
 

Draft Canterbury District Local Plan – 
Regulation 19 Publication 
Regulation 19 The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) 

Introduction and context 

This is the final draft stage of the Local Plan’s preparation before we submit it to the Government 
for Examination by an Independent Planning Inspector. 

 
At this Regulation 19 stage, we are inviting representations on whether the plan is legally compliant 
and sound. These are specific tests that the Planning Inspector will use to examine the plan as set 
out in legislation and national policy. 

What does this mean? 
 
Your representations should explain whether you think the plan is: 

 

• Positively prepared: That it meets the district’s housing and development needs 
(based on evidence) 

• Justified: That it provides an appropriate strategy (compared to reasonable alternatives) 

• Effective: That it is deliverable over the plan period 
• Consistent with national policy and legal requirements 

For full guidance on how to submit your representation, please use this link: 
https://haveyoursay.canterbury.gov.uk/43579/widgets/130223/documents/103506 

 
Your representations will be passed to the Planning Inspector, so it is important that you tell us 
whether you think the plan meets these tests and why. If you think changes are needed to make 
the plan legally compliant or sound, please set out what specific changes you would propose. 

What’s in the plan: 
 
The Local Plan sets out the long-term vision and planning policies for Canterbury District, including: 

 

• Strategic policies for Canterbury, Whitstable, Herne Bay and the rural areas 

• Site allocations for housing, employment and other development 

• Policies on sustainable design, transport, infrastructure and the environment 

• Development management policies 

All comments received through our previous consultations (2020-2025) have been carefully 
considered in preparing this final draft. 

 
We’re also consulting on the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal of the draft 
Local Plan and the Sustainability Appraisal of the Strategic Land Availability Assessment. 

 





2. Would you like to be notified of the following stages of the Canterbury District 
Local Plan? 
* Please tick all that apply 

Please keep CPRE Kent informed at each stage  

3. Would you like to appear at the Independent Examination? 
 

X  Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s) 

 
Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to 
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend, and 
they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who wish to 
participate at the examination hearings. 

4. Which chapter/s of the Regulation 19 consultation would you like to comment on? 
Please tick all that apply 

 

CPRE Kent have provided detailed comments on all sections of the Local Plan as 
set out within our detailed comments below.  
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Draft Canterbury District Local Plan focused consultation 

(Regulation 19) May 2026 

Response from CPRE Kent 

Introduction 

We are CPRE Kent, the countryside charity. Founded in 1926, CPRE is one of the country’s longest established and 

most respected environmental charities. CPRE Kent is the largest of the CPRE county branches. We represent 1,061 

individual members across the county, together with 131 parish councils, including 13 within Canterbury district 

itself. 

This response has been prepared jointly by the Kent Branch office and the Canterbury District Committee, working 

together with our local members to ensure it reflects an agreed position. For ease of reference, all comments are 

expressed simply as being from CPRE Kent throughout this response. 

Our vision is of a beautiful and thriving countryside that enriches all our lives, and our mission is to promote, 

enhance and protect that countryside. Overall, it is our position that local planning authorities should seek to ensure 

that the impact of development on the countryside, both directly and indirectly, is kept to a minimum and that 

development is sustainable in accordance with national planning policy. 

CPRE Kent’s overarching concerns 

CPRE Kent recognises the very substantial amount of work that has gone into this plan. Officers have taken it 

through repeated rounds of consultation over several years and it is clear that, in a number of important respects, 

the draft has improved as a result. 

We welcome the deletion of the former Cooting Farm Garden Community at Adisham, previously advanced as a 

freestanding settlement of some 3,200 dwellings. We also strongly welcome the removal of the former Blean 

proposal, namely the Land north of the University of Kent allocation under previous Policy C12, which was promoted 

as a mixed-use freestanding settlement of around 2,000 homes. Both were unsound proposals and it is right that 

they have fallen away. We also strongly support a number of the positive policy interventions this Local Plan seeks 

to make, such as the 20% biodiversity net-gain requirement under draft policy DS25.  

Most significantly, we welcome the Council’s recognition within this iteration that a stepped housing trajectory is 

necessary, as per our comments to the September 2025 Regulation 18 consultation. This is a sensible recognition 

that a plan must be grounded in realistic delivery assumptions, since unduly ambitious requirements will otherwise 

lead to the early and inevitable failure of both the housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test terms. 

