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Erratum Sheet

Please note that there is an Erratum at page 10 of the Canterbury
District Local Plan Publication Draft 2014 - Proposed Amendments
(November 2015).

The table wording for Infrastructure with reference to the A2 should
read “Improvements to the westbound A2 off-slip, and the provision
of, or funding towards the eastbound A2 off-slip”

Rather than “A2 off slip (Wincheap) road improvements”

That change was agreed by Full Council on 19th November 2015
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Canterbury City Council has a statutory duty to prepare a Local Plan for the District.
The Canterbury District Local Plan (2011 - 2031) sets out the Council’s vision for the area
to 2031 and provides the certainty for local people, developers and others about planning.

1.2 InlJuly 2015, an independent Planning Inspector commenced the Examination into
the Local Plan. Stage 1 of the Examination closed at the end of July 2015 and the Planning
Inspector then wrote to the Council with his initial findings and comments (Appendix 1
contains the Inspector’s Letter and Note of 10 August 2015).

1.3 In brief, the Inspector was generally happy with the Council’s Local Plan work to
date and confirmed that all relevant legal procedures had been complied with. However,
he asked the Council to increase the housing numbers required for the area from 780 to
800 dwellings per year. This equates to an extra 400 dwellings over the whole Local Plan
period of 2011-2031, which is 16,000 dwellings in total for the Canterbury district. He noted
that the Local Plan, as submitted, provides sites in excess of this total amount, therefore
there was not an issue with the overall housing numbers. However, during Stage 1 of the
Examination, he noted that the Council did have an issue with the 5 year housing land
supply. Detailed discussions on delivery of sites and various constraints showed that the
Council could only demonstrate a 4.2 year supply. He also noted that the housing land
supply survey for 2014/15 had not been prepared and he advised that this be carried out.

1.4 The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPF, para.47) requires the Council to show
it has a 5 year supply of readily available housing land for development (on a rolling 5 year
basis). A 5 year housing land supply is therefore vital, because if the Council cannot show
it has this, then the Local Plan cannot progress through Stage 2 of the Examination and it
cannot be found “sound” by the Planning Inspector and therefore be approved. Without
an up-to-date Local Plan in place the Council cannot control and manage development.
It is therefore imperative that the Council address the issue of the 5 year housing land
supply and that sufficient additional readily deliverable housing sites are identified for
inclusion in the Local Plan




Chapter 2: Meeting the Inspector's Requests

2.1 In order to address the 5 year housing land supply issue, the council officers have
undertaken further detailed work to respond to the Inspector’s requirement to show how
this land supply gap will be addressed. The actions include the following:

2.2 Since Stage 1 of the Examination closed in July 2015, council officers have held
meetings and/or had communications with a number of statutory consultees, organisations
and individuals, including Kent County Council Highways and Education, Natural England,
the Environment Agency, Historic England, the Kent Wildlife Trust, Southern Water and
also specific site promoters to discuss infrastructure and any potential site impacts or
requirements;

2.3 The annual housing monitoring survey for 2014/15 was completed including a
detailed analysis of housing completions for the 2014/15 monitoring period (i.e. the period
to end of March 2015). This identifies there have been 285 housing completions in the
past monitoring period, which is short of the 800 completions now being required per
annum by the Inspector;

2.4 The 3 specific sites identified in the Inspector’s note of 10 August 2015 have been
reviewed. The note highlighted 3 strategic omission sites i.e. larger sites not allocated in
the Local Plan (Land south of John Wilson Business Park, Chestfield; Former colliery land
south of the A28, Island Road, Hersden; and “New Thanington”) where the Inspector felt
some circumstances had changed since the Plan was submitted in November 2014. He
stated that this was not to say that these 3 sites should be included within the proposed
Local Plan, but that they be reviewed along with other sites;

2.5 The suitability of additional housing sites to boost anticipated completions to meet
the 5 year housing land supply has been reviewed. This review has looked again at the
“Strategic Housing Omission Sites” and the “Other Housing Omission Sites”, as listed by
the Inspector in his Examination paper “Matters, Issues and Questions” (9 July 2015) (extract
contained at Appendix 2). These are sites put forward by site promoters following
consultation on the Canterbury District Local Plan Consultation Draft, June 2014. For
completeness, officers have also carried out a general review of all other Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment Sites (SHLAA) i.e. all sites that promoters put forward through
the earlier “Call for Sites” during 2008, when work on the new Local Plan first commenced
and those submitted during the process of developing the Core Strategy and Local Plan.
To aid that process, the criteria the officers have used to review those SHLAA sites is to
consider those sites ranked “green” or “amber” in their accompanying Sustainability
Appraisal. The SHLAA and original Sustainability Appraisal documentation can be found
at CDLP 4.1 to CDLP 4.15 located at https://www.canterbury.gov.uk/planning/

planning-policy/examination-documents/

2.6 An Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal incorporating the Proposed
Amendments (November 2015) is available as an accompanying document for consultation
t https://www.canterbury.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-
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2.7 The expected timing and deliverability of all of the existing allocated housing sites
within the Local Plan coming forward for development have been assessed. Site promoters
have also been contacted to confirm their latest development programmes to support
this analysis. In some cases phasing has therefore been amended to reflect latest
information. Where site promoters have made no response, amended phasing to delay
development beyond the plan period, or confirmed they are no longer bringing the site
forward for development, those sites have now been proposed for deletion from the Local
Plan;

2.8 Further transport modelling analysis is being carried out by Kent County Council’s
transport consultants and viability analysis work is also being updated. These two areas
of analysis will provide the Inspector with technical background evidence for the next
stage of the Examination. The Inspector’s Note of 10 August 2015 also queried whether,
given the requirements for infrastructure to be provided to support the strategic housing
allocations, 30% affordable housing is achievable on all strategic allocations and this will
be considered through the viability review.

2.9 These, and other issues raised by the Inspector’s Note will be dealt with separately
prior to the re-opening of the Examination

The Consultation and What Happens Next?

2.10  Thesites included in this consultation document were considered and agreed at
the City Council’s Policy and Resources Committee on Wednesday 11th November 2015
which considered a detailed report on this and recommended that the consultation go
ahead. On Thursday 19" November 2015, the Full Council approved that consultation
should commence.

The Public Consultation Period
Starts: Friday 27 November
Closes: 4.30pm on Friday 22 January 2016

All comments MUST be received by 4.30pm 22nd January 2016

2.11  If you wish to make comments about the Proposed Amendments or the separate
Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal, the easiest way is to use the online form at
https://www.canterbury.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-plan

Please note

e Comments can ONLY be made about the proposed changes in this consultation
document, which are identified with a unique reference number e.g. PA/001.




e  Comments CANNOT be made about any other issues or contents within the Local
Plan as this is a focused consultation on the proposed amendments in response
to the Inspector's request.

e  Comments can also be made on the separate Addendum to the Sustainability
Appraisal.

