This submission addresses the Draft Canterbury District Local Plan: Regulation 19 consultation. It focuses on C10, Merton Park. Issues raised for it may affect other sites.

River Stour 
NPPF 192 “To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks;…wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them; and areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat management, enhancement, restoration or creation; and promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species.” 

The Stour is a chalk stream (one of the world’s rarest freshwater habitats) and supports many water species (https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/habitats/freshwater/chalk-rivers). It is also a great attraction to Canterbury (and I love walking or running next to it). But “Water Companies … have been abstracting water from the Chalk Stream aquifers to supply residents with water very cheaply; however, the over-abstracting has caused the chalk streams to dry up. Not only does the wildlife die, but the sewage that flows through the rivers has nowhere to go, meaning high phosphate levels” – and concentrated sewage. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_jD2XlOOdHA
Comments
· the developer of Merton Park wants to put the wastewater processing area in the Source Protection Zones (SPZ) levels 1 and 2 on C10 (QuinnWR0918 Iceni Projects on behalf of Quinn Estates (Sophie Innes)_Redacted.pdf, submitted to the Reg18 consultation, row 917 in Appendix 5.3.1 Representations (5) previous consultation.xlsx). SPZs protect aquifers that are used for water, including drinking water. All wastewater processing plants have spills, so this will inevitably lower the quality of the water in the Stour. 
· There is contamination on the site (Strategic land availability assessment - site assessments July 2022.xlsx, row 125), “a small portion of contaminated land (lime extraction) to north of site and 2 smaller areas of contaminated land towards centre” and this, or mitigation works, could damage the SPZs.
· Building works could also damage the SPZs as the SPZs would be mostly downhill from the building works.
· As noted in the Water objection below, if reservoirs are insufficient, water may be taken from the Stour for the Broad Oak reservoir. Remember, “Water Companies … have been abstracting water from the Chalk Stream aquifers to supply residents with water very cheaply.” This will hasten the drying up of the Stour and ruin it. 
The Council is not protecting biodiversity in the river Stour chalk stream which is likely to be polluted and have less water in it. It is a jewel of Canterbury. The Council is not following NPPF 192 and 187 e, and is acting unsoundly.

Biodiversity
NPPF  187  Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes…
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land…….
d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures and incorporating features which support priority or threatened species such as swifts, bats and hedgehogs;
NPPF 192  To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:
a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity; wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them; and areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat management, enhancement, restoration or creation; and
b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.

The Local Plan, policy DS 20 6, states: “Where there is the potential for a site to be functionally linked land for species associated with a SPA, SAC and/or Ramsar, an assessment of the potential value of the site must be undertaken. Any development considered likely to have significant effects must follow the mitigation hierarchy: avoid, then mitigate and then, finally, compensate. Where mitigation measures are agreed
by the council, the development will be required to fund and/or implement such mitigation measures.”