Notwithstanding these positives, the plan still relies too heavily on large greenfield allocations around Canterbury 
and still over expands the city without any coherent overarching masterplan. In doing so, it still assumes that 
greenfield sites can deliver quickly, when in reality they often depend on substantial off-site infrastructure before 
housebuilding can begin. As has been demonstrated by the failure of the 2017 Local Plan, large green field sites 
might look straightforward on paper but prove slow in practice. Brownfield sites, by contrast, will often already 
have much of the necessary infrastructure in place, particularly transport links, and so are far better placed to 
support earlier delivery. It is however the brownfield sites that that are not being proactively worked up as 
allocation on the often-mistaken belief that they will be to be complicated or not viable to deliver quickly.   
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In this respect, it remains our view that the plan still does not show that brownfield options have been properly 
exhausted ahead of yet further greenfield sites being released, or that the infrastructure needed to support these 
major sites will come forward in a timely and realistic manner. Accordingly, CPRE Kent does not consider the plan 
to be sound, positively prepared, justified, effective or fully consistent with national policy, and therefore does not 
consider it ready for submission in its present form. 

Why CPRE Kent consider that the plan is not sound 

The Plan is not justified 

Under paragraph 36(b) of the NPPF, a sound plan must be justified. Specifically, the chosen strategy must be an 
appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives and based on proportionate evidence.  

In Canterbury’s case, the submission plan is not justified because it has not properly tested a brownfield led and 
regeneration led strategy as a reasonable alternative before resorting to substantial further greenfield release. Its 
brownfield first claim is not supported by the evidence. Policies C8, C33 and HB2 do not allocate sites or quantify 
delivery but leave the relevant opportunity areas to be worked up later through development briefs or similar 
documents. This is all the more regrettable and unjustifiable in the case of major sites like the Wincheap Industrial 
Estate, the freehold of which is held by the City Council. Work by the estates function of the Council to buy out 
leases or refuse renewal of them, and accordingly release land for residential construction could have begun many 
years ago. As far as we are aware no programme aimed at such release has yet been scheduled, let alone 
implemented. The Development Strategy Topic Paper indeed confirms that 16 Regeneration Opportunity Areas in 
Canterbury and 3 in Herne Bay still await that work. In other words, the supposed brownfield alternative has not 
been properly assessed before the strategic choice for further greenfield release was made. 

That matters because the sustainability appraisal is clear that reasonable alternatives must be considered and that, 
where significant adverse effects arise, options which avoid or reduce those effects should be pursued wherever 
possible. It also makes the efficient use of previously developed land a core sustainability objective. Yet the 
preferred spatial strategy still results in substantial further greenfield release, with the Sustainability Appraisal 
identifying likely significant adverse effects. In those circumstances, the Council needed to test a properly worked 
up brownfield and regeneration led alternative before deciding on further greenfield release. It did not do so. 
Instead, that supposed alternative was left to be worked up later, after the strategic choice had already been made. 

That same point is shown by the East Canterbury allocations. They were originally advanced on the basis of a 
materially different infrastructure case centred on the eastern bypass. CPRE Kent did not support that road based 
approach and does not suggest it should be revived. The point is that the original infrastructure case has fallen 
away, yet the allocations remain. What is left is a much narrower package centred on the A2 link at Bridge, Park 
and Bus provision and bus only connections, without convincing evidence that it can absorb the traffic generated, 
be funded and delivered at the right time, or form part of any coherent masterplan for Canterbury’s growth. East 
Canterbury therefore exposes the central flaw in the strategy, namely further major greenfield release without the 
evidence needed to show that it is the most appropriate option. 