2.12 The statutory period for consultation is usually 6 weeks, however given Christmas
and New Year this has been extended to 8 weeks by Canterbury City Council to enable
additional consultation time.

2.13  All comments made during the consultation period about the Proposed
Amendments and separate Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal will be sent to the
Planning Inspector.

e  ONLY comments made about these two consultation documents will be sent to the
Inspector.

¢  Late comments may not be able to be considered by the Inspector.

The Planning Inspector has also asked the City Council to provide him with their views on
the comments, following the close of consultation.

2.14 The examination is anticipated to resume in Spring 2016/ date yet to be set by the
Planning Inspector. The Planning Inspector will consider the Proposed Amendments and
Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal; any comments made on these two consultation
documents during the consultation period; and the Council’s views on comments, during
Stage 2 of the Local Plan Examination. At this stage all other outstanding Local Plan matters
will also be examined by the Inspector.
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Chapter 3: Proposed Amendments

Proposed Changes to Existing Site Allocations to be amended at Local Plan, Policy
SP3

Proposed Changes to Existing Site Allocations to be amended at Local Plan, Policy
SP3

3.1 During the review of existing housing site allocations, officers have identified sites
which are now proposed for amendment. These are:

Table PA/001

Proposed Amendment: PA/001 Policy SP3

Site 8, Land North of Hersden

During the Stage 1 Examination, the site promoter identified that the site could
accommodate 800 dwellings (rather than the 500 contained within the Local Plan), while
protecting the Listed Farmhouse. Developers are looking at this site as a potential
location for the Canterbury Football Club. The Council has also now been advised that
the anticipated buffer for the Richborough Connection project is no longer required,
which will increase the potential developable area within this site. Officers recommend
that the housing figure be raised to 800 units for this site, in line with the earlier Preferred
Option Consultation Draft, June 2013. This will also assist the site’s contribution to
infrastructure. Note, the boundary of this site has not changed.




Site 8:Land North of Hersden
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Table PA/002

Proposed Amendment: PA/002 Policy HD1

Site 10, Land at the Kent and Canterbury Hospital, Ridlands Farm and Langton
Field

Officers propose to remove the Kent and Canterbury Hospital part of this strategic
housing allocation (remove 500 units), as the East Kent University NHS Trust is currently
consulting on their future 5-10 year plans and at this point in time there is no agreed
outcome, or certainty about this part of the site coming forward now for development.
Itis therefore prudent that this part of the site be removed on that basis. Thisamendment
will also require a boundary change to the allocated strategic site to reflect this. The
pink shading shows the proposed new site 10 area. The grey shading shows the proposed
area to be removed.

Site 10:Land at the Kent & Canterbury Hospital, Ridlands Farm and Langton Field-
Grey shaded area to be removed

This map = based upon Ordnance Survey malerial with the permssion af |
Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Coniralles of Her Majesty's Stabonery Office ] =

© Crown copyright. Unauthorsed repreducton infringes Crown copyright and 3

may lead to proseculion or cvl procesdings. (Canterbury City Councd) {1000196714) {2015).




Proposed Additional Sites

3.2 Officers have carried out the work outlined at section 2 of this report, with consultant
input as appropriate, in order to identify the most suitable, readily available and deliverable
housing sites to help provide a 5 year housing land supply. The proposed additions will
add to those sites already allocated within the Local Plan. It should be noted that the
additional sites must be those that are capable of being commenced and resulting in
housing completions within 5 years. It should also be born in mind that the typical time
from receiving planning permission for a large site to commencing development on the
ground is around 3 years and those developers will usually build around 50 dwellings per
year (although this can be higher, particularly where more than one developer is on site).
Sites which are less sustainable in planning terms and/or have more difficult issues to
overcome, for example complex land ownerships, poor access and highway constraints,
and other specific site difficulties, will be less suitable to bring forward quickly for
development.

3.3 The inclusion of the proposed additional sites, removing historic allocations that
are no longer coming forward, increasing capacity at Hersden to 800 and reducing 500
units at Site 10 (Land at the Kent & Canterbury Hospital, Ridlands Farm and Langton Field),
would result in a 5 year housing land supply figure of 5.64 years (a surplus of 592
dwellings), which puts the Council in a stronger 5 year housing land supply position. This
would lead to an additional 1,529 dwellings over the whole plan period.

3.4 Itisrecommended that this is the approach that should be taken forward to ensure
that a robust position is established for the Inspector and ensure that the Plan is legally
sound.

3.5 The following tables identify the proposed additional sites recommended for
inclusion as either Strategic Site Allocations or Other Site Allocations. These list the sites
that will assist the current 5 year housing land supply issue. It should be noted that the
“Other Uses” listed in the tables relate to anticipated infrastructure requirements for the
Strategic Sites, as at October 2015, however these sites are subject to further analysis by
infrastructure providers and therefore may be subject to change. Indicative layouts have
also been created by officers for the Strategic Site Allocations for illustrative purposes only
and do not represent the final layout plan of what will take place should these sites come
forward for development in due course.

Proposed Additional Strategic Site Allocations to be added to Local Plan, Policy SP3
Proposed Additional Strategic Site Allocations To be added to Local Plan, Policy SP3

Table PA/003

Proposed Amendment PA/003 Amendment to Policy SP3: Add new site

Proposed | Development Amount/Type
New Site 11
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Proposed Amendment PA/003 Amendment to Policy SP3: Add new site
Land Atand | Housing 1,150 dwellings
adjacent to (Note: the site promoter during the Examination
Cockering stated they had reduced their site area)
Farm,
Thanington, Employment 1.5 ha
Canterbury Infrastructure A2 off slip (Wincheap) road improvements
Improved/ new road link to Cockering Road
Bus and footpath/cyclepath links
Other Primary School
Community and local facilities
Play areas
Multi-use games area
Allotments
New additional woodland planting to enhance
the Larkey Valley Local Nature Reserve
Officer This site is consistent with the Local Plan strategy of focusing development
Comments | firstat Canterbury and as a proposed mixed use development also supports
local employment opportunities. This site will also assist the provision of
road infrastructure improvements at the A2 (Wincheap) and Cockering
Road. It will also support improved bus, pedestrian and cycle networks. It
will provide a new primary school and enhanced public open space and
recreational opportunities. Additional woodland will be provided which
will enhance and provide a green buffer for the existing Larkey Valley Local
Nature Reserve.




