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Dear Sirs 
  
Re Regulation 19 Draft Canterbury District Local Plan – March 2026 
 Representations on behalf of Catesby Strategic Land Ltd, 
  
I write with reference to the above. I act for Catesby Strategic Land Ltd, who have an interest in the 
land at Whitstable Road, Herne Bay, CT6 8BL (SHLAA site ref 073). 
 
Having regard thereto, and further to our representations on the Regulation 18 Draft Canterbury 
District Local Plan (March 2024) and Draft Canterbury District Local Plan - Focused consultation 
(Reg 18) September 2025, we have reviewed the Regulation 19 Draft Canterbury District Local Plan 
– March 2026 and associated evidence base, especially the Sustainability Appraisal and associated 
appendices (March 2026), Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement (February 2026) and 
associated SoCG with ABC, FHDC, DDC, SBC and TDC, Meeting Development Needs Topic Paper 
(March 2026), Development Strategy Topic Paper and associated appendices (March 2026), 
Strategic Land Availability Assessment (February 2026), Infrastructure Delivery Plan (March 2026), 
Viability Study Update (February 2026), Consultation Statement Topic Paper (March 2026) and Draft 
Housing Strategy 2026 to 2030 (2026); and as a result have the following comments on the 
Regulation 19 Draft Canterbury District Local Plan (March 2026), and associated evidence base. 
 
1 The Housing Requirement  
 
1.1 Local Housing Need and the Minimum Housing Requirement 
 
1.1.1 As the Council has correctly identified in the Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2025) 
and the Development Strategy Topic Paper (March 2026), the starting point for determining the Local 
Housing Need (“LHN”) is the Government’s Standard Method. The figure of 1,215 dpa reflects the 
Standard Method figure applicable at March 2026 and therefore accords with the advice set out in 
the PPG1, albeit the latest affordability ratios issued after the plan was published would suggest a 
new figure of 1,179 dpa. For the purposes of consistency and ease of understanding these 
representations reflect and address the figure in the Reg 19 Plan, the difference being just 36 dpa 
in any event2.  
 
1.1.2 Before commenting on the housing land supply, it is important to note that the LHN figure is 
a minimum starting point, and it does not produce the Housing Requirement3. 

 
1 Housing and Economic Needs Assessment section of PPG - Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 2a-008-20241212 Revision 
date: 12 12 2024 
2 Given recent completions we expect the 1,179 to increase to 1,199 when they figures are published later this month. As 
this is even closer to the 1,215 reference to 1,215 throughout is we believe appropriate   
3 Housing and Economic Needs Assessment chapter of the PPG – Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 2a-002-20241212 
Revision date: 12 12 2024 
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1.1.3 The PPG4 goes on to advise that the housing requirement is the ‘minimum number of homes 
that a plan seeks to provide during the plan period’; and that ‘Once local housing need has been 
assessed ... authorities should then make an assessment of the amount of new homes that can be 
provided in their area. This should be justified by evidence on land availability, constraints on 
development and any other relevant matters.’ To this end the PPG advises that: ‘The government is 
committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious authorities who want to 
plan for growth. The National Planning Policy Framework explains that the housing requirement may 
be higher than the identified housing need, and authorities should consider the merits of planning 
for higher growth if, for example, this would seek to reflect economic growth aspirations. Where 
authorities plan for higher growth this should not normally have to be thoroughly justified at 
examination.’ My emphasis.  

 
1.1.4 In the context of the above we note that the Reg 19 Plan is not looking to identify a housing 
requirement above that proposed by the standard methodology and does not appear to address the 
issues identified in the PPG as to why an uplift in the LHN figure may be appropriate. Rather, the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report (2025) at para 5.3.25 merely states: ‘The PPG clearly identifies 
that the NPPF expects local authorities to follow the standard method to assess housing needs and 
that it is the minimum figure to inform the housing requirement in the local plan. There is currently 
no robust evidence to justify planning for an alternative higher figure as a plan requirement and 
include a 10% or 20% uplift to the mandatory standard method figure as proposed under the 
alternative options. The level of growth required under the standard methodology will help facilitate 
affordable housing, infrastructure and employment growth and provide a substantial uplift on recent 
housing completions in the district.’ With para 5.3.26 continuing: ‘Additionally, none of the alternative 
options were considered to perform any better in sustainability terms than the preferred option.’ This 
does not in our opinion explain the rational for not considering a higher requirement, especially in 
light of the findings of the Housing Needs Assessment Update of July 2025, and in the context of 
the unmet needs across the region, both of which we consider below. 
 