That is why the Regeneration Opportunity Areas are such a missed opportunity. Policy C8 covers 16 city centre 
locations. Policy C33 covers longer term urban area regeneration. Policy HB2 does the same for Herne Bay town 
centre. The plan also includes a monitoring indicator for the production of development briefs or SPDs for C8, C18, 
W2 and HB2. In other words, the Council itself recognises that this further work is needed. In CPRE Kent’s view, it 
needed to happen earlier and it now needs to be accelerated.  
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The Council should now accelerate the production of the relevant development briefs, SPDs or equivalent evidence 
for the Regeneration Opportunity Areas and other key brownfield locations, so that these can be examined as part 
of the Local Plan evidence base. That work should then inform proposed modifications to the plan. With a more 
realistic early years requirement, and with review already built in within five years, it would be entirely reasonable 
for the Council to modify the strategy further and remove some greenfield allocations if the brownfield evidence 
shows they are not needed to support a sound and deliverable plan.  

The Plan is not effective 

This is probably the plan’s most serious weakness. Paragraph 36(c) of the NPPF requires genuine deliverability over 
the plan period for a plan to be effective. A sound strategy must therefore be realistic about what can actually be 
built in the early years, not just what might be achieved in theory over the longer term. In that respect, the Council 
is right to adopt a stepped trajectory, and CPRE Kent welcomes that. 

However, in our view, even the stepped approach remains too optimistic. It does not reflect current market 
conditions, with major housebuilders now pulling back on land buying and warning of reduced output for the 
foreseeable. Nor does it reflect the clearest lesson of the 2017 Local Plan, particularly at South Canterbury, where 
Mountfield Park has shown that large and complex greenfield allocations do not deliver quickly when they depend 
on substantial infrastructure and enabling works. The plan also needs to better reflect Canterbury’s real constraints, 
including unresolved foul water and nutrient issues and the fact that Broad Oak is not expected to provide 
headroom for fresh water supply until 2035 at the earliest. 

The proposed reliance on the East Canterbury Strategic Development Area only reinforces that concern. This is not 
a single strategic site but a collection of separate landholdings and allocations which the plan assumes will come 
forward collaboratively, and alongside South Canterbury, to mitigate impacts and help fund and deliver key 
infrastructure, including a new Park and Bus facility and new wastewater provision. That is a complicated and time 
consuming proposition from the outset. It is as likely to delay South Canterbury further as it is to unlock East 
Canterbury, given the negotiations and coordination required between the various parties behind the scenes. Our 
experience elsewhere, including at Chilmington Green in Ashford and Whitfield in Dover, is that large multi 
landowner schemes of this kind do not deliver at the pace claimed on paper and often stall altogether, if they ever 
get started. We do not believe the main site, C15 Land south of Littlebourne Road, will have delivered 50 homes 
within five years as the current trajectory assumes. 

The current proposed trajectory is, in our view, wholly unrealistic and will not withstand scrutiny at examination. It 
is simply not credible to suggest that a delivery rate of 2,228 dwellings per annum could be achieved within less 
than five years of the likely adoption of this plan when the recent delivery rate identified in the Meeting 
Development Needs Topic Paper is 761 dwellings per annum over recent years (although much lower over the 
longer period). That would amount to a 193 per cent increase in housebuilding in the district at precisely the point 
when the industry is slowing output. Delivery on that scale has not previously been seen in Kent, not even in 
Medway, which is a much larger authority with substantial urban areas. A reality check is therefore urgently needed. 

In our view, this should be addressed now through modification, not left to be exposed at examination or used as 
a basis for forcing unsound sites such as Blean back into the plan. The Council has not yet given sufficient effect to 
paragraph 72 of the NPPF, which distinguishes between specific deliverable sites for the first five years and later 
specific developable sites or broad locations for growth. East Canterbury is the clearest example of a site that should 
not be treated as deliverable in that context. As a minimum, it should be pushed well back in the trajectory and 
recast instead as a later broad location for growth, to be worked up properly through further masterplanning, 
infrastructure evidence and delivery work. Similar scrutiny should then be applied to any other major sites which 
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are plainly not capable of supporting the early years supply now proposed. The longer-term position, including 
whether such sites remain deliverable, can then be revisited through the mandatory five yearly review. 