Proposed new site 11: Land at and adjacent to Cockering Farm,
Thannington,Canterbury
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Table PA/004

Proposed Amendment PA/004 Amendment to Policy SP3: Add new site
Proposed | Development Amount/Type
New Site 12
Land South | Housing 300 (Site promoters have increased their site
of Ridgeway housing capacity from 200 to 300 dwellings,
(John which is supported by officers).
Wilson 2
Empl t 3,500 I tfl
Business mploymen m* employment floorspace
Park)
Infrastructure Highway improvements to roundabout
Other Primary School
Local facilities
Improved public open space, including play area
and multi-use games area
Officer This site is consistent with the Local Plan’s urban hierarchy strategy and as
Comments | a proposed mixed use development also supports local employment
opportunities. Itis expected to provide a school, highway improvements
to the roundabout and local facilities. It is also expected to provide
improved public open space, including play area and multi-use games
area. The site will enable the enhancement of the existing open space and
provide play facilities for toddlers through to teenagers.
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Proposed Additional Other Site Allocations to be added to Local Plan

g_ & Proposed Additional Other Site Allocations to be added to Local Plan
g £
§ o Table PA/005
T
g Proposed Amendment: PA/005 Policy HD1: add new site
3
o SHLAA Site Name,Location Proposed No. of
g reference Units
% SHLAA 12 | Herne Bay Driving Range and Land Adjacent | 80
& and SHLAA
"i” 199
% Officer These lie adjacent to the Herne Bay Golf Club, which is already allocated
§ Comments | in the Local Plan as Site 4 and has more recently been granted planning

permission.

These were identified in the SHLAA as providing 64 and 40 dwellings
respectively, however following discussion with the site promoter, this
has now reduced to a figure of 80 dwellings spread equally across the
two sites (i.e. 40 per site).

The sites are not anticipated to assist the current 5 year housing land
supply issue and it should be noted they are caught by the Herne Relief
Road.

Herne Bay Driving Range and Land Adjacent

Mujesty’s Sutionery Office

ght a
Cry Cu.lnr.\-‘l (100019614} (2015)
ey |




Table PA/006 5
<
m
Proposed Amendment: PA/006 Policy HD1: add new site g-
m
SHLAA Site Name,Location Proposed Number of Units §
reference A
SHLAA 078 Land atrearof 51 Rough Common | 12
Road, Rough Common
Officer The site at Rough Common is an extension to an existing housing

Comments allocation of 16 dwellings. The site promoter identified the site for 81
dwellings, however the site topography and potential for visual impact
towards the south-east of the site do not lend it to accommodate this
total amount of dwellings. A reduced site area and dwelling number
of 12 is therefore proposed by officers (which would be in addition to
the existing site allocation of 16).

syusWpuUswWe pasodold 1eiq uonedignd 41ad

Land at rear of 51 Rough Common Road, Rough Common
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Z A Table PA/007

e

% § Proposed Amendment: PA/007 Policy HD1: add new site

=T

§ § SHLAA Site Name, Location Proposed Number of Units

e reference
) SHLAA 186 Brickfield Farm, Mill Lane, 40
= Bridge
g Officer This site is identified in the emerging draft Bridge Neighbourhood Plan
2 Comments and provides an extension to the recent development of 8 dwellings
§ at Brickfields. The site was identified to provide 90-115 dwellings,
) however officers propose a reduced site area and dwelling number of
% 40 dwellings to minimise the landscape impact and over-development
a of the site. It should be noted that this site is in the ownership of the
= City Council.
=

Brickfield Farm, Mill Lane, Bridge

£ Py
= T’."‘-_\m

&

Bourne View

g, > |
Mg

Litte Bridge Plac

This map is based upon Ordnance Survey matenal with the permission of
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Table PA/008 =5
< O

55

Proposed Amendment: PA/008 Policy HD1: add new site g -
3

S5

SHLAA reference | Site Name,Location Proposed Number of Units =9
s

SHLAA 171 Land adjacent Cranmer and 14 g
Aspinall Close, Bekesbourne _'_-g

Officer The site is a small, discrete extension to an existing residential area '§
Comments and could provide an affordable housing site. The village would s
benefit from some additional affordable dwellings and development f’,‘

would also present the opportunity to enhance this site. %

=

o

Land adjacent Cranmer and Aspinall Close, Bekesbourne %
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Proposed sites to be removed

3.6 Ashighlighted in section 2 of this document, officers have reviewed the deliverability
of the sites that are already listed in the Local Plan. This analysis, which included contacting
site promoters, has provided officers with an up-to-date view on the availability and
deliverability of sites within the Local Plan period (2011-2031). Based on the available
information, officers are therefore proposing the removal of some sites from the Local
Plan. This is because there is no longer the certainty that they will come forward for
development by 203 1. The list of proposed deletions from the Local Plan is contained in
the following tables.




Table PA/009

Proposed Amendment: PA/009 Policy HD1: Remove site
Site ref Location Number of | Reason for removal from
Units local plan

CA482 Canterbury East 24 No response from Network
Station (North side) Rail that they wish to bring
Car Park, this site forward
Canterbury

Canterbury East Station (North side) car park

This mag is based upon Ordnance Survey matanal with the permission of - —————
Ordnance Survey on behall of the Controlier of Her Majesty's Stationery Office 7
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Table PA/010

Proposed Amendment:  PA/010 | Policy HD1: Remove site

S10Z 49qWSAON

Land adjacent to Canterbury West Station

0
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Q_ Site ref Location Number of | Reason forremoval fromlocal
S Units plan

O

o CA481 Canterbury West | 20 Site in two ownerships - CCC
> Station, Adj. and Network Rail. No response
= from Network Rail, therefore

% Canterbury removed Network Rail part of
- the site (20 units)
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Land adjacent to 181 Sea Street, Herne Bay

Table PA/011 Z A
<

5

Proposed Amendment: PA/011 Policy HD1: Remove site % o
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Table PA/012
Proposed Amendment: PA/012 Policy HD1: Remove site
Site ref Location Number of | Reason for removal
Units from local plan
CA491 Land at Herne Bay Station, Herne | 35 No response from
Bay Network Rail, assume
unlikely to come
forward

Land at Herne Bay Station, Herne Bay

This map 15 based upon Grdnance Survey material with the permission of s = - — T
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Table PA/013

Proposed Amendment: PA/013

Policy HD1: Remove site

of

(Herne Bay)

