest in part
6 above. See also our representations on Policy CP 2 and the delivery framework.




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 3.32 to 3.42 (housing quality, mix, Policy CpP4
density and design)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support this Policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

N/A

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

N/A

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

3.43 to 3.48 (Sustainable Policy CP5

Paragraph :
construction)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover welcome the inclusion of specific requirements in the Policy, but are
disappointed that the standards set fall short of Government’s objective to achieve zero carbon homes
(code level 6) by 2016. Therefore, we consider that Policy CP 5 is not consistent with national

policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The Policy needs to be changed to state that code level 6 should be achieved by 2016.




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

Carbon emissions are a major contributor to green houses gases and the cause of climate change. The impacts
of climate change will be felt particularly hard in Kent, and CPRE Kent has established a county-wide Climate
Change Forum to assess and discuss the impacts of climate change, and to consider how it can be mitigated
and addressed. Consequently we have expertise that we can bring to the debate at the examination.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Core Strategy Submission Document
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make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 3.80 to 3.87 (Infrastructure) Policy CP6

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

In principle, CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support this Policy. We consider that it is extremely
important for infrastructure to be provided in a comprehensive fashion, and that it is provided up-front
as far as possible. We also commend the Council for identifying a comprehensive list of infrastructure
provision with indicative timings. However, we do not consider that this, together with the evidence
base, provides the necessary infrastructure planning required by PPS12. In particular, there does not
seem to be any robust costings presented for the full range of infrastructure required.

Paragraph 4.9 of PPS12 states: “Good infrastructure planning considers the infrastructure required to
support development, costs, sources of funding, timescales for delivery and gaps in funding”.
Paragraph 4.10 goes onto state: “The outcome of the infrastructure planning process should inform
the core strategy and should be part of a robust evidence base. It will greatly assist the overall
planning process for all participants if the agencies responsible for infrastructure delivery and the local
authority producing the core strategy were to align their planning processes”. It does not seem to us
that the infrastructure planning undertaken complies with this requirement. In particular, neither the
Core Strategy nor the evidence base sets out the cost of all the infrastructure needed; how it will be
funded; and that all the infrastructure delivery agencies are aligned with the planning process.
Therefore, we consider that the infrastructure planning presented does not comprise a
comprehensive infrastructure plan as required by national planning policy.

We also note that paragraph 3.85 of the Core Strategy refers to the Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) and essentially delegates the Council’'s position on this to a Supplementary Planning Document.
This is not the appropriate way to deal with this important issue. The most recently published
guidance in relation to the CIL was issued by Government in August 2008". In summary it explains
that the CIL is likely to be set as follows (Paragraphs 10 to 12):

B The Community Infrastructure Levy, CLG, August 2008




“10. There should be an up to date development plan for an area before CIL may be
charged in that area. The Government has recently updated Planning Policy Statement 12:
Local Spatial Planning, which indicates that the development plan should be supported by
an infrastructure planning process to identify what infrastructure will be needed to deliver
the plan. The process of setting CIL should also start with the development vision for the
area set out in the development plan, and infrastructure planning should identify the likely
cost of infrastructure coming forward. Taking other funding sources into account, the
charging authority should identify gaps in funding to arrive at a proposed amount to be
raised from CIL, subject to an assessment of local development viability at the plan level.

11. The charging authority should at the same time prepare a draft charging schedule,
which is likely to be a new type of document within the Local Development Framework. The
Government is initially minded to propose that the charging schedule will not formally be
part of the development plan, though in three key respects the Government proposes that
the treatment of the charging schedule will be the same as that for development plan
documents. These are: firstly, that the charging schedule will enjoy the same level of
rigorous testing as development plan documents, including a public inquiry before an
independent person; secondly, that the report of the independent person will be binding
upon the charging authority, and thirdly, that the charging authority would not be under an
obligation to adopt the final schedule but could instead submit revised proposals to a fresh
examination if it was unhappy with the independent person’s proposed changes. Ideally the
independent person will be drawn from the Planning Inspectorate.