a) Affordability  

 
1.1.5 Whilst affordability is factored into the standard method, we note, when looking at the ONS 
‘House Price to Workplace-Based Earnings Ratio’ released in March 2026, that the ratio of median 
house price to median gross annual workplace-based earnings by local authority district, England 
and Wales, 1997 to 2025 indicates that the ratio of median house price to median gross annual 
workplace-based earnings in Canterbury has increased over the past 10 years from 8.50 to 9.445, 
the average for Kent being 9.736, and the average for England being 7.637. Whilst the above alone 
may not suggest a need for an increase in the LHN figure per say, the affordable housing need as 
evidenced by the Housing Needs Assessment Update of July 2025 indicates at para E12 that the 
latest ‘analysis indicates an annual affordable housing need of approximately 695 units, with an 80% 
share (558 units) allocated to social and affordable rental housing and 20% (137 units) to affordable 
home ownership’;  which equates to 57% of the total LHN8 . On this basis, and as the Council are 
proposing an affordable housing policy requiring 30% onsite provision, which will only be triggered 
for those sites that meet the qualifying criteria, it is clear that the affordable housing need will not be 

 
4 Housing and Economic Needs Assessment chapter of the PPG – Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 2a-040-20241212 
Revision date: 12 12 2024 
5 ONS House price to workplace-based earnings ratio – March 2026 – table 5c 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/ratioofhousepricetoworkplacebasedearningslo
werquartileandmedian 
6 Table 3c  
7 Table 1c  
8 695/ 1,215 x 100 = 57.20% 
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met. Indeed table 7.6 of the Focused Regulation 18 Topic Paper made this very point, when it 
suggested an outstanding affordable housing requirement, after completions, commitments, and 
allocations, of 6,752 dwellings at the end of the plan period. We note no similar assessment has 
been undertaken for the Reg 19 Plan, albeit the overall housing target and components of the supply 
remain similar so the figure will not we believe be very different.  
 
1.1.6 Given the decreasing trend in terms of affordability set out above, the gross affordable 
housing need of 695dpa is highly likely to increase over the plan period, leading to an increase in 
the net shortfall and in turn a higher number of people in need and on the Council’s housing waiting 
list. 

 
1.1.7 In the context of the above we note that whilst according to table 4.1 of the Authority 
Monitoring Report 2024-25 (AMR) (Dec 25)9 531 affordable homes were completed in 2024/25, the 
average over the past 5 years is just 227 affordable homes. This is clearly well below the annual 
requirement set out in the Housing Needs Assessment Update of July 2025, and does in our opinion 
demonstrate the need for an uplift to the LHN figure to boost the supply of open market and 
affordable homes and thus help address the affordable housing needs of the district.  
 
1.1.8 Reviewing the LHN in light of the above would also reflect one of the key strategic objectives 
of the Plan - to ‘Provide affordable high-quality housing for people at every stage in their lives.’  
 
b) The Duty to Cooperate and Unmet Housing Needs 

1.1.9 Whilst the Duty to Cooperate was repealed as a legal test in Schedule 7 of the Levelling Up 
and Regeneration Act 2023, it was replaced by a different mechanism to ensure cross boundary 
housing needs are taken into account in Local Plans. The new mechanism is a “soundness test” for 
Local Plans, which judges whether they are well-founded, justified, and effective. The first test of 
soundness, set out in NPPF paragraph 36, is whether plans are positively prepared, including being 
informed by agreements with other authorities so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where practical to do so and consistent with sustainable development. 
 
1.1.10 In the context of the above we note that whilst the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement 
(Feb 2026) suggests at para 4.9 that ‘In line with the NPPF, the council has worked together with 
neighbouring LPAs at HMA level to consider housing provision strategically and has reached 
agreements that each LPA plans to meet its own housing needs within its own administrative 
boundary’; this is not exactly true of the DtC Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) with Dover 
District Council, which suggests that as DDC had only recently adopted their Plan (Oct 2024), their 
OAHN of 611dpa remains the up-to-date housing requirement, and that the latest calculation of LHN 
(752dfpa) will be considered at the time of a future local plan review; or indeed the DtC SoCG with 
Folkestone & Hythe District Council which suggest that whilst F&HDC will seek to meet its housing 
need within its administrative area, the council is at an early stage in this process and cannot 
currently determine whether sufficient capacity will be found to meet its future housing need. 
Furthermore, we also note that the SoCG with the adjacent authorities, whilst dated March 2026 are 
not necessary an agreement of the relevant authorities’ position on the matter of the housing 
requirement and housing land supply as at March 2026. For example, the SoCG with Ashford BC 
on pages 2 and 3 makes it clear that the position on the Housing Market Area and the position on 