That in turn would allow the Council to adopt a stepped requirement which is much more realistic in the early years 
while still meeting the full housing requirement over the 19-year plan period. On the Council’s own figures, that 
could mean retaining 2024/25 at 1,215 dwellings, then reducing the next five years to the 70 per cent LHN rate of 
851 dwellings per annum, as tested in the Development Strategy Topic Paper1, followed by five years at 95 per cent 
of LHN, which is 1,154 dwellings per annum. The remaining balance would then be spread across the final eight 
years of the plan period at around 1,480 to 1,481 dwellings per annum. That would offer a flatter outcome over the 
first half of the plan period, thus far more realistic than the current approach. It would reduce the early years 
requirement to a level that is genuinely deliverable, avoid an excessive step in the following five years, and still 
leave the Council able to meet need in full over the longer term. It would also be far more consistent with national 
policy, with the Council’s own evidence on lead in times and infrastructure dependency, and with the basic point 
that a sound plan must be realistic about what can actually be delivered, and when. 

Just as importantly, it would create the space needed for a proper review, informed by a credible brownfield and 
regeneration led strategy, rather than forcing the plan to depend now on over optimistic assumptions about the 
speed at which large and infrastructure dependent greenfield sites will come forward. 

The Council’s own committee report makes clear that this can be addressed without delaying submission. It 
expressly states that where Regulation 19 representations identify soundness issues requiring changes to policies 
or text, those changes can be captured in a schedule of proposed modifications submitted alongside the plan, with 
any necessary soundness modifications then subject to further public consultation during the examination. It also 
proposes delegated authority to make such changes so as to secure timely submission and the efficient running of 
the examination.  

The proper course is therefore to amend the trajectory and supporting topic papers now, submit the plan with 
those proposed modifications, and allow those changes to be tested through the examination process, rather than 
treating the current draft as incapable of meaningful amendment simply because of the timetable. 

The Plan is not consistent with national policy.  

CPRE Kent is concerned that the plan is not yet fully consistent with national policy in its treatment of the 
Canterbury World Heritage Site and the wider rural setting of Canterbury Cathedral. NPPF paragraph 202 identifies 
World Heritage Sites as heritage assets of the highest significance, internationally recognised for their Outstanding 
Universal Value, and confirms that such assets are irreplaceable and should be conserved in a manner appropriate 
to their significance. Paragraph 203 requires plans to set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment 
of the historic environment, paragraph 205 requires up to date evidence on the significance of heritage assets and 
the contribution they make to their environment, paragraph 208 requires the effect of development within the 
setting of heritage assets to be properly identified and assessed, and paragraph 219 requires opportunities to 
enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage assets, including World Heritage Sites, to be taken. This is also 
consistent with the UNESCO Historic Urban Landscape approach, which supports a more holistic understanding of 
historic cities, recognising that heritage significance is shaped not only by individual buildings or designated 
boundaries, but also by wider landscape setting, views, historic layers and the relationship between urban form 

 

1 See para 2.38 
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quantified brownfield strategy. The key regeneration opportunity areas in 
Canterbury and Herne Bay are still largely left to future development briefs 
or similar work, rather than being properly assessed, masterplanned and 
counted as part of the plan’s core housing strategy now. That is a 
fundamental soundness issue. If the Council wishes to rely on the wording 
of Policy SS3 as evidence of a brownfield first approach, it must first show 
what that approach is expected to deliver, when it will deliver, and how 
that has affected the decision to release further greenfield land. 
 
This is why CPRE Kent does not consider the policy to be justified. A sound 
strategy must be an appropriate strategy, taking into account the 
reasonable alternatives and based on proportionate evidence. The 
reasonable alternative that has not been properly tested is a more 
genuinely brownfield led and regeneration led strategy, supported by a 
more realistic stepped trajectory. Without that work, the plan moves too 
quickly from acknowledging that previously developed land should be 
prioritised to concluding that further development on agricultural land is 
necessary. That is not enough, particularly in a district with the 
environmental, landscape, heritage, water and transport constraints that 
Canterbury faces. 
 
Nor do we consider Policy SS3 to be effective. CPRE Kent welcomes the 
Council’s acceptance in principle that a stepped housing trajectory is 
necessary. That is a clear improvement from earlier versions of the plan 
and reflects the point we made at Regulation 18. However, the proposed 
steps still remain too optimistic. Policy SS3 requires 972 dwellings per 
annum between 2025/26 and 2031/32 and then 1,370 dwellings per 
annum between 2032/33 and 2041/42, against a total requirement of 
23,085 dwellings over the plan period. The Council’s own evidence 
recognises that this is a 52 per cent increase on the adopted Local Plan 
housing target and that a stepped trajectory is needed because the higher 
requirement is challenging to meet swiftly. 
 