12. The charging schedule should allocate the proposed amount to be raised from CIL to
each main class of development envisaged by the development plan. Charges will be
expressed as a cost per unit of development, for example £1000 per dwelling or £1 per
square foot. Charges can be indexed to an index of inflation. In drawing up the charging
schedule, the charging authority will need to be careful that CIL should not be set at such a
level that it risks the delivery of its development plan, because development is rendered
unviable by the charge proposed. There will therefore need to be a feedback loop between
the process of developing the charging schedule and the process of infrastructure planning,
and indeed the Government envisages that the two will usually occur together and be
tested at the same time. If the charging schedule is flawed, this will have implications for
the soundness of the infrastructure planning underpinning the development plan, and vice
versa.”

Although the process has still to be formally introduced, it is clear that to delegate such an important
matter to a SPD is not appropriate.

Notwithstanding the above comments, in the light of our objections to the high growth strategy (Policy
CP 2) and the proposed distribution of development (Policy CP 3), we consider that this Policy and the
list of infrastructure requirements needs to be reconsidered and recast in the context of a strategy
based on the delivery of 10,100 dwellings as likely to be included in the South East Plan. As it
stands, Policy CP 6 is neither justified nor effective in this regard.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The Policy and its supporting text needs to be recast to reflect the infrastructure requirements for a strategy that
accords with the development requirements likely to be included in the South East Plan, and the evidence base
should present the costs; sources of funding; timescales for delivery; and gaps in funding as required by
PPS12, together with a demonstrated commitment that the delivery plans of infrastructure providers
are fully aligned. The Core Strategy should also clearly state the Council’s position in regard to the
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and the role that it will play, if any, in delivering the infrastructure
needed. If the CIL is to be used, the way in which it is set needs to comply with Government
guidance, not simply delegated to Supplementary Planning Guidance.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

The delivery of infrastructure is a key component of delivering sustainable development, and CPRE
has experience and expertise that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
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representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 3.88 t0 3.91 (Green Infrastructure Policy ChP7
Network)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support this Policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

N/A

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

N/A

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
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Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 4.11 to 4.22 (Dover Waterfront) Policy CP8

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

We fully support Policy CP 8 and the proposed redevelopment of Dover Waterfront other than in one
regard.

The Policy proposes that “at least 400 homes” will be involved in the development, but paragraph 4.14
of the supporting text states that there is potential “for up to 800”. We consider that the full potential of
the site to accommodate residential development should be reflected in the Policy, and that the
inclusion of a minimum figure has not been justified.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We consider that in the opening paragraph of the Policy the words “C3 use of at least 400 homes”
should be replaced by “C3 use of about 800 homes”.




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover strongly object to a high growth development strategy that will result in a
significant amount of development on greenfield land. As one of the brownfield strategic sites
proposed for development in the Core Strategy, the full potential of the Dover waterfront site to
accommodate residential development must be acknowledged in Policy CP 8 to help ensure that the
use of greenfield land is kept to a minimum. As a major advocate for the protection of the rural
environment in Kent, we have experience and expertise that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 4.23 to 4.33 (Mid Town Dover) Policy CP9

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

We fully support Policy CP 9 and the proposed redevelopment of Dover Mid Town other than in one
regard.

The Policy proposes that “residential of at least 100 homes” will be involved in the development.
However, the feasibility study undertaken by GVA Grimley considered a number of development
scenarios, which included residential components ranging from 205 to 440 dwellings. They conclude
(paragraph 13.5) that “...it is likely that residential development is likely to provide the main enabling
funding to bringing the site forward” and that 200 to 275 residential units were needed to keep the
scheme viable (paragraph 14.12). In the light of this advice, in the preferred options consultation the
Council explained that it favoured a comprehensive development approach, which would involve 470
dwellings, though Policy CP 9 of the preferred options document proposed a ‘minimum of 200
dwellings’.