Site Location Number of | Reason for removal from
ref Units local plan
CA426 | Canterbury Rd/Victoria Rd, Corner |5 No response from BT,

assume unlikely to come
forward

Corner of Canterbury Rd/Victoria Rd, (Herne Bay)
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< Table PA/014
<
M
3 Proposed Amendment: PA/014 Policy HD1: Remove site
1]
§ Site ref Location Number | Reason for removal
bl of Units | from local plan
CA530 Land at Ladysmith Grove, 31 No response from
Whitstable landowner, assume
unlikely to come forward

Land at Ladysmith Grove, Whitstable
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Table PA/015 g0
52
Proposed Amendment: PA/015 Policy HD1: Remove site 3 §

M
Site ref Location Number | Reason for removal = %
of Units | from local plan G %.
CA527 Builders Yard r/o 3 Belmont 23 Site consists of two >
Road, Whitstable discreet parcels of land. g
The western end of the i
site is occupied by a o
number of commercial g
uses within this yard. No i
response received, g
unlikely to come forward. 2
The eastern part of the g—
site now has planning 2
permission for 10 units 73

(October 2015)
Builders Yard r/o 3 Belmont Road, Whitstable
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Land adjacent 15 Hamilton Rd, Whitstable
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Units plan it o

CA305 Adjacent 15 10 Currently occupied by Jewson's, g
Hamilton Rd, no response from firm, assume i
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T 14 Tt — s

=5 Table PA/0018
< O
25
g. - Proposed Amendment: PA/018 Policy HD1: Remove site
=
S 5
=8 Site ref Location Number of | Reason for
H -
S Units removal from
=
= local plan
S
= CA299 37 Essex Street, Whitstable 7
o
kS
) 37 Essex Street, Whitstable
[k
L
3
™ ’ > — o
a e Car Park Cottages %&‘9
5 | g oy
> _ g e o
(7 é“fg & 06"9 R
- PH )\ 3 3
‘“ s 7% ]
& 2N
R ) %
ql*&o /2 ’ g
[ k4 % eahld
Lt
% " P % At
& =
NG 2/
~ %, 5
g % |
s LN 1
“}ff 4 f é!
Q@ : | g
- # w
i & : &
T3 &
v = @ | e y S |
m%i A : é‘gl\ ¢ . Les 2 4
NEON e - D “'\JD I'Ess @ 69‘.
This map s based upon Ordnance Survey maerial with the permasion of, % & | e
Ordnance Survey on behall of the Controfler of Her Magesty's Stationary Ofice + { j
© Crown copynght Unantharised repeoduciion infringes Crown copyright *a 3 !
__|




Table PA/019 g O
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Proposed Amendment: PA/019 Policy HD1: Remove site c_?j. o
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Site ref Location Number | Reason for removal = Q
of Units | from localplan i S
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Appendix 1

Inspector's letter and note 10 August 2015

Copy of letter from Inspector (omitting address and title lines )
10 August 2015

Dear Mr Brown

Main outcomes of Stage 1 Hearings

At the last hearing session | indicated that | would write to the Council concerning the
main outcomes of the Stage 1 hearings. Most importantly, | stated that | would come to
an initial view on compliance with the legal Duty to Co-operate, as a failure in this regard
cannot be remedied. It would mean that the Examination could not continue and | would
then submit my report to the Council on that basis.

Having full regard to the written submissions and discussion at the hearings, | am satisfied
at this stage on the basis of all that is before me that the Council has complied with the
Duty to Co-operate. The details supporting my final conclusion will be set outin my report
in due course. The Examination can therefore continue in the context of other legal
compliance considerations and the tests of soundness.

| have attached a note which sets out my preliminary findings on other critical matters.
These are issued without prejudice to my final report and to all the other matters on which
| have not given a view. | conclude that there are no legal compliance matters that should
delay the progress of the Examination. My main concerns relate to the appropriate level
of objectively assessed housing needs and the likelihood that on adoption the Plan would
not have a 5-year housing land supply. The latter will not come as a surprise to the Council
asitalso came to this conclusion based on its own figures during the course of the hearings.

The Framework indicates that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply
of deliverable sites. As such, | consider that the Plan would be ineffective and not accord
with national policy. It would therefore be unsound unless this can be remedied.

| have set out at the end of my note the further steps that the Council needs to take in this
regard and to other infrastructure and viability related matters. | was informed at the
hearings of a possible way forward on land supply but that is not the only option and it
would need to be demonstrated that there was a reasonable prospect that a 5-year supply
could be achieved. | should therefore be grateful for a timetable from the Council to
undertake the actions that | have identified. Whether this requires a formal suspension
of the Examination will depend on the response.

As a result, | am postponing the Stage 2 hearings until this work is completed. There will
be a new deadline for submission of any further written statements in relation to the Stage
2 matters. | have asked the Programme Officer to inform participants of this. It may be
appropriate for there to be another hearing session on the outcomes of the additional
work at the beginning of the further hearings.




The pause would also enable me to consider the earlier representations on the Preferred
Options version of the plan which the Council has asked me to look at. Any further issues
that | identify as a result of that could be considered during the Stage 2 hearings.

Please come back to me through the Programme Officer if you should have queries about
any of this.

On a separate matter, | had asked the Programme Officer to draw your attention to the
recent judgement in West Berkshire District Council and Reading Borough Council v
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] EWHC 2222 (Admin)
concerning the Written Ministerial Statement of 28 November 2014 and subsequent
changes to the PPG relating to affordable housing and planning obligations. | should be
grateful if the Council could look at the implications of this in terms of the wording of
Policy HD2 and the modifications that it has already suggested which may no longer be
appropriate in the context of the judgement.

Yours sincerely
M J Moore

INSPECTOR
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Canterbury District Local Plan

Note on main outcomes of Stage 1 hearings

Introduction

1. There are two broad matters that are crucial to the next steps in my Examination,
potentially affecting the timetable, including the Stage 2 hearings scheduled to commence
at the end of September. Firstly, there are some matters of legal compliance, including
those relating to the Sustainability Appraisal, which could impact on progress. Secondly,
the Council has accepted on its own calculation that it does not have a 5-year housing
land supply. Itis considering as a matter of priority how that might be remedied having
regard to the relationship between key sites, critical infrastructure and viability. However,
my conclusions on, amongst other things, the appropriate figure for objectively assessed
housing needs and the method of calculating the land supply will have implications for
that work which the Council would need to take on board.

2.In that context, this note is limited to these matters, containing sufficient detail to explain
my conclusions where it is necessary to do so at this point. My full reasoning will be
included in my report to the Council. There are of course also a wide range of other matters
considered under Stage 1 of the Examination, including aspects to which the Council is
giving further attention. | have not dealt with those here as they will be addressed as
appropriate in my report.