The problem is that the stepped trajectory has not gone far enough. 
Canterbury’s recent experience under the 2017 Local Plan shows that large 
and infrastructure dependent greenfield allocations do not deliver quickly 
simply because they are allocated. Mountfield Park is the clearest 
example, but the same lesson can be seen across other major allocated 
sites where transport, wastewater, utilities, viability, land assembly and 
delivery constraints have slowed delivery in practice. Policy SS3 risks 
repeating the same mistake by assuming that further major greenfield 
allocations can make a meaningful contribution at the pace required, when 
the evidence and experience point the other way. 
 
This concern is particularly acute in relation to East Canterbury. Policy SS3 
identifies Canterbury as the principal focus for development and allocates 
Strategic Development Areas at South West Canterbury and East 
Canterbury. Yet East Canterbury is not a single simple allocation ready to 
deliver. It is a complicated collection of landholdings and infrastructure 
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dependencies which requires coordination with South Canterbury, 
transport interventions, wastewater provision and wider masterplanning. 
In CPRE Kent’s view, it should not be treated as a deliverable early or 
middle year component of the strategy. At most, it should be treated as a 
later broad location for growth, subject to further masterplanning, 
infrastructure evidence and delivery work. 
 
The policy is also not consistent with the national policy requirement that 
plans should be realistic about delivery and should distinguish between 
deliverable sites in the first five years and developable sites or broader 
locations for later growth. The Council’s own evidence accepts that large 
sites have long lead in times and that the timing of delivery is the reason a 
stepped trajectory is necessary. The logical response is not to continue 
relying on optimistic assumptions about large greenfield sites, but to step 
the requirement back further in the early years, accelerate the brownfield 
and regeneration work, and place the most complex greenfield locations 
later in the plan where they can be properly tested through review. 
 
CPRE Kent therefore considers that Policy SS3 should be modified. The 
annual housing requirement should be amended to provide a more 
realistic early year trajectory, based on the Council’s own tested 70 per 
cent LHN scenario for the first five years after adoption, followed by a 
more measured increase before the remaining need is met in the later 
years of the nineteen year plan period. At the same time, the policy should 
include a stronger and more measurable brownfield first requirement, 
including a commitment to quantify the capacity of the regeneration 
opportunity areas before further greenfield release is treated as necessary. 
This would not prevent the Council from planning positively. It would make 
the plan more realistic, more defensible and more likely to remain plan 
led. 
 
We also remain concerned by the settlement hierarchy embedded within 
Policy SS3. If Rural Service Centres and Local Service Centres are to 
accommodate growth, then access to a regular and conveniently located 
bus service should be treated as a basic prerequisite, not an optional 
benefit. Villages without such provision should not be relied upon to 
deliver supposedly sustainable growth. Without that correction, the policy 
risks dispersing development to locations where day to day travel will 
remain heavily car dependent, contrary to the plan’s wider objectives on 
climate, transport, air quality and healthy communities. 
 
For these reasons, CPRE Kent objects to Policy SS3 as drafted. The policy 
should be modified so that it gives real effect to brownfield first, adopts a 
genuinely deliverable stepped trajectory, places complex infrastructure 
dependent greenfield locations later in the plan, and ensures that any 
growth in rural settlements is genuinely supported by sustainable 
transport and local services. Without those changes, Policy SS3 is not 
justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 
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Please give precise details in the 
box below, including any changes 
you would suggest to make the 
policy sound. If you consider the 
policy to be sound, please use 
this box to set out your 
comments.  

CPRE Kent welcomes the ambition behind the Movement and 
Transportation Strategy, particularly its focus on public transport, walking 
and cycling, and the recognition within the Transport Strategy that there is 
very limited scope to provide additional road capacity around Canterbury. 
The move towards a vision and validate approach is also supported in 
principle, as is the aim that by 2042 more journeys in the district should be 
made by sustainable transport than by private car. 
 
As set out within the recent CPRE Report “Every village, every hour” Bus 
services are essential for allowing us to decarbonise the transport sector 
by providing an alternative to private car travel. This report called upon 
government to recognise a universal basic right to public transport and 
back it with statutory duties for local transport authorities to provide legal 
minimum service frequency standards to villages and towns. We therefore 
see the proposed strategy, and the enabling policy text of Policy SS4 as 
being a step in the right direction in achieving this goal. 
 
Our concern is one of effectiveness. The Local Plan is placing considerable 
weight on a substantial mode shift to absorb the transport impacts of 
planned growth, with the Transport Strategy envisaging a 20 per cent 
switch across the district to sustainable transport by 2042, while accepting 
that only a 3 to 5 per cent shift is likely within the first five years. That is a 
significant assumption, particularly where major greenfield allocations are 
being relied upon and where many of the more ambitious bus, active 
travel, parking and demand management measures are not expected until 
later in the plan period. 
 
CPRE Kent is also concerned that the strategy places too much weight on 
the expansion of Park and Ride and the creation of new Park and Bus 
facilities. Such facilities may have a role in intercepting existing car 
journeys before they enter the historic core, but they are not a substitute 
for a genuinely sustainable transport strategy and should not be used to 
justify car dependent growth at the edge of the city. A more effective 
approach would place greater emphasis on frequent and reliable bus 
services, bus priority, bus gates, improved rail services, safe walking and 
cycling routes and stronger demand management measures, so that the 
need to travel by car is reduced rather than simply displaced to new out of 
town car parks. 
 
For Policy SS6 to be effective, there needs to be much greater certainty 
that the necessary sustainable transport measures will be funded, 
delivered and operational in step with occupation, with clear 
consequences if the required mode shift is not achieved. CPRE Kent’s view 
remains that the most reliable way to secure genuine modal shift is to 
locate more homes in places where walking, cycling and public transport 
are already realistic choices. That means maximising brownfield 
regeneration opportunities in Canterbury, Whitstable and Herne Bay town 
centres before relying on less accessible greenfield growth. 
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Please give precise details in the box 
below, including any changes you would 
suggest to make the policy sound. If you 
consider the policy to be sound, please 
use this box to set out your comments.  

CPRE Kent continues to object to Policy C10, Land at Merton Park, 
as currently phased. Whilst we recognise that the Regulation 19 
policy now contains more detail, that additional detail does not 
overcome our fundamental concern that this remains a very large, 
complex and infrastructure dependent greenfield allocation, 
reliant on substantial transport, wastewater, utilities and 
community infrastructure being funded, coordinated and delivered 
at the right time. 
 
For that reason, CPRE Kent does not consider Policy C10 to be 
effective. It repeats the central weakness of the 2017 Local Plan by 
assuming that a major greenfield allocation around Canterbury can 
deliver at pace despite being dependent on substantial enabling 
works, wider modal shift, wastewater provision and other 
infrastructure. The Council’s trajectory assumes Merton Park 
begins delivering in 2031/32 and then becomes a significant middle 
year contributor. In our view that is too optimistic. The experience 
of South Canterbury and Mountfield Park shows that large 
infrastructure dependent greenfield sites often move much more 
slowly than assumed, particularly where delivery depends on 
major infrastructure, landowner coordination, market absorption 
and unresolved environmental constraints. 
 
Nor do we consider the allocation to be justified at this stage. The 
site remains a substantial greenfield release with significant 
constraints, including landscape sensitivity, heritage impacts, 
public rights of way, minerals safeguarding, groundwater 
sensitivity and contamination risks associated with historic 
extraction and landfill. Most importantly, it would also involve the 
loss of high grade Best and Most Versatile agricultural land, 
including Grade 1 and Grade 2 land, which is a serious and 
irreversible harm. Historic England has previously raised concerns 
about the effect of development on the setting of the World 
Heritage Site, including long distance views of Canterbury 
Cathedral, while the site also lies almost entirely within the 
Canterbury Area of High Landscape Value and adjacent to 
deciduous woodland priority habitat. 
 
The plan has not demonstrated that these harms are outweighed 
by a properly tested need to rely on this site as a major middle 
year delivery site, particularly where the Council has still not 
properly quantified or accelerated brownfield and regeneration 
alternatives within Canterbury. At the very least, Policy C10 should 
be pushed substantially later in the trajectory and should not be 
relied upon as a major source of delivery unless and until the 
necessary infrastructure, wastewater, water, heritage, landscape, 
agricultural land, minerals and contamination matters have been 
resolved. Without that modification, Policy C10 is not justified and 
not effective. 
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CPRE Kent continues to object to Policies C15, C16 and C17. These 
sites were previously linked to the Eastern Movement Corridor, 
and when that road based strategy was removed the ability of the 
sites to mitigate pressure on local roads became unclear. In CPRE 
Kent’s view, the replacement package has still not been shown to 
provide a justified or deliverable basis for major greenfield growth 
east of Canterbury. 
 
The concern is particularly acute in relation to effectiveness. The 
housing trajectory assumes that C15 will begin delivering 50 homes 
in 2031/32 and then rise quickly to 100, 120 and then 150 homes 
per year, with C16 also starting at 50 homes in 2031/32 and then 
delivering at a sustained high rate. Together, C15 and C16 are 
therefore being treated as a major middle year component of the 
housing trajectory, not as a long term reserve. That is not realistic. 
These are large, interdependent, infrastructure dependent 
greenfield sites, and the Council’s own evidence shows that 
delivery relies on a local distributor road, a bridge over the railway, 
upgrades through South Canterbury, a Park and Bus facility, new 
schools, a health facility, wastewater treatment works, sewerage 
reinforcement and wider active travel and public transport 
measures. 
 
The phasing of that infrastructure is itself a serious concern. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan states that the C15 to C16 connection 
must be operational before 300 dwellings, but the bridge over the 
railway and the connection through South Canterbury to form part 
of the A257 to A2 link is only required before 1,000 dwellings 
across C15 and C16. That is too late for infrastructure which is 
integral to the claimed sustainability and accessibility of the 
allocation. It also introduces a significant dependency on South 
Canterbury, Network Rail, multiple landowners, future section 106 
agreements and detailed design work, all at the point when the 
plan is already relying on these sites for substantial delivery. 
 
Nor do we consider the allocations to be justified. The sites 
represent substantial greenfield release on the edge of Canterbury, 
including high quality Best and Most Versatile agricultural land. 
They also raise significant landscape, heritage and ecological 
concerns, including their relationship with the Canterbury Area of 
High Landscape Value, the setting of nearby conservation areas 
and listed buildings, ancient woodland, priority habitat, the Great 
Crested Newt risk zone and the wider rural setting east of the city. 
These harms have not been shown to be outweighed by a properly 
tested need to release these sites now, particularly when the 
Council has still not properly quantified and accelerated the 
brownfield and regeneration opportunities within Canterbury. 
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Please give precise details in the box 
below, including any changes you would 
suggest to make the policy sound. If you 
consider the policy to be sound, please 
use this box to set out your comments.  

Policy C18 is strongly supported in principle. Wincheap is exactly 
the kind of brownfield, urban and accessible location that should 
be central to a genuinely brownfield first strategy, particularly 
given its proximity to Canterbury East station, the city centre, 
existing services and employment. CPRE Kent does not say that the 
figure of approximately 1,000 dwellings is necessarily too low, 
because this is properly a mixed use regeneration area and its final 
capacity will need to reflect employment, community, open space, 
movement, heritage, air quality and flood risk considerations. 
However, the direction of travel in national policy is clearly 
towards making more efficient use of well connected urban land, 
including around railway stations, with the current NPPF reform 
consultation proposing minimum densities of 40 dwellings per 
hectare around all stations and 50 dwellings per hectare around 
well connected stations. In that context, the Council needs to show 
that Wincheap has been tested ambitiously and that approximately 
1,000 dwellings is the right figure once the wider mix of uses has 
been properly planned. At present, the necessary masterplanning 
and capacity testing has not yet been done, so the plan does not 
currently show whether 1,000 dwellings is the optimum capacity, a 
cautious assumption, or the appropriate outcome of a properly 
tested mixed use strategy. 
 