From the evidence base presented for this site, it seems that a minimum of 200 residential units will be
required to make the scheme viable, and there is a good prospect that it could actually accommodate
400+ units. For the Council to suggest that just 100 will be provided does not properly reflect the role
of residential development in the scheme, and is contrary to the advice of the evidence base.
Therefore, we consider that Policy CP 9 has not been properly justified. We consider, and still striking
a note of caution, that the Policy refer to 300 homes.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We consider that in the opening paragraph of the Policy the words “residential development of at least
100 homes” should be replaced by “residential development of about 300 homes”.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover strongly object to a high growth development strategy that will result in a
significant amount of development on greenfield land. As one of the brownfield strategic sites
proposed for development in the Core Strategy, a more realistic potential for the Dover Mid Town site
to accommodate residential development must be acknowledged in Policy CP 9 to help ensure that
the use of greenfield land is kept to a minimum. As a major advocate for the protection of the rural
environment in Kent, we have experience and expertise that we can bring to the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
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Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 4.34 to 4.46 (Connaught Policy CP 10
Barracks)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover fully support the proposed redevelopment of this site as proposed,
though we consider that it would be more appropriate to express the residential component as
comprising “about 500 dwellings...".

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

N/A




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

N/A

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER
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DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 4.47 to _4.64 (The_ managed Policy ChP11
expansion of Whitfield)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover object strongly to the proposed expansion of Whitfield. This is entirely
the product of a high growth development strategy that is based on the delivery of 14,000 new
dwellings. We consider that this is an unsound development strategy and is inconsistent with the
Regional Spatial Strategy and national planning policy as we explain in detail in our representations to
Policies CP 2 and CP 3. As we also explain in our representation on Policy CP 3, this proposed
expansion of Whitfield is not necessary to deliver the housing target likely to be included in the South
East Plan. Therefore, for the same reasons as we object to policies CP 2 and CP 3 we do not
consider that Policy CP 11 is justified, effective or consistent with regional and national policy.

We are also concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of Policy CP 11, when compared to the
SA undertaken for this site at the preferred options stage provides an overly positive assessment. In
particular we would question the appraisal in regard to objectives 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 13 & 14.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Allied with the rejection of the high growth strategy, Policy CP 11 and the proposed expansion of
Whitfield should be deleted from the Core Strategy as a strategic allocation.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

The high growth strategy promoted will have significant environmental impacts, most notably through
the extensive take of greenfield land as a result of Policy CP 11. CPRE is a major advocate for the
protection of the rural environment in Kent and we have experience and expertise that we can bring to
the debate.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 5.2 t0 5.27 (Delivery Framework) Policy

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover do not consider that the delivery framework is sufficiently robust and
therefore it is not justified, effective or consistent with regional and national policy.

PPS12 (paragraph 4.1) explains that a core strategy should include a delivery strategy that “should set
out how much development is intended to happen where, when, and by what means it will be
delivered”. Central to the delivery strategy is the provision of essential infrastructure, and paragraph
4.9 of PPS12 states: “Good infrastructure planning considers the infrastructure required to support
development, costs, sources of funding, timescales for delivery and gaps in funding”. Paragraph 4.10
goes onto state: “The outcome of the infrastructure planning process should inform the core strategy
and should be part of a robust evidence base. It will greatly assist the overall planning process for all
participants if the agencies responsible for infrastructure delivery and the local authority producing the
core strategy were to align their planning processes”. It does not seem to us that the infrastructure
planning undertaken complies with this requirement. In particular, neither the Core Strategy nor the
evidence base sets out the cost of the entire infrastructure needed; how it will be funded; and that all
the infrastructure delivery agencies are aligned with the planning process.