Sustainability Appraisal

3. The Plan was submitted with a Sustainability Appraisal (SA), June 2014, prepared by
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure Ltd. My principal consideration is whetheritamounts
to reliable evidence underpinning the selection of the spatial strategy and the allocated
sites. The main comments relating to the SA concern the approach to the consideration
of alternatives, whether a ‘paper chase' is required to understand the SA, the selection of
the preferred sites, cumulative effects of development and transport, and the description
of the environmental characteristics of the area.

4.1n 2010 the Council appraised 9 broad spatial strategy options in the Core Strategy SA.
An option that combined elements of 5 of these was considered the most appropriate
basis for further consideration. The Council then produced a Development Requirements
Study (DRS) which included 10 different scenarios for the amount of development. These
were appraised against the 16 SA objectives and a preferred scenario selected. Whereas
the DRS was not accompanied by a compliant SA there was an appraisal in a Technical
Note which used the same methodology as the subsequent SAs.

5.The quantum of development chosen from the DRS was substantially greater than that
used in the initial spatial alternatives. Representations have been made suggesting that
the preferred spatial option should have been revisited in that context. However, the
Council undertook an appraisal of the Preferred Option Local Plan in 2013 which included
two alternative configurations of sites - ‘Canterbury Focus’ and ‘Coastal Towns and Hersden




Focus’. The process by which the Plan has evolved and the alternatives considered is set
out in both the 2013 and 2014 SAs. The Plan has been assessed against reasonable
alternatives.

6. The evolution of the submission Plan has taken place over a number of years from the
Core Strategy Development Options in 2010. Accordingly, there have been various
iterations with SA work taking place alongside them. This is summarised in the submitted
SA which includes the findings and the reasons for selecting preferred options. It does
not contain all the detail of earlier documents but provides sufficient information for it to
be understood how the submission Plan had been derived. This could not be described
as an extended paper chase.

7. The SA sets out the process by which sites were selected in terms of their relationship
with the overall spatial strategy, having regard in particular to transport and infrastructure
delivery considerations and the relationship with other Plan policies. 181 sites were
appraised in the first instance and another 19 added following the Preferred Options
consultation and all were appraised in the same manner against the 16 SA objectives.

8. Reference has been made to possible errors and inconsistencies in the way that different
sites have been scored in the SA, arguably to the disadvantage of some strategic omission
sites. The SA has been prepared over a long period and it is inevitable that some
circumstances may change and some errors may occur. However, these do not significantly
undermine the reliability of the SA. | have considered further the position of some of the
strategic omission sites, below.

9. The cumulative effects of the Plan as a whole are identified in section 3.5 and Table 3.15
of the SA. This includes the effects on the transport SA objective. The cumulative effects
of policies are assessed on a chapter by chapter basis with commentary where appropriate.

10. The SA includes a summary of the key sustainability issues for Canterbury, describing
its environmental characteristics in some detail. It cannot reasonably be characterised as
lacking in this regard. Overall, the SA is a reliable part of the evidence base.

Habitats Regulations Assessment

11.The Council undertook a screening assessment of the Plan in July 2014 which concluded
that there were some aspects which, if unchanged, could result in significant effects and
therefore require an appropriate assessment in accordance with the Habitats Regulations.
As aresult, Natural England (NE) had raised concerns with the submission Plan. The Council
then produced Topic Paper 3: Habitat Regulations Issues which included additional
evidence. NE and the Council agreed a Statement of Common Ground incorporating
suggested main modifications to the Plan on the basis of which NE were able to conclude
that the Plan would have no likely significant effects.

12. It is contended that the wording of Policies SP7 and LB5 is such that it permits the
possibility of likely significant effects and therefore an appropriate assessment should
have been undertaken. However, the evidence shows that the likelihood of significant
effects is sufficiently low that an appropriate assessment is not required.
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13. There is some confusion over the relationship between the July 2014 screening and
Topic Paper 3. NE has suggested that for clarity they should be brought together and in
my view this would be beneficial so that the process undertaken and its outcomes are
readily understood. Overall, however | consider that the Council has complied with the
legal requirements in respect of the Habitats Regulations.

Other legal compliance matters

14. The latest version of the Local Development Scheme had not been formally adopted
but this has been remedied by securing approval at the full Council meeting on 23 July
2015.

15. General concern has been expressed at the Council’s consultation process including
atthe number of documents produced by the Council after consultation on the submission
Plan had taken place. On the evidence before me the Council has generally followed the
principles set out in its adopted Statement of Community Involvement (2007). Although
this predated the Framework it accords with its aim of engaging a wide section of the
community.

16. It is evident that many of the documents specified had been published prior to the
June 2014 consultation and would appear to comply with the requirements of the
Regulations. Some of the documents produced after consultation (for example, the Topic
Papers) were drawing together the Council’s case from other published information. It is
inevitable that as part of a process of seeking to resolve objections or concerns there will
be some further documents produced and new information will become available. In
accordance with my Examination Guidance notes participants were able to comment on
the implications of the additional documents in their further written statements to the
Examination. In some instances they featured in my list of questions. Many have taken
that opportunity and their views are being taken into account in my consideration of the
Plan.

Objectively Assessed Housing Needs

17. The National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) requires that a Local Plan
should meet the full, objectively assessed needs (OAN) for market and affordable housing
in the housing market area. The Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment was
produced jointly with other east Kent authorities but dates from 2009. It shows a complex
pattern of housing market areas mainly contained within each District but with some
overlapping rural markets. However, following clarification from Swale Borough Council
as to their approach to apparent unmet housing needs, the position of neighbouring
authorities, confirmed at the hearings, is that they are all aiming to meet their needs within
their own administrative areas. Canterbury is also seeking to meet its own needs and as
such those of any local housing market areas are capable of being addressed.

18. The possibility that London may not be able to accommodate all its housing needs
arose in the Report of the Inspector who examined the Further Alterations to the London
Plan, published in November 2014. The Mayor/Greater London Authority have begun a
process of dialogue with Councils in the South East in which Canterbury are participating
and will no doubt continue to do so as appropriate. However, the aim of boosting




significantly the supply of housing would not be best served by delaying the Plan until it
is clear whether Canterbury should be in receipt of any unmet needs. This should be
considered in a future review of the Plan if necessary.