Comments
· I went to school for 6 years via Wincheap Orchards and treasured the walk, a welcome break before and after classes. The Council’s plans to build on them are a disgrace. The Orchards, ‘C10’, have over 50 species of bird, at least 4 species of bat (including the rare Nathusias Pipistrelle), many species of small mammals and reptiles, over 16,000 trees including ancient and veteran fruit trees and five large roundels over 130 years old of approximately 70 trees including 25% holm oak. It is a biodiverse landscape, complex with hills, old trees, holes in the ground and prolific interactions of avian, mammal, reptilian, insect and plant life. Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) has introduced bison to make the West Blean and Thornden Woods more complex through their random destruction of trees and undergrowth https://www.kentwildlifetrust.org.uk/projects/wilder-blean). Ancient bends have also been put back in streams in Blean wood to increase biodiversity. 
C10 is a rich natural environment on the doorstep of the city. Destroying it does not comply with NPPF 192:  “plans should a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks ... wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them.”
· Strategic land availability assessment - site assessments July 2022.xlsx row 125 column Z: “The site is almost wholly within Canterbury Area of High Landscape Value”. Putting 2,000 houses on it contradicts NPPF 187a (“protecting and enhancing valued landscapes”)
· Cetti’s warbler, a water bird, has been seen on the orchards. This shows that C10 is functionally linked land to the Stodmarsh nature reserve SSSI (where the first Cetti’s warbler nest was recorded in 1973).  The Local Plan C10 3 a) states that the site must be assessed in line with policy DS20. This has not happened.
· REG 19 Plan C10 3f : “Enhance the existing Stuppington Lane green corridor and provide further habitat, pollinator and ecological connectivity across the site and with the surrounding landscape, including enhancements to the potential habitat connectivity offered by the disused Elham Valley Railway line to the north of the site and priority habitats.” The Quinn2937-315A Land Use Plan.pdf proposes to destroy the link between the 2 green corridors Stuppington lane and the disused Railway (and the Cooper’s RIGS ex-quarry). This is in direct contradiction to C10 3f  – not providing links, destroying them. 
· Quinn2937-315A Land Use Plan.pdf proposes a green corridor by the A2. This will put animals (including bats, birds and small mammals) where they are most likely to be killed and/or stressed. 
· The developer plan (QuinnWR0918 Iceni Projects on behalf of Quinn Estates (Sophie Innes)_Redacted.pdf ) states: “Following previous representations on the matter, it is recognised and appreciated that the updated Policy N1 has removed the specific reference to achieving 20% BNG in accordance with Policy DS21, and amended to ‘Incorporate opportunities for landscape and biodiversity enhancements identified within the Local Character Area H4: Nackington Farmlands set out in Canterbury Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal’ (3b).” To whom on the Council were “previous representations on the matter” made? The REG19 Plan response (C9, 2.9) is: “To achieve high density sustainable development on the Merton Park site, the council will accept a proportion of open space to be delivered through off-site enhancements, however the full amount of outdoor sport provision must be provided within the site.” So outdoor sport must be provided but open space only needs to be “a proportion”.  The Council seems to have made concessions to the developer and to be lukewarm in its support for open space. This is dysfunctional as well as unsound.
· The REG 19 Plan states in policy SS2 17c “High-quality, accessible open space should be delivered …This includes: … c. integration of food growing opportunities at all scales such as planters, fruit trees, hedgerows, community orchards and allotments;” however, C10 already contains fruit trees, orchards, hedgerows and functionally linked allotments, with established biodiverse animal and plant life, but the Council wants to build houses on it. This is unsound.

· Some open space in REG 18 (see image below) was removed in REG 19. It is shown in dark blue. Why was this done? To build more houses, one assumes. More concessions to the developer.  [image: ]

· The REG 19 plan emphasizes how much it wants to encourage active travel, i.e. walking, cycling and running. However, if the houses are built then the place will be so ugly that no one would want to walk, cycle or run for pleasure there. It IS an open space, but if 2,000 houses are built it won’t be any more. The Council recognises the value of open spaces for physical and mental health in 6.157: “Access to a variety of high-quality open spaces is essential for biodiversity, the quality of life of our residents and supporting healthy lifestyles and social interaction within communities. Publicly accessible open spaces are important community assets”. But not to the people and wildlife of Wincheap, it would appear. The Council appears not to care about the health of the people of Wincheap, and it is contradicting itself which is unsound. 

Water
The Council is not meeting the requirements of NPPF20, to make “sufficient provision for ….infrastructure for water supply”.  Its very recent Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Infrastructure Delivery Plan (March 2026).pdf), in section 12.1, states: “South East Water recently published a Revised Water Resources Management Plan 2025 to 2075 (WRMP)… a group of six water companies …to review how water will be sourced and supplied across the whole South East region during the next 75 years. The plan takes into account planned housing growth as well as measures to ensure environmental protection and improvement, and the potential impact of climate change.” The implication is that South East Water will take care of it all, but there is no specific timescale in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan or, remarkably, any mention at all of water supply in Schedule Site C10 – Land at Merton Park (p136). The Council appears to be well aware it has no serious plan for supplying water to the site. It is relying on the following all being ready in 2030 when the first houses are occupied (QuinnWR0918 Iceni Projects on behalf of Quinn Estates (Sophie Innes)_Redacted, page 4):  
      - a new reservoir in Broad Oak
      - the infrastructure to bring the water over to Merton Park, and 
      - sufficient rainfall. 
Comments
· The Council has no realistic plan for supplying water to Merton Park.
· There were shortages of water in Whitstable, Faversham and Tunbridge Wells in 2025 and 2026. Canterbury had a hose pipe ban from June 2025 to February 2026. An empty reservoir will be no use - and if it occurs water may well be taken from the Stour river (see above). 
· The Council’s failure to make “sufficient provision” for water supply is deeply unsound.