Policy CP 2 promotes the delivery of 14,000 dwellings by 2026, and although the Core Strategy
explains that this might not happen during the Plan period the delivery framework totally concedes that
this will not be the case. There is no attempt to demonstrate that 14,000 dwellings can be delivered in
accordance with Policy CP 2, clearly conceding that this is unrealistic. Furthermore, even for the
delivery of 10,100 dwellings by 2026, as covered by the delivery framework, the Council has felt it
necessary to strike a serious note of caution over the prospect of delivery by 2026 because of the
recession. The shaded box at the end of paragraph 5.15 points out that that the delivery framework
assumes that the market is operating under conditions that support growth and that “all phasing and
timing should therefore be regarded as a set of relationships which will broadly stay the same, though




actual timings may differ due to market conditions over the lifetime of the strategy”. This is a major
caveat, and totally undermines the point of the delivery framework as required by PPS12 and the
reliance that can be placed on it to ensure that development progresses in a planned and coordinated
way. Market conditions have not suddenly changed — house building has been declining for a year of
more, and the prospect of economic recession has been in the air for months. We appreciate that the
Council is in no better positioned than anybody else to predict how deep and how long the recession
will be, but there is clearly no merit in preparing a delivery framework that is based on the assumption
that the market is currently, and will continue to operate, under conditions that support growth. This
we consider goes to the very heart of the high growth strategy being promoted, as there is clearly a
very high degree of risk and uncertainty surrounding its delivery.

The Council has identified risks and contingency in figure 5.7. While the risks highlighted are
significant and potentially fatal to the delivery of the strategy — an underperforming economy; fragility
in the housing market; and delays in investment - the contingencies proposed are lack lustre and
based on wishful thinking, and clearly demonstrate the very limited control that the Council has over
actual delivery. The shaded box after paragraph 5.15 explains the essence of the contingency, that
“during times of market downturn increased levels of public sector intervention may be the key to
enabling the strategy to progress.” In this regard, figure 5.7 is particularly desperate in its attempts to
keep the strategy on course by suggesting that one solution is to “encourage regional relocation of
public sector agencies to Dover”. The Council clearly have limited influence in this regard, and there
can be no certainty that increased public sector funding will be available to ensure that the strategy
can progress — and even then there is no certainty that this will be the solution. This makes a risky
strategy even more risky, not more likely. We do not consider that this is an acceptable basis for
planning the delivery of such an ambitious set of proposals. The fundamental point that the Council
has failed to grapple with in developing both the strategy and the delivery framework is the certainty
that it can be achieved. The delivery framework presented gives no confidence or certainty that this
will be the case.

In addition to these general concerns, we have the following specific concerns with the delivery
framework:

It is unclear how the delivery framework in regard to infrastructure relates to the regional
infrastructure plan, which has been prepared in the context of a much lower level of growth.

The proposed Implementation Group (paragraph 5.7) has not yet been established, and there is
no indication when it is likely to be in place;

Detailed delivery arrangements are to be delegated to a Delivery Plan (paragraph 5.2) that will not
be subject to consultation. This is particularly important as this will be the document that will cost
the projects, identify any funding gaps, and set out the need for any forward funding by the public
sector. In our view this Delivery Plan should have been presented alongside the Core Strategy, to
clearly demonstrate that delivery is robust with all stakeholders fully committed up-front, and to
provide the opportunity for comment. As it stands, there is no clear indication as to when this
detailed Delivery Plan will be formulated and when it will be in place;

Paragraph 5.5 refers to a developer contributions SPD that, amongst other things, will consider the
use of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). This is not the appropriate way to deal with this
important issue. The most recently published guidance in relation to the CIL was issued by
Government in August 2008™. In summary it explains that the CIL is likely to be set as follows
(Paragraphs 10 to 12):

“10. There should be an up to date development plan for an area before CIL may be charged
in that area. The Government has recently updated Planning Policy Statement 12: Local

Y The Community Infrastructure Levy, CLG, August 2008




Spatial Planning, which indicates that the development plan should be supported by an
infrastructure planning process to identify what infrastructure will be needed to deliver the
plan. The process of setting CIL should also start with the development vision for the area
set out in the development plan, and infrastructure planning should identify the likely cost of
infrastructure coming forward. Taking other funding sources into account, the charging
authority should identify gaps in funding to arrive at a proposed amount to be raised from
CIL, subject to an assessment of local development viability at the plan level.