19. The Plan provides for 15,600 dwellings over the period 2011 to 2031 - 780 dwellings
perannum (dpa). This was initially based on Scenario E of the DRS undertaken in 2012 by
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP). In the context of the requirements of the Framework
and the publication of 2012-based Sub National Household Projections (SNHP) in 2015,
NLP undertook a Housing Needs Review (HNR) dated April 2015. The national Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) confirms that the SNHP are the starting point estimate of overall
housing need. In the case of Canterbury this amounts to an annual increase of 597 new
households between 2012 and 2031. Allowing for vacancy and second homes NLP convert
this to 620 dpa and there is no evidence that would lead me to a different conclusion.

20.The PPGindicates that the housing need number suggested by household projections
should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals. The HNR identifies problems
with house prices, rents and affordability in Canterbury compared to England and Kent.
An uplift of 10% to reflect a modest pressure of market signals has been used by Inspectors
in other examinations. However, here NLP conclude that the scale of market signal pressure
is greater than modest, such that on reasonable assumptions the uplift should be more
than 10% with 20% used by way of illustration to give a need figure of 744 dpa.

21. The HNR has updated two of the economic-led scenarios that were part of the 2012
Development Requirements Study. The housing need is increased to 717 dpa to bring it
in line with the unconstrained projections of employment growth used in the earlier study
and to 803 dpa to reflect the higher job growth associated with Scenario E.

22.The SNHP show lower rates of household formation than earlier national projections,
most likely due to the reduced rates of household formation seen through the recession.
To carry this trend forward might result in some needs not being addressed. To reflect
this NLP have modelled a ‘partial catch-up’ scenario taking effect from 2018 assuming
higher rates of household formation and resulting in a 6% increase in needs to between
744 and 853 dpa.

23. Following the approach set out in the PPG, the HNR identifies a range of affordable
housing needs of between 490 and 740 dpa. To deliver this based on the proportion of
affordable housing (30%) sought in the Plan would require between 1,623 and 2,467 dpa,
an amount far in excess of the overall needs identified in the HNR. There is no persuasive
evidence that the housing market would support this scale of building. | consider that
simply increasing housing provision in the Plan to these levels would not be an effective
way of addressing affordable needs.

24. In the light of these considerations, NLP conclude that full OAN are likely to most
reasonably fall with a range of between 744 and 853 dpa. 803 dpa is within the middle of
the range and may be seen as an appropriate measure of full OAN. NLP indicate that this
may be seen as equivalent to the 780 dpa scenario used to inform the requirement in the
Plan.
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25. While other projections of housing need, both higher and lower, were put before the
Examination | am satisfied that the HNR is a technically competent and robust basis on
which to determine the OAN and that the range it has identified has been justified.
However, within that the amount of uplift to be applied to the starting point estimate is
a matter of judgement. Although the Council’s preferred figure of 780 dpa falls within the
HNR range it does not flow from its results. The market signals uplift of 20% is a very
significant one and there would be a degree of overlap between that and some of the
other assumptions. In that context, figures in the upper end of the range would not be
appropriate. The middle range figure of 803 dwellings identified by NLP would be almost
30% higher than the 620 dpa starting point.

26. Taking these factors in the round it seems to me that 803 dpa would achieve an uplift
that took reasonable account of market signals, economic factors, a return to higher rates
of household formation and affordable housing needs. Accordingly, it represents the full
OAN for the Plan area. It should be rounded to 800 dpa for the purposes of the Plan — a
further 400 dwellings over the Plan period (16,000 in total). | note that the Plan as submitted
provides for sites in excess of that figure.

Calculation of the 5-year housing land supply
Overall position

27.0n submission of the plan the Council calculated that it had 6.4 years supply of housing
land. However, in May 2015 the Council and Kent County Council, as highway authority,
agreed a position statement concerning the Sturry crossing and relief road. The effect of
this would be that a number of the strategic housing allocations could not come forward
until the relief road was constructed. Accordingly, taking account of various other
adjustments, the Council recalculated the land supply as 5.26 years in its further statement
on Main Matter 2 - Housing Strategy. However, following discussions at the hearings the
Council revisited its calculation and some of the assumptions. The reworked figure shows
about 4.2 years supply against the Council’s OAN of 780 dpa and would self-evidently be
less against my figure of 800 dpa.

Buffer

28.The Framework requires that the Council should identify and update annually a supply
of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years’ worth of housing against their
housing requirements with an additional appropriate buffer.

29. In line with many other Councils, house completions in Canterbury dropped back
significantly after 2008/09 due to the recession. Recent completion rates have been below
that envisaged in the Local Plan. However, variations around the annual requirement are
to be expected. Taking the longer term view, including both peaks and troughs of the
housing market cycle, and measured against the requirements of the former South East
Plan which was operative over much of this time, the Council had a good record of
cumulative delivery. In this context, there has not been persistent under delivery of housing
and the Council’s assumption of a 5% buffer is justified. The buffer should be added to
the 5 year requirement including the shortfall.




Shortfall in early years

30. As up to date information to 2015 has not yet been assembled, the land supply has
been assessed as at March 2014. There is a shortfall against the requirement in the early
years of the Plan period 2011-14. The Council has sought to meet this past undersupply
across the whole of the remaining Plan period (the ‘Liverpool’ method). However, the PPG
indicates that this should be dealt with in the first 5 years of the plan period where possible
(the ‘Sedgefield’ method).

31. The Council points to the reliance of a number of the strategic housing allocations on
critical infrastructure, including the Sturry relief road, which would mean slower delivery
in the short term. The 10 strategic allocations would provide over 65% of the Council’s
housing requirement figure over the Plan period and if endorsed would help to secure
the local boost in the supply of housing that the Government is seeking.

32. The Council’s difficulties with the land supply have largely arisen very recently due to
unanticipated problems with key infrastructure. If it was now to look to neighbouring
authorities to assist this would delay the Plan and overall would be unlikely to lead to an
early resolution of the undersupply.

33. The shortfall is over 700 dwellings — not far short of the annual requirement for the
Plan period as a whole. Given the likely lead times on any new sites coming forward, if
Sedgefield were to be used the shortfall would not be materially addressed until years 4
and 5 of the period. The Council’s trajectory already shows a very significant increase in
completions in those years. If the full shortfall were added then in my estimation the
completions in those years would be substantially higher than ever achieved over the last
20 years, including at the top of the market. Notwithstanding that the land supply may
have been restricted in the past, the likely difference is so large that | consider that it would
be an unrealistic assumption even if more sites were allocated.

34. The PPG allows the possibility that a method other than Sedgefield could be used. In
this case the need for a realistic approach points to the Liverpool method as means of
securing the aspiration of addressing the past shortfall.