 
9 See web link: https://docs.canterbury.gov.uk/files/adopted-local-plan-evidence-base/authority-monitoring-reports/2024-
2025/Authority%20monitoring%20report%202024%20to%202025.pdf 
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2.1.2 Whilst the Meeting Development Needs Topic Paper looks to explain/ justify the component 
parts of the supply, we believe that without a clear evidence base on deliverability of all the 
component parts of the housing land supply11 100% reliance on all current commitments (existing 
allocations and permissions) is not justified and a 10% buffer should be introduced to allow for non-
delivery/ slower than expected delivery / provide a layer of much needed resilience12. Likewise, whilst 
the proposed housing sites may deliver the quantum proposed within the plan period, this is subject 
to all of said sites being found acceptable by the Local Plan Inspector, such that a contingency may 
be sensible; and finally, the proposed windfall allowance is not based on a credible evidence base 
and is not justified. At 10.52% of the overall requirement13 and 12.24%14 of the residual requirement, 
it is a significant part of the overall supply and needs to be reviewed to ensure a realistic approach 
is adopted at Reg 19.  
 
2.2 The 5 Year Housing Land Supply  
 
2.2.1 We note that the Meeting Development Needs Topic Paper at para 2.189 suggests that 
based on the phasing information available a housing land supply of 5.82 years is forecast at the 
adoption of the draft Local Plan, which means an oversupply of 1,047 units. This is however 
predicated on the plan being adopted by 2027, the Inspector agreeing the proposed stepped 
trajectory, and a significant number of those sites deemed ‘deliverable’ within table 2.7 of the Meeting 
Development Needs Topic Paper actually delivering as predicted, which given some are subject to 
nutrient neutrality mitigation and thus have been subject to limited planning activity thus far, could 
be open to debate, especially sites C15 and C16. 
 
a) The basis of and need for a Stepped Trajectory  
 
2.2.2 Whilst we have already raised queries on the proposed adoption date, we would also 
question the rationale behind the stepped trajectory as this would appear to be predicated on 
ensuring the resilience of the rolling 5 yr housing land supply, which could, and should in our opinion 
be addressed through additional allocations rather than a stepped trajectory given our other 
concerns about the overall supply.  
 
2.2.3 Planning Practice Guidance is clear about when a stepped housing requirement may be 
appropriate in plan-making, Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 68-021-20190722 advising: ‘A stepped 
housing requirement may be appropriate where there is to be a significant change in the level of 
housing requirement between emerging and previous policies and / or where strategic sites will have 
a phased delivery or are likely to be delivered later in the plan period. Strategic policy makers will 
need to identify the stepped requirement in strategic housing policy, and to set out evidence to 
support this approach, and not seek to unnecessarily delay meeting identified development needs. 
Stepped requirements will need to ensure that planned housing requirements are met fully within the 
plan period. In reviewing and revising policies, strategic policy makers should ensure there is not 
continued delay in meeting identified development needs.’ 
 

 
11 At present only statements on the existing strategic allocations are provided 
12 To this end we note that the Development Strategy Topic Paper suggests at para E16 that ‘only 83% of the overall 
housing supply in the draft Local Plan is considered viable with 93% viable or marginal’ which suggests that circa 7 is not 
viable and a further 10% ids marginal – which in itself does not support a deliverable strategy.  
13 2,429/23,085x100 = 10.52% 
14 23,085 -1,232 – 2,010 = 19,843 
2,429/ 19,843 x100=12.24% 
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To this end we note that the council suggest in para 2.26 of the Development Strategy Topic Paper 
that the timing of delivery is based upon developer engagement and the Phasing Methodology 2023. 
We have to say though that other than the Phasing Methodology 2023, and the SoCG on the existing 
Local Plan allocations, there are no SoCG within the evidence base to demonstrate any such 
discussions, and that as set out above allocating additional sites so as to negate the need for a 
stepped trajectory does not appear to have been properly considered as a reasonable alternatives 
in the SA or the Development Strategy Topic Paper.  
 