11. The charging authority should at the same time prepare a draft charging schedule, which
is likely to be a new type of document within the Local Development Framework. The
Government is initially minded to propose that the charging schedule will not formally be part
of the development plan, though in three key respects the Government proposes that the
treatment of the charging schedule will be the same as that for development plan documents.
These are: firstly, that the charging schedule will enjoy the same level of rigorous testing as
development plan documents, including a public inquiry before an

independent person; secondly, that the report of the independent person will be binding upon
the charging authority, and thirdly, that the charging authority would not be under an
obligation to adopt the final schedule but could instead submit revised proposals to a fresh
examination if it was unhappy with the independent person’s proposed changes. Ideally the
independent person will be drawn from the Planning Inspectorate.

12. The charging schedule should allocate the proposed amount to be raised from CIL to
each main class of development envisaged by the development plan. Charges will be
expressed as a cost per unit of development, for example £1000 per dwelling or £1 per
square foot. Charges can be indexed to an index of inflation. In drawing up the charging
schedule, the charging authority will need to be careful that CIL should not be set at such a
level that it risks the delivery of its development plan, because development is rendered
unviable by the charge proposed. There will therefore need to be a feedback loop between
the process of developing the charging schedule and the process of infrastructure planning,
and indeed the Government envisages that the two will usually occur together and be tested
at the same time. If the charging schedule is flawed, this will have implications for the
soundness of the infrastructure planning underpinning the development plan, and vice
versa.”

Although the process has still to be formally introduced, it is clear that to delegate such an
important matter to a SPD is not appropriate.

Figure 5.4 seeks to show the delivery framework visually, and clearly shows the intention to bring
forward the strategic greenfield allocation at Whitfield before the strategic brownfield allocations.
This gives the wrong message to potential investors, particularly at a time of recession when
investment funding is more limited. This will potentially mean that limited available resources will
be focussed on delivering a major greenfield site as the priority contrary to the principle of
sequential planning, and at the cost of regeneration within Dover town.

That said, by indicating that construction at Whitfield will begin during 2010 is highly optimistic.
The Core strategy will not be agreed until the early part of 2010 and it will not be until then that
much of the detailed infrastructure planning will progress. For example, it is our understanding
that the water companies will not commit forward planning resources to specific projects until they
know that the project is going to happen. In the case of Whitfield significant new water supply
infrastructure is needed, and the planning for this will need to be included in any planning
application. Itis likely that there will be some significant time needed to prepare the planning
application after (and if) the Core Strategy is agreed, and then there will be a period of time before
construction actually starts. Entec, in their water cycle study, explain that the timescale of
commissioning a reservoir is in the order of 2-3 years, and that this infrastructure needs to be in
place before the development can proceed (page vii). In our view, therefore, to suggest that




construction will start at Whitfield during 2010 is clearly unrealistic. Furthermore, it is not
consistent with the timing indicated in the delivery schedule on page 97, which is similarly
optimistic.

The milestones indicated in paragraph 5.16 and figure 5.4 are inconsistent with the housing
trajectory presented in figure 5.5. The respective housing completion figures are shown as

follows:

Housing Housing
Milestones Trajectory
2006 - 2011 1,750 2,002
2011 - 2016 2,500 3,175
2016 - 2026 5,850 4,961
Total 10,100 10,138

Such inconsistency does not make it clear to the reader what the expected rate of delivery will be,
and consequently how the delivery of housing relates to the other aspects of the delivery
framework. Why does the housing trajectory present a high rate of delivery by 2016 compared to
the milestones? We would not expect there to be such inconsistency in a robust delivery
framework.