This illustrates the wider weakness identified in our overarching 
comments. If a genuine brownfield first strategy had been pursued 
from the outset, Wincheap would already have been subject to 
detailed capacity testing, land assembly work, viability assessment 
and Council led masterplanning before further greenfield release 
was accepted as necessary. We recognise that Wincheap is not a 
simple site. It has existing commercial uses, multiple ownership 
and leasehold interests, air quality issues, heritage sensitivity along 
Wincheap Road, including listed buildings, and wider design and 
infrastructure constraints. Those are precisely the reasons why the 
work needed to be done earlier, not reasons to leave the site as a 
broad location to be worked up later. 
 
Policy C18 should therefore be strengthened so that it commits the 
Council to preparing a development brief, Council led masterplan, 
design code or Supplementary Plan, rather than relying only on an 
SPD mechanism. This wording is also needed because national plan 
making reforms mean that new SPDs are being phased out, with 
supplementary plans and other plan led documents becoming the 
more appropriate mechanism for detailed policy and site guidance. 
That document should test the most appropriate mix of uses and 
the maximum suitable residential capacity of the site, having 
regard to the need to make efficient use of this highly accessible 
brownfield location while respecting heritage, air quality, flood 
risk, active travel, open space and existing employment 
requirements. Without that modification, Policy C18 is positive in 
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indicate your view on each of the 
following soundness tests: 

Please give precise details in the box 
below, including any changes you would 
suggest to make the policy sound. If you 
consider the policy to be sound, please 
use this box to set out your comments.  

CPRE Kent strongly supports the principle of Policy C33 and 
welcomes the identification of longer term regeneration 
opportunity areas within the Canterbury urban area. These are 
precisely the sort of locations that should sit at the heart of a 
genuine brownfield first strategy, making better use of previously 
developed and underused land, improving existing 
neighbourhoods and reducing pressure for further greenfield 
release. However, the policy also illustrates the wider missed 
opportunity in this plan. Had this work been prioritised earlier, 
with capacity, viability, delivery and infrastructure issues properly 
tested before the spatial strategy was fixed, it may have been 
possible to reduce the scale of greenfield land now proposed for 
allocation. The preparation of development briefs, Council led 
masterplans or equivalent planning documents for these areas 
should therefore be expedited and treated as a key early action. 
That said, CPRE Kent recognises that the Council is trying to move 
in the right direction through Policy C33, and we support that 
ambition. 
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use this box to set out your comments. 
compliant, please use this box to set out 
your comments. 

however, ensure that capacity is sensitively maximised while 
coordinating with Blacksole Farm, addressing neighbouring 
commercial uses, noise from the A299 and railway, archaeological 
potential, open space within the gas pipeline buffer and access via 
Blacksole Farm only. 
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pipeline works are also significant, with South East Water 
identifying a raw water pipeline of around 13km and a treated 
water pipeline of around 7km, mostly to be laid in open trenches, 
which will require full route specific evidence on ecological effects, 
hydrology, landscape harm, traffic, noise and restoration. 
 
Policy R24 should therefore be strengthened so that it does not 
present the reservoir or country park as a settled benefit before 
the fundamental environmental and delivery questions have been 
answered. It should require a precautionary assessment of 
abstraction, water quality, catchment effects, Stodmarsh 
implications, groundwater, ecology, pipeline routing, construction 
impacts and long term management. Any public access should be 
low key, nature focused and compatible with tranquillity, 
landscape protection and biodiversity.  
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setting. Policy DS30 should therefore require major Canterbury 
edge allocations, particularly C10 Merton Park and C15 to C17 East 
Canterbury, to be supported by specific heritage and townscape 
evidence assessing long distance views, skyline effects, cumulative 
harm and the erosion of rural foregrounds.  
 
The Local Plan policies map should also identify and protect key 
views to and from the Cathedral, including surviving visual 
connections between the Cathedral and the surrounding 
countryside, so that development does not further erode views 
which contribute to the significance and Outstanding Universal 
Value of the World Heritage Site.  
 
We also welcome the positive approach to bringing redundant or 
underused historic buildings back into viable use, and to sensitive 
retrofit where this is consistent with conservation. The policy 
should be applied robustly so that heritage is not treated as a 
constraint to be worked around, but as a central part of the 
district’s character, identity and regeneration potential. 

  




