2.2.6 In the context of the above, we note that whilst the Development Strategy Topic Paper 
intermates that the Phasing Methodology would suggest that small and medium sites would do little 
to add to the 5 year HLS – this is not actually what it says, and does not reflect what is suggested in 
Lichfield’s Start To Finish (3) (March 24).18  

 
2.2.7 Start to Finish is quite clear that the average median planning approval period for small sites 
of less than 100 dwellings is 1.5 years19 and that the average period from receipt of planning to 
delivery for sites of 50 – 99 dwellings takes 2.3 years, i.e. a total average lead in time of 3.8 years. 
As said sites are on average delivering 20 dwellings a year20 over 1.4 yrs five small sites would 
deliver circa 27 dwellings each i.e. circa 133dpa. Sites of 100 – 499 dwellings would Start to Finish 
suggests take on average 3.2 years from receipt of planning to delivery, which when coupled with 
an average median planning approval period of 2.8yrs, suggests no delivery within the 5 yr period. 
These are however averages and a willing authority could facilitate delivery within the 5 yr. period if 
it so chose. To this end we note that if the planning period were to be adjusted to 1.5 yrs to reflect 
that for sites under 100 dwellings in Start to Finish, which is not unreasonable given what is said in 
para 2.10 of the Phasing Methodology, the total time taken would be 4.7yrs, so with an average build 
out of 49 dpa, five sites of 100 – 499 dwellings would deliver circa 62 dwellings. 
 
2.2.8 The 2023 Phasing Methodology on the other hand suggests slightly higher build out rates for 
sites of 10 – 99 and 100 – 499 dwellings, with somewhat ambiguous assumptions on lead in periods 
and what would realistically be delivered in the 5 yr period.  For example, we assume table 4 of 
section 3 means that in reality sites of 100 – 499 dwellings that have been subject to a pre app and 
are about to submit would deliver within the 5 yr period and subject to the nature of the future 
application could deliver in yrs 3 – 5. But it is not clear. What is however clear from para 2.31 of the 
Phasing Methodology is that the phasing strategy relied upon for the past Local Plan was unrealistic, 
such that we would question how much confidence can be placed on the current phasing strategy.  

 
2.2.9 Within the context of the above, to suggest as set out in the Development Strategy Topic 
Paper, that including further sites could lead to an oversaturation of the housing market in 2031/32 
– 33/34 misses the point that additional sites in the Herne Bay area for example would help spread 
the distribution of development across the main settlements and address any such issues. Put simple 
more sites are needed to help address the current shortfall. More sites were put forward and 
dismissed through the SLAA process. That process should be revisited and sites such as that at 
Heymar, Whitstable Road, Herne Bay should be given further consideration in light of the housing 
land supply situation and the fact the council should be leaving no stone unturned to meet this and 
deliver a rolling 5 year housing land supply.  
 
 

 
18 We note that the Phasing Methodology 2023 is based upon national studies that date back to 2014 and that the 2023 
update reflects advise from just 8 parties and cannot be said to be representative of the whole industry.  
19 See figure 3.1 of Start to Finish 
20 See table 4.2 of Start to Finish  
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limited access to day to day services and public transport therefore future occupiers would be 
dependent upon private car to access day to day services.’ 
 
4.4.3 The above is surprising considering that the SLAA also says, in terms of facilities within a 15 
minute cycling time:  
"7 Key Services: Community Hall, GP's, Nursery, Primary School, Train station, Bus stop, 
Convenience store  
5 Strategic Services: Existing employment area, Town centre, Hospital, Local centre, Secondary 
School 
5 Additional Services: Dentist, Place of Worship, Post Office, Pub, Recreation Ground, Vet" 

4.4.4 Likewise, the SLAA not only confirms that the site is not within the national landscape, but is 
not within, or adjacent to a Local Landscape Designation / Area of High Landscape Value. Whilst it 
is acknowledged that the site is within the Green Gap between Whitstable and Herne Bay, The 
landscape assessment undertaken by LDA Design and included within Catesby’s call for sites 
submission in December 2024 carefully considers the contribution the site makes to the surrounding 
landscape character and the function it plays as part of the Green Gap between Herne Bay and 
Whitstable, and concludes that ‘while the proposed development would reduce the extent and size 
of the Green Gap between Herne Bay and Whitstable, development can be accommodated within 
the Site without undermining the purpose and function of the gap.’ Indeed, it suggests that:  
‘Assuming the above recommendations are adhered to, the proposed development would: 
• Not significantly affect the open character of the gap, adjoining the existing settlement area; 
retaining a large proportion of the Site as undeveloped, green infrastructure; and providing a more 
clearly defined settlement edge. 
• Not appear isolated or obtrusive within the countryside, adjoining the existing settlement area and 
integrated with new planting. 
• Not result in any physical coalescence, with proposed open space contributing to a clearly 
recognisable gap between Herne Bay and Whitstable.’ 
 
4.4.4 The above is not referenced in the SLAA which continues to suggest that development on 

this site could contribute to the coalescence of these settlements.  
 