Therefore, for the above reasons we consider that the delivery framework is not sufficiently
robust and consequently is not justified, effective or consistent with regional and national
planning policies.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We consider that some fundamental changes to the delivery framework need to be made:

As it stands, the delivery framework is inconsistent with the Policy CP 2 in that it does not show
how the high growth strategy proposed will be delivered during the Plan period. It concedes that
this will not be the case. It needs to be recast to demonstrate how the strategy as proposed in
Policy CP 2 will be delivered. If this cannot be demonstrated, the strategy needs to be
fundamentally reviewed.

The delivery framework (and therefore the strategy) needs to take into account the current
economic recession, rather than be based on the assumption that the market is operating under
conditions that support growth.

The delivery framework needs to be more robustly founded on supporting evidence that presents
clearly the costs of the infrastructure proposed; where the gaps in funding are; and what the
commitment to delivery is from the infrastructure providers.

The more detailed delivery plan needs to be made available for public comment alongside the
Core Strategy.

Given the high growth strategy proposed, it needs to be made clear how the infrastructure plan for
the South East Plan dove-tails with that proposed for the Core Strategy.

A more robust and realistic set of contingencies is needed.




See also our representations on Policies CP 2 and CP 3.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

The Core Strategy proposes significant development, and the delivery framework is fundamental to
demonstrating that it can be delivered. CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover are opposed to the high growth
strategy presented, and for the reasons we outline above we do not consider that the delivery
framework is sufficiently robust.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Anr_1e_x 1 (General Management Policy
Policies)

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover consider that the following additional topics should be addressed in
Annex 1:

The Coast: The coast, both the developed and undeveloped coast, is extremely important in Dover,
with much of it designated as Heritage Coast. We consider that a policy or policies should be included
to present the Council’'s approach to development at the coast.

Renewable Energy: To support the general climate change policy that we consider should be included
as a Core Policy, there should be a policy that sets a target for the provision of renewable energy on-

site, which is encouraged in the Planning and Energy Act 2008. We would suggest a target of 15% in
accordance with the Government’s target.

Tourism development (including provision of accommodation): We feel that policy guidance is needed
in relation to tourism development in the District. In particular, given that much tourism activity takes
place in the rural areas (including at the coast), we consider that specific guidance should be provided
on the appropriate type, scale and location of tourism development in the countryside, including the
contribution that farm diversification might make. Tourism, potentially, has a major role to play in the
future economic fortunes of the District, and this should be given higher priority in the Core Strategy.

Equine related development: The growth of ‘horsiculture’ and its associated development and
equipment can have a significant impact on the landscape, particularly in areas where such activity is
concentrated. No policy guidance on the control of such development is provided in the Core
Strategy, or currently in the South East Plan. Paragraph 32 of PPS7 states: “Local planning
authorities should set out in LDDs their policies for supporting equine enterprises that maintain
environmental quality and countryside character.” Consequently, we consider that a policy should be




included in the Core Strategy to comply with PPS7.

The elderly and the disabled: We consider that there should be a DM policy that specifically highlights
the needs of the elderly and disabled. For example, we draw attention to the Government’s recently
launched strategy for housing in an aging society, which seeks to incorporate age-friendly designs in
all new homes by 2013 - see
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/lifetimehomesneighbourhoods. This is
particularly important given an increasingly aging population.

Biodiversity: As with its landscape character, the District is also rich in biodiversity and this must be
clearly acknowledged in the Core Strategy. A policy is needed to acknowledge the important nature
conservation designations in the District, as well as the general spread of biodiversity interest through
out the District, and the regard that must be given to this in making planning decisions. Importantly,
the policy needs to cover the issue of mitigation and compensation, where development may have an
impact, as well as the restoration and enhancement of habitats where necessary.