Windfalls

35. Windfall sites can be taken into account in the 5 year land supply if there is compelling
evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will
continue to provide a reliable source of supply. In this case the Council has shown that

windfalls have accounted for almost 49% of all completions since 1993. However, this

should be treated with some caution as windfalls are sites not identified as available in
the Local Plan process. Rates can therefore depend on the provisions of the development
plan and its age. In this case the saved policies of the extant Local Plan date from 2006.

36. In that context, the Council has proposed a windfall allowance of 138 dpa for small
sites only (less than 5 units) based on the rate achieved between 2006 and 2014 and
excluding garden land. No allowance is made for larger sites which have made a significant
contribution to supply in the past. Certain changes of use to residential are now permitted
development. In its most recent calculation of the land supply the Council has removed
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windfall completions from the first 3 years of the 5 year period as these are most likely to
be included already as planning permissions. In the light of these considerations the
Council’s windfall allowance is clearly justified.

Lapsed planning permissions

37.The Council has not made any provision for the possibility that some existing planning
permissions may lapse. There is no requirement for this in either the Framework or the
PPG. No evidence has been presented on fallout rates. In the light of the conservative
assumption made about windfalls | consider that a specific estimate of lapsed permissions
is not necessary in this case.

Sites

38. Sites in the 5-year land supply must be deliverable. This means meeting the
requirements of footnote 11 on page 12 of the Framework. The PPG indicates that there
needs to be robust, up to date evidence to support the deliverability of sites. The Council
has already adjusted its land supply calculation to take a more realistic view of some sites
- for example the Council car parks.

39. In seeking to address the land supply problem identified during the hearings the
Council must have regard to these requirements. It was in discussion with the County
Council and landowners/developers about how to address the implications of the need
for the Sturry relief road so that starts could potentially be made on various strategic
allocations that could contribute to the land supply. | return to the relationship between
infrastructure and development again, below.

40. In the alternative, or possibly in addition to this approach if it did not resultin a 5 year
land supply, the Council should consider whether there are other sustainable sites that
are capable of early delivery. This could include consideration of some of the strategic
omission sites or other smaller SHLAA sites where an early start could be made and which
do not impact materially on traffic conditions at Sturry. In that regard, the evidence
suggests that some of the factors which led to some of the strategic omission sites being
excluded from the Plan may have changed as follows:

- Land south of John Wilson Business Park, Chestfield - | agree with the conclusions of the
2006 Local Plan Inspector in terms of the access to and accessibility of the site.

- Former colliery land south of the A28, Island Road, Hersden - This site would be affected
by the Sturry relief road issue. The definition of previously developed land in the Framework
is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the
developed land and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. However, land that was
previously developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface
structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time is excluded. The 2006
Local Plan Inspector concluded that the land was previously developed and likely to remain
so for many years to come. Nonetheless, the colliery operation ceased over 40 years ago.

On my visit to the site | saw that there are parts that are now significantly overgrown.

There is only one small building on the main part of the site. On the other hand, there are
areas of hardstanding and considerable parts have a degraded quality with rubble or waste
evident. Overall, in my view it can still be considered as brownfield land. The Council’s




main concern was the effect of development here on the countryside and biodiversity but
the site promoters have received letters from NE, the Kent Wildlife Trust and
GeoConservation Kent which indicate that they have no in principle objection to its
development.

+ ‘New Thannington’ (SHLAA site 70) - the site boundary has been adjusted so that it is
more than 250m from Larkey Vale SSSI.

41. This does not mean that it is appropriate for these sites to be included in the Plan but
the Council should consider whether this affects its judgements about them based on the
SA and explain its conclusions. There may of course be other sites that are sustainable
and capable of early delivery.

Conclusion

42.1am satisfied that the methodology used by the Council in calculating the 5-year land
supply is sound. However, if the information is available it should update this to a 2015
base. In any event, the calculation should be reworked based on an OAN of 800 dpa. In
terms of the sites that make up the supply any links with infrastructure need to be justified
and deliverability demonstrated in Framework terms.

Infrastructure

43. In its further statement the Council identified a number of elements of transport
infrastructure as being critical to delivery of the Plan and which are linked to the strategic
site allocations In the case of the Sturry relief road, in May 2015 the Council had agreed
a position statement with Kent County Council whereby the road would be delivered in
conjunction with the development of Site 2 at Broad Oak/Sturry with financial contributions
from other sites as proposed in the submitted Plan no longer being required. However,
until the road was completed there would be an embargo on development commencing
at Herne Bay sites 3, 4 and 5, the land north of Hersden site 8 and the smaller site at
Bullockstone Road, Herne Bay. The revised housing trajectory shows no starts on the 3,390
dwellings proposed at these sites until 2020-21 or 2022-23. They previously had been
expected to contribute to the 5-year land supply and their deferment partly explains the
Council’s difficulties in this regard.

44. The Framework requires that development should only be prevented or refused on
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. As
such, it must be demonstrated that the traffic produced by developments proposed in
the plan would have a severe impact if allocations are to be phased or delayed until
transport infrastructure is delivered. The presence of an existing congested network is
not of itself evidence that adding some additional traffic would have a severe impact. The
justification in the evidence base for the Sturry (and Herne) relief roads is limited. If the
Council intends to maintain the position it had agreed with the County Council there
needs to be robust evidence that this would be the case.
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45. The Council was hopeful that the further discussions with the County Council and the
promoters of the various affected strategic allocations might achieve an agreed way
forward within a few weeks which would enable early commencement of these sites.
However, it remains to be seen whether an effective and appropriate agreement can be
reached.

46. As | understand it the intention would be to revert to the position in the submission
Plan whereby other sites would be able to contribute proportionately to the Sturry relief
road and as a consequence, subject to other planning considerations, development of
those allocations could commence in time to contribute to the 5 year supply. Presumably,
the issues that gave rise to the position statement in the first instance would be satisfactorily
addressed in some way.

47.If that were to be the Council’s preference then it would need to be demonstrated that
the contributions required were proportionate to the impact of the development on the
currentissues at Sturry (in the context of the policy requirements of Framework paragraph
204 and the legal requirements of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulation 122).
In that context, it must also be demonstrated that any pooling of contributions made
through s106 agreements would not breach the limitations imposed by CIL Regulation
123. Although | was informed that it is the Council’s intention to introduce CIL once the
Plan is adopted, there is no formal Committee resolution to this effect. There is therefore
some doubt as to whether this would occur and in any event there was some indication
at the hearings that the Council may not wish to levy CIL on the strategic allocations.