4.4.5 The sites’ location within the Green Gap should not in our opinion be treated as a reason for 
considering it to be unsuitable for development in whole or part, as the plan submitted as part 
of Catesby’s call for sites submission in December 2024 clearly illustrated the potential 
design response and ability to maintain a green gap between Herne Bay and Whitstable. 
This is reproduced below for ease.  
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4.4.6 This form of development would in our opinion ‘round off’ the settlement edge, creating a new 
publicly accessible parkland on the edge of the urban area that would actively address one of the 
key objectives of the Local Plan Review i.e. to create a ‘thriving environment’ where ‘Significant new 
areas of accessible, high quality open space will be created across the district and both new and 
existing valued open spaces enjoyed by the district’s residents will be protected for future 
generations, ensuring continued access beyond the period of the plan.’ 
 
4.4.7 In the context of the above we note that Policy HB4 - Land to the west of Thornden Wood 
Road (SLAA site 240) is located wholly within the Green Gap between Herne Bay and Whitstable 
and that its development would also conflict with the adopted 2017 Local Plan (Policy OS7), but was 
included as a draft allocation in the Reg 19 draft Local Plan for a new secondary school for Herne 
Bay and the coastal area, with supporting residential development. We also note that Policy HB6 - 
Hawthorn Corner (SLAA site 167) was, when it was assessed in the SLAA, considered technically 
unsuitable for development, but was nonetheless put forward as an employment allocation in the 
Reg 19 Plan. 

 
4.4.8 Given the above we would ask that the Council review their position on the land at Heymar, 
Whitstable Road, Herne Bay, and look to allocate this site for the circa 175 dwellings and countryside 
open space promoted by Catesby.  
 
 
 



15 

 

5 Conclusions on the Regulation 19 Draft Canterbury District Local Plan – March 2026 
 
5.1 Whilst we recognise the fact that in calculating their housing requirement the Council has 
worked to the correct starting point which is a minimum annual LHN calculated by reference to the 
standard method of 1,215 dpa when the plan was published for consultation, we are concerned that 
the scale of growth proposed in the Reg 19 Plan is the minimum needed to meet the LHN. No regard 
seems to have been had to increasing this to address the affordability issues that prevail in the area, 
the affordable housing needs of the area, and the issue of the unmet needs of the wider area. As 
set out above we believe that given these issues the plan should set a housing requirement 10% 
above the LHN.  
 
5.2 Similarly, we are concerned about the lack of evidence underpinning the housing supply and 
the extent to which a 10% buffer needs to be provided so as to address any potential for delays in 
delivery/ non delivery of the proposed allocations.  The deliverability of the existing commitments 
needs to be demonstrated more evidentially than it has to date. Likewise, the evidence needs to be 
provided to demonstrate that the proposed allocations will deliver the quantum of development 
suggested when expected; and the plan needs to encompass compelling evidence to support the 
windfall rates expected rather than rely on historic trends. To this end we do not believe the stepped 
trajectory is justified, and that rather than look to deliver less than the LHN over the foreseeable 
future the plan should look to allocate more small to medium sites so as to ensure a rolling five year 
housing land supply under the Sedgefield method.  

 
5.3 Given the above policy SS3 is unsound and unjustified  

 
5.4 Whilst we welcome the inclusion of a specific policy setting out when a review will take place, 
we do not consider this policy to be effective as it does not state that a review will be triggered should 
a neighbouring area be unable to meet its own housing needs. In such a circumstance it would be 
necessary for the Council to review its plan and whether additional sites could be allocated to ensure 
wider housing needs are met in full.   

 
5.5 Given the above policy SS7 is unsound as it is not effective 
 
5.6 Turning to the spatial strategy, whilst supporting this in principle, we do believe that additional 
sites could be delivered in Herne Bay to help address the issues we have raised with regard to the 
housing requirement and housing supply. To this end we remain of the view that the land at Heymar, 
Whitstable Road, Herne Bay should be allocated for the circa 175 dwellings and countryside open 
space. We believe that the development of this site can come forward in a timely way to help 
accommodate the housing needs of the area, and that it can deliver tangible benefits for the local 
community in terms of much needed family sized housing, affordable housing, and starter homes, 
as well as significant areas of high quality and accessible green space, new play facilities enhanced 
pedestrian and cycle links, and biodiversity net gains. It would also contribute towards the expansion 
of existing educational facilities, improvements to the strategic highway network, as well as local 
routes, and improvements to public transport provision.  
 
Furthermore, not only can said development be accommodated without any adverse environmental 
impacts but provide an opportunity to provide for significant environmental improvements. 
 
In the context of the above we would like to highlight Catesby’s desire to work with Canterbury City 
Council on the delivery of this site, and to this end would welcome the opportunity to meet with 
officers to discuss our proposals for this site further, as well as our associated reps on the Reg 19 
Plan/ its supporting evidence base. 