Pollution: We consider that Policy DM 21 included in the preferred options document should be
reinstated, but it needs to be expanded to deal with pollution issues that have an impact on quality of
life, in particular those matters that impact on tranquility, particularly noise and light. Such a policy
should provide more specific guidance to support a general CP policy dealing with climate change.

Flood risk: We consider that the text included in the preferred options document should be reinstated.
The built heritage: We consider that the text included in the preferred options document in relation to

conservation areas, listed buildings, archaeological remains and scheduled ancient monuments
should be reinstated.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience and
expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 1

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover consider that this policy would usefully be combined with Policy DM 15,
which covers the same subject.

A strong policy that protects the District's countryside from unnecessary development is essential.
Whilst we acknowledge that some development is appropriate, and necessary, in the countryside and
rural communities to help retain a vibrant and diverse rural economy, the overriding objective should
be to protect and enhance the intrinsic quality of the rural environment and this must be strictly
enforced through both the plan making and development control processes. Any general exceptions
to this strict approach should be clearly set out in the Policy.

The Policy refers to the settlement boundaries being shown on the Proposals Map, but none are
presented in Appendix 1 of the Core Strategy submission document.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:
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Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 2

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE support a policy along the lines proposed. It is important that current employment land is not
unnecessarily lost, particularly given the economic difficulties that the District faces. We would
suggest that if a site is found not to be any longer suitable for 100% employment use, the second best
solution would be mixed-use development so that at least some employment use is retained. This
should be written into the Policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 3

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support a policy along the lines proposed, though it should be expanded
to also cover the role of farm diversification in contributing towards employment in the rural areas,
including tourism.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 4

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support a policy along the lines proposed. This is an important issue,
and will require a strong policy that only sanctions conversion to residential use as a last resort. We
are particularly concerned about the change of use of buildings that are currently used, or were last
used if vacant, for a community service or facility (including shops and pubs). Please see our
comments on Policy DM 24 in this regard.

It is important that Policy DM 4 is consistent with Policy DM 24, and it may be sensible to combine
these two policies.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 5

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support the policy in principle, but consider that consideration should be
given to a lower site threshold for on-site provision as permissible under PPS3. Given the scale of the
need for affordable housing highlighted in the Core Strategy, a lower threshold will help to maximise
provision. We would suggest a threshold of at least 10 dwellings, but that consideration should be
given to the viability of an even lower threshold.

Also, PPS3 requires the affordable housing policy to:
Set separate targets for social-rented and intermediate affordable housing where appropriate; and

Specify the size and type of affordable housing that is likely to be needed in particular locations
and, where appropriate, on specific sites.

It does not seem that Policy DM 5 or the strategic allocation policies comply with this requirement.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 9and 10

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover would question the need for policies on this very specific issue. If they
are considered necessary, then it should be made clear in Policy DM 10 that any temporary
accommodation should be removed when the need for it no longer exists.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

N/A

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 15

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE considers that this policy would usefully be combined with Policy DM 1, which covers the same
subject.

A strong policy that protects the District's countryside from unnecessary development is essential.
Whilst we acknowledge that some development is appropriate, and necessary, in the countryside and
rural communities to help retain a vibrant and diverse rural economy, the overriding objective should
be to protect and enhance the intrinsic quality of the rural environment and this must be strictly
enforced through both the plan making and development control processes. Any general exceptions
to this strict approach should be clearly set out in the Policy.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 16
4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

As explained in the submission document, the District has a diverse and high quality landscape
character. Strong policy guidance is needed to ensure that the District’s intrinsic countryside
character is protected and enhanced through the planning system, and we therefore generally support
Policy DM 16.

It is unfortunate that PPS7 no longer allows local landscape designations to be included in
development plans, and in this regard we regret the demise of the long-standing Special Landscape
Area designations. We very much welcome the Council’'s completion of a District-wide Landscape
Character Assessment, and that it is specifically referred to in policy, though we consider that it should
be afforded the weight of SPD.