(Breaking news: https://www.kentonline.co.uk/sandwich/news/utter-madness-southern-water-confirms-u-turn-over-100-hom-340387/ “Southern Water has reversed its position on a controversial 100-home development amid concerns over its potential impact on the sewer network...previously raised no concerns over plans to build the scheme on a field off Lower Street in Eastry...has since acknowledged it failed to take into account a 94-home development ..next door ... the Lower Street development may now require significant network reinforcement or capacity upgrades before it can proceed.” Water companies can miss the obvious, and our Council doesn’t even have any assurances from South East Water.)

Contamination
Paragraph 196 of the NPPF states: Planning policies and decisions should ensure that a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any risks arising from land instability and contamination.
In the Council’s Strategic land availability assessment - site assessments July 2022.xlsx (row 125): “Small portion of contaminated land (lime extraction) to north of site and 2 smaller areas of contaminated land towards centre. Western part of site is in buffer around lime kiln quarry (landfill site).”
Comments
· No account has been taken by the council or the developer of the contamination noted in the Strategic land availability assessment (which is a Council assessment). There appears to be a risk that houses will be built on contaminated land. This is unsound.
·  The developer plan (QuinnWR0918 Iceni Projects on behalf of Quinn Estates (Sophie Innes)_Redacted.pdf ) does not have a buffer around the “lime kiln quarry (landfill site).” (The Local Plan map for C10 does have a buffer.) Again there appears to be a risk that houses will be built on contaminated land. This is unsound.

Locations
Paragraph 99 of the NPPF [1] states existing open space, sports and recreation sites, including playing fields, should not be built on unless:
● An assessment has been undertaken, which has clearly shown the site to be surplus to
requirements; or
● The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location
The Council’s REG19 Plan, C10 1 c 1, supports this: ‘the retention of the existing amenity space at Lime Kiln Rd 0.36 hectares’ and Plan C10 3 d ‘Retain existing hedgerows and vegetation at Cooper’s pit RIGS’.

The Quinn Land use plan (Quinn2937-315A Land Use Plan.pdf) proposes to move the Lime Kiln amenity to the other side of Cooper’s pit RIGS, partly over the cliff, to remove the open space except for the pit, and to build on the current Lime Kiln amenity space.
Comments
· This would result in the loss of the existing Lime Kiln amenity which contradicts NPPF 99, the Council’s Local plan C10 and the open spaces strategy. It is therefore unsound. The proposed location would also damage Cooper’s pit RIGS.
· The Lime Kiln amenity is owned by the Council and has not been sold to Quinn but they are incorrectly assuming they can build on it.

Traffic
NPPF 109 c states that the Council should address “the potential impacts of development on transport networks.”
Comments
- The plan is to make Stuppington Lane a green corridor (C10 3f). It is currently used by many people as a short cut to Merton Lane and Nackington Rd. Where will all this traffic go? – to Wincheap, making Wincheap even worse. The Council has not taken account of this, which is unsound.
- The Council writes in C10 4d “The internal road network should be designed for access only to serve the development and to discourage through trips between Nackington Road and Hollow Lane”. This is a ludicrous statement. Will ANPR be installed to prevent non-residents entering? A school is planned on site – will it be limited to residents? What about friends, relatives, people who want to play in the sports facilities? Will they all have to walk and cycle, up the hill? People will also use the site as a cut-through. They will behave as everyone else does, taking the easiest obvious quickest way. 
- The Council wants improvements to Canterbury East. This from Network Rail in response:  “NR welcomes the inclusion of a mobility hub within the development… however, given the faster services available, Canterbury West may be the preferred station to use the rail network.” Everyone knows that to get to London fast you go to Canterbury West – new track, new trains. So residents of Merton Park would be highly likely to drive down to Wincheap and on to Canterbury West. 
- Air pollution is the worst in Canterbury on Wincheap, by the railway bridge. The Council plans to send ever more traffic down Wincheap (see above). Wincheap ward is a deprived area and the Council appears content to make it more so. In 2020 the inquest into Ella Adoo-Kissi-Debrah’s death was told that “air pollution made a material contribution,” and Roger Harrabin from the BBC added, “The poorest tend to suffer the worst air.” NPPF 199 states “Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in local areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as through traffic and travel management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far as possible these opportunities should be considered at the plan-making stage, to ensure a strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered when determining individual applications.” The Council is sending ever more traffic into Wincheap (a deprived area) and this is unsound. 


6 Heritage and UNESCO
NPPF 207:  “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting.”

The view of the cathedral shown in the valley is the best left – all others have been built on. The developer plan (QuinnWR0918 Iceni Projects on behalf of Quinn Estates (Sophie Innes)_Redacted.pdf ) does not even mention the cathedral views. The REG 19 plan pays lip service to them (C10 3g) “Be informed by a views analysis to determine the location of viewing corridors which preserve and enhance views towards the City and World Heritage Site.” 
Comments
· The Council is not doing its duty defending the cathedral view from the orchards. It is not complying with NPPF 207 either.  If C10 goes ahead the view will probably be reduced to a wooden platform with a view over houses or something similar.
· Liverpool has lost its UNESCO status. Canterbury could too.


The Vote on the REG 19 Local Plan
Canterbury City Council approved the REG 19 Local Plan at the Extraordinary Meeting of Full Committee, 6.30 pm Wednesday 18 March 2026. In it the Joint Chief Executive said,  “The decision before you tonight as council is a binary one of accepting or rejecting a plan as a whole and amendments would not be possible at this stage.” The next speaker elaborated: 
· “refusing to plan does not stop development. It simply means losing control of where it happens. So tonight, the choice before this chamber is actually very simple. We can keep arguing about the problem or we can start delivering the solution… This plan takes responsibility. It chooses brownfield over countryside, public transport before gridlock, and homes for local people before political procrastination. And no plan is perfect, but it is responsible. And tonight, this plan, this council must choose responsibility over chaos.”
Further speakers made the same point:
· “But the most important point … what happens if we don't have an updated plan … this council is still under the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Land owners submit development plans and in presumption developers have the power. We lose much of our say over what gets built and where. So if we delay this plan or vote it down, we are voting to stay in presumption instead of putting in processes which aim to take us out of it. A no vote is a vote to give developers more control… The 2042/43 plan delivers protections. The 2017 plan does not.”
· “In voting against this plan, you will not stop development. Instead, you'll run the risk of unmanaged speculative development that would proceed without coordinated infrastructure, leaving our communities and residents to deal with the consequences.”
· “We're not voting tonight on national infrastructure. We're not voting tonight on the water companies. We're not voting even on national housing targets. We're voting on this plan. And it's been said several times tonight that we'll still be in presumption that it won't change anything. Well, voting against it won't change anything… This is the only way that you can change something. …Voting against it won't stop a single spade hitting the ground. … the only way that we have any chance of making local decisions on how developments are carried out, whether those developments will have 10% sustainable and affordable homes, … whether they will have sustainable transport measures, the only chance … is to pass this plan, get it into action, and get us moving forward.”
The above are an echo chamber of self-justification. The claim is that because of the stage the planning process has reached, the plan must be passed, ignoring whether or not it is sound and legal.  It is (quoting the councillors above) “responsible”, “delivers protections”, is “the only way that we have any chance of making local decisions on how developments are carried out”. In reality though, it progresses “local decisions” that the council has already made and many councillors and residents object to. This is exacerbated because the Council has done a poor job communicating with residents and it has not shared updated documentation and people’s responses in a timely manner. This is shutting down opposition.

It is very similar to a recently reported row about “a WhatsApp message in which the authority’s Labour leader asked Lib Dem allies not to vote against key planning applications” (https://www.kentonline.co.uk/canterbury/news/coalition-collapses-over-leader-s-whatsapp-message-on-planni-339909/ ). In a statement, the Lib Dem leader said the decision “follows unacceptable demands from the Labour Party leadership over the operation of the planning committee…This gives us no choice but to end our involvement with the partnership running the council. Everyone has the right to expect their planning applications will be considered fairly and openly on planning policy. Planning decisions must be taken lawfully, on their individual merits, and with an open mind. Members of the planning committee cannot be directed how to vote, and I will never ask Liberal Democrat councillors to do anything that compromises that principle.” The reporter added, “Planning committees are typically cross-party bodies reflecting the political balance of the council and are expected to operate independently of political leadership.”
Comment
· This implies that planning decisions at CCC have been made for political expediency rather than on their merits.  If the Reg 19 Plan was forced through for political reasons, then it is not only unsound, but illegal. 
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