48. The Herne relief road is proposed to be provided as part of site 5 with financial
contributions from other sites. While it has not been suggested that there should be any
embargo on development until it is built, there needs to be clarity over the case for the
road and its relationship with strategic allocations.

49.The A2 Wincheap off-slip and A28 Wincheap relief road are also identified by the Council
as critical infrastructure. They are not related to new housing (and the 5-year land supply)
but to commercial redevelopment of land mainly in the Council’s control. At the hearings
the Council indicated that it would provide further information on the viability of
development at Wincheap in the context that the Council was accepting that a smaller
amount of retail provision would be appropriate. It also agreed to provide details of the
options as to how the park and ride system here would operate if part of the existing site
was lost to the slip road.

Viability

50. Viability is a crucial aspect of site deliverability. The Viability Assessment (VA) undertaken
by Adams Integra in relation to strategic allocations is mainly based on a site of 1,000
units. Further appraisals were carried out on a smaller site of 500 units and a larger one
of 3,000 units. Amongst other things, allowances are made for infrastructure costs.
However, the cost of the strategic infrastructure does not fall equally between the allocated
sites, which vary in size from 300 to 4,000 units. Indeed the Council’s suggested main
modifications, submitted as a response to the Sturry relief road position statement, change
the requirements for some sites to contribute to this.




51.The amount of affordable housing at a particular strategic allocation will in part depend
on the infrastructure that it is expected to provide or contribute. It is not clear on the
evidence before me that 30% affordable housing would be achievable on all the strategic
allocations. In addressing the housing land supply issue and the relationship between
individual sites and infrastructure the Council should also reassess whether the 30%
provision is justified in all cases.
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Overall conclusions and actions

52.To seek to remedy the matters identified above the Council should undertake or provide
the following:

a) A 5-year housing land supply calculation based on 800 dpa

b) Evidence of the deliverability of the sites that make up the 5-year land supply in
accordance with the requirements of para 47 of the Framework.

¢) Evidence that in the Plan period as a whole 16,000 new homes could be achieved in
accordance with the requirements of para 47 of the Framework.

d) A review of omission or SHLAA sites to assess whether there are any that are sustainable
and could be brought forward quickly to contribute to the 5-year land supply.

e) If there are sites within the proposed 5-year land supply that are dependent on the
Sturry or Herne relief roads then for each of those schemes there must be:

« A robust justification

- Details of cost, the sources of funding and evidence of the commitment to that funding
from providers

- Details of who will deliver the schemes
« Details of the timescale for provision

f) Where a site is expected to make a proportionate financial contribution to the Sturry or
Herne relief roads there must be a demonstration of the basis for that.

) If pooling of financial contributions towards the Sturry or Herne relief roads is proposed
it must be demonstrated that this is consistent with CIL Regulation 123.

h) A reassessment of whether 30% affordable housing is achievable on all the strategic
allocations.

i) Details of the relationship between development and the funding of the Wincheap A2
off-slip and A28 Wincheap relief road in the context of less retail provision than anticipated
in the Plan.

j) Details of park and ride provision at Wincheap if the off-slip and relief road are built.
k) Consultation with appropriate parties on the outcomes of the above.

53. Some of this is already in the evidence base, particularly the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan, or has already been requested as a result of discussions at the hearings.

M J Moore
Inspector

7 August 2015




Appendix 2
Extracts from Planning Inspector's Examination paper "Matters, Issues and Questions”

Extracts from Planning Inspector’s Examination paper “Matters, Issues and Questions”
(9 July 2015)
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Matter 7: Strategic Site Allocations (Policy SP3)
‘Omission’ sites

n) Would the Local Plan be unsound if any of the additional or alternative ‘omission’ sites
promoted in representations as strategic sites were not included? If so, are these sites
soundly based and deliverable in the plan period and have they been subject to
sustainability appraisal?

. ‘New Thanington’ (land at Cockering Farm - SHLAA/210, includes
SHLAA/70,84,106,137)

Land at Cockering Farm and land east of Milton Manor, Thannington (SHLAA/84,
SHLAA/210)

Land at Cockering Farm, Thannington (SHLAA/106, SHLAA/137)
. Land at Stuppington Lane, Canterbury (SHLAA/231)

Former, Colliery Land, South of A28, Hersden (SHLAA/041)
. Land at 42 Golden Hill, Whitstable (SHLAA/135)

Land South of John Wilson Business Park, South Tankerton (SHLAA/130)
. Land at Bodkin Farm, Thanet Way, Chestfield (SHLAA/178)

. Any other strategic sites
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Matter 8:Housing Allocations and related Development Management Policies (HD1,
HD6 to HD10)

K) Would the Local Plan be unsound if any of the additional or alternative ‘omission” housing
sites that were promoted in representations were not included? If so, are these sites
soundly based and deliverable in the plan period and have they been subject to
sustainability appraisal?

The Old Coal Yard, Belmont Road, Whitstable (SHLAA/145)
Land at Taringa, Church Lane, Seasalter (SHLAA/189)

. Land at Thornden Wood Road, Greenhill (SHLAA/071)
Land at Richmond Drive/Puffin Road, Beltinge, Herne Bay (SHLAA/131)
Land at Rattington Street, Chartham (SHLAA/140)

. Land to East of Chartham Mill, Chartham (SHLAA/216)

. Land at Shrubhill Road, Chestfield (SHLAA/181)
Great Bossingham Farm, Bossingham (SHLAA/218)
Land to the north east of The Hill, Littlebourne (SHLAA/091)
Land at Bekesbourne Lane, Littlebourne (SHLAA/044)
Land at Westbere Lane, Westbere (SHLAA/072)
Land off Island Road, Westbere (SHLAA/200)

Durite Plant, Westbere Lakes, Fordwich Road, Sturry (SHLAA/081, SHLAA 214)

. Former Highways Depot, Staines Hill, Sturry (SHLAA/50)
. Land at Goose Farm, Shalloak Road, Broad Oak (SHLAA/174)
. Land to rear of Royal Oak, Blean (SHLAA/217)

Lucketts Farm, Blean (SHLAA/215)
Land at Rough Common Road, Rough Common (SHLAA/078)
Land at Patrixbourne Road, Bridge (SHLAA/201, SHLAA/ 221)
Land at Brewery Lane, Bridge (SHLAA/139)
. Land at Cockering Road, Thannington (9 units) (SHLAA/004)
. Barton Business Park, Canterbury (SHLAA/065)

Land adjacent to Parham Road, Canterbury (SHLAA/056)




Buildings 1-7 the Tannery, Stour Street, Canterbury

Any other housing sites
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