Also important in a spatial plan are the measures that will be taken to manage and enhance
landscapes, and this needs to be covered by the policy.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 23

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover generally support Policy DM 23, though it is unclear what is meant by
“...in rural settlements where consistent with the settlement hierarchy”. We consider that it would be
better if the Policy referred specifically to those parts of the hierarchy where this is considered
appropriate. In our view it should include both the defined local centres and the villages.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 24

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover generally support Policy DM 24, but it needs to provide more detailed
guidance. We are particularly concerned about the loss of buildings that currently (or previously if
vacant) provide a rural service or facility (e.g. shop, pub or other community facility or service). The
Policy, therefore, should require an assessment of the viability of retaining a building in community use
to be undertaken before permission is granted for a change of use. We would refer you to Policy RC2
of the Swale Borough Local Plan that was only adopted in February 2008. This is worded as follows:

“Policy RC2
Retaining and Enhancing Rural Services and Facilities

1. Within the rural area, the Council will require evidence that local services / facilities, either in
use or vacant, are neither viable nor likely to become viable before planning permission will be
granted for a change of use. Planning permission will only be given for a change of use where
evidence has been submitted of genuine efforts having been made to sell or let the enterprise.

2. The Council will grant planning permission for the use, multi-use or extension of existing
buildings to enable rural communities to meet their important needs locally. Where it can be shown
that no suitable existing building is available, a new building will be supported on sites within the
village confines. In the absence of such sites, development will be permitted on previously
developed sites close to the confines of the village, provided that there is no other more
sustainably located alternative, and that it is safely accessible to the local community on foot or
cycle.”

This policy also must be consistent with Policy DM 4, and it may be sensible to combine the two.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 25

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified

(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover consider that Policy DM 25 is rather narrow in its content, as it deals
only with proposals that would involve the loss of open space. Notwithstanding the Developer
Contributions SPD, which will provide the detail, the policy (or a separate policy) also needs to set out
the Council's general approach towards the provision of new open space both as part of development
and also to meet identified deficiencies.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

See part 6 above




8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

CPRE is a major advocate for the protection of the rural environment in Kent, and we have experience
and expertise that we can bring to the debate on general development management policies.

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




Ref:

(for official use
only)

Development Plan Document (DPD)
Publication Stage Representation Form DOVER

g

DISTRICT
COUNCIL

To which document does your representation relate:

Core Strategy Submission Document

(Please tick one box for each representation you
make and use a separate form for each

Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal
Non-Technical Summary

representation)

Core Strategy Habitat Regulations
Assessment

Please return to Dover District Council, White Cliffs Business Park, Dover, Kent CT16 3PJ or e-mail
forwardplanning@dover.gov.uk by midnight on Wednesday, 25" March 2009

This form has two parts —

Part A — Personal Details

Part B — Your representation(s). Please remember to fill in a separate form for each representation you

wish to make.

Part A

1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*|f an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation

boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title MR

First Name BRIAN

Last Name LLOYD

Job Title (where relevant) SENIOR PLANNER

Organisation (where relevant) CPRE KENT & CPRE DOVER

Address Line 1 3 EVEGATE PARK BARN
Line 2 STATION ROAD, SMEETH
Line 3 ASHFORD

Line 4 KENT

Post Code TN25 6SX

Telephone No 01303 815184

E-mail Address (where relevant) | brian.lloyd@cprekent.org.uk




Part B

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy DM 6, DM 7, DM 8, DM 11, DM 12,
DM 13, DM 17, DM 19 and DM 22

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

4. (1) Legally compliant Yes No

4. (2) Sound Yes No

If you have entered “No” to Q4. (2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.
5. Do you consider the DPD is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified
(2) Effective

(3) Consistent with national policy

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this box to set out your
comments.

CPRE Kent and CPRE Dover support these Policies

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the test you have identified at Q5 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why

this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

N/A

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at Yes, | wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

N/A

Please note, the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date